This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


^ 


"^^^^^iS^ 


I 


1 


|v 


ED 
ABCr 


NEGILIGENCE  IN  LAW 

VOLUME    I 
GENERAL  RELATIONS 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW 


BY 

THOMAS     B 

OF  THE  INNER  TKMPLR,  BARRISTER- AT-LAW 


]^E  N 


THIRD    EDITION 


VOLUME    I 

GENERAL  RELATIONS 


LONDON 

STEVENS    AND    HAYNES 

13  BELL  YARD,   TEMPLE    BAR 

TORONTO : 
CANADA    LAW    BOOK    CO. 

32  TORONTO  STREET 
1908 


18V> 


••     ;  .  .   •  .      .       •   •  I  •  .    •-     •  •••    •• 

•  •    '•  •  •••  •      •       •    •  •••  *    "    "»    •.  •    •  • 

•  ••    •••••      •        ••••«.•      -•/•••• 


PREFACE. 

The  preparation  of  this  edition  of  my  book  on  Negligence  has  taken 
up  a  very  large  portion  of  my  time  during  the  last  three  or  four  years  ; 
and  the  result  is  not  the  mere  bringing  up  to  date  which  at  regular 
intervals  is  necessary  in  order  to  keep  a  law  book  in  life,  but  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  considerable  body  of  new  problems  and  conclusions. 

Discussions  on  questions  of  negligence  are  of  daily  occurrence  in  the 
Courts ;  since  the  tendency  of  law  freed  from  technical  fetters  is  to 
base  claims  on  breach  of  duty  rather  than  on  some  more  refined  or 
recondite  reason ;  while  the  increasing  complexity  of  social  relations 
in  modern  life  accentuates  immensely  the  occasions  of  conflict,  whether 
intentional  or  not,  between  those  whose  interests  or  rights  are  con- 
verging but  not  identical.  A  large  proportion  of,  though  not  nearly 
all,  the  1465  new  cases  introduced  into  this  book,  is  due  to  this  expan- 
sion of  the  subject  and  is  the  growth  of  ten  years  of  active  legal  work. 
The  residue  is  to  be  put  down  to  what  was  improvidently  omitted 
before,  or  what  is  material  for  new  exemplification  or  is  of  historical 
interest. 

Of  the  new  cases  some,  like  Angtts  v.  Londcni,  Tilbury,  and  Southend. 
Ry.  Co.  (at  p.  144),  McArihur  v.  Dominion  Cartridge  Co.  (at  p.  615)^ 
The  Wink  field  (at  p.  735),  Colonial  Bank  of  A^istralasia  v.  Marshall  (at 
p.  1329),  or  (on  quite  a  lower  plane)  Mamey  v.  Scott  (at  p.  60),  and 
Conroy  v.  Peacock  (at  p.  716),  supply  problems  of  historical  or  juridical 
interest ;  others,  like  De  la  Bere  v.  Pearson,  aflSirmed  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  24  Times  Law  Report,  120,  but  not  noticing  the  points 
touched  on  in  the  text  (at  pp.  102,  1166),  Tozeland  v.  West  Ham 
Union  (at  p.  246),  Smith  v.  Giddy  (at  p.  407),  present  a  certain 
novelty  in  the  colligation  of  the  facts  suggesting  competing  analogies, 
and  invite  analysis. 

I  have  used  considerable  freedom  in  inquiring  into  the  validity  of 
the  decisions  arrived  at.  It  may  be,  as  Lord  Coke  tells  us,  that  the 
whole  common  law  of  England  resides  in  the  breasts  of  the  judges ; 
but  in  welUng  from  the  sanctity  of  its  source  it  is  apt  to  flow  into 
distractingly  cross  currents  and  to  tinge  itself  with  strong  individual 
traces  of  the  particular  channel  through  which  it  is  drawn.  To  find 
the  true  pure  stream  is  a  little  difficult  without  the  assistance  of  those 
methods  which  purge  error  in  the  realms  of  science  or  philosophy ; 
and,  at  this  time  of  day,  no  sensible  man  will  deny  their  entire  applica- 
bility to  the  refining  process.  An  instance  illustrative  of  this  is 
presented  to  me  though  too  late  to  notice  in  the  body  of  this  book. 
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In Smiihv.  Prosser,  [1907]  2  K.  B.,  746,  Williams,  L.J.,  speaking  of  Yming 
V.  Grote,  and  Ingham  v.  Primrose,  in  an  off-hand  way  pronounces  that 
they  "  have  indeed  now  ceased  to  be  law."  Reference  to  pp.  1317 
and  1340  of  this  treatise  will  demonstrate  that  neither  case  can  thus 
lordly  be  dismissed  in  a  parenthesis  even  by  a  Lord  Justice. 

Again  there  is  another  class  of  cases,  like  Shefjidd  Corporation  v. 
Barclay  (at  p.  1354),  or  Riiben  v.  Great  Fingall  Consolidated  (at  p. 
1355),  which  clinch  discussions  of  some  difficulty  and  suggest  the 
expediency  of  rearranging  the  classification  of  a  number  of  cases  that 
they  affect ;  this  too  I  have  endeavoured  to  do. 

There  has  also  been  much  new  legislation  to  be  embodied,  some  of  it 
bringing  into  existence  new  aspects  of  law ;  as  the  series  of  Acts 
which  have,  for  the  time  being,  resulted  in  the  Motor  Car  Act,  1903. 
Whether  these  are  properly  treated  under  the  heading  of  Occupa- 
tion of  Property  (at  p.  438)  may  admit  of  reasonable  dispute, 
but  considerations  of  convenience  led  me  to  deal  with  them 
there. 

t*  Many  new  cases  too  have  had  to  be  grouped  under  the  Public 
Authorities  Protection  Act,  1893  (at  p.  329),  and  have  required  detailed 
attention. 

Then  there  were  the  topics  which  were  so  obviously  imperfectly 
or  confusedly  dealt  with  in  my  last  edition,  that  rewriting  the  portion 
relating  to  them  was  the. only  possible  satisfactory  way  of  treating 
them.  This  remedial  process  has  been  applied  to  the  chapter  on 
Corporations  and  Local  Bodies,  also  to  that  on  the  Occupation  ot 
Property ;  while  the  chapters  on  Common  Carriers  by  Water  and  on 
Collision  on  Water  have  been  similarly  transformed.  The  whole 
of  Book  VII.  on  Unclassified  Relations  has  been  rewritten.  Of  course, 
as  the  subject  dealt  with  in  the  old  and  the  new  is  the  same,  much  of 
the  difference  that  exists  is  only  a  difference  of  expression,  and  in  many 
cases  the  old  material  has  been  used  substantially  unaltered  where 
perhaps,  even  in  my  partial  judgment,  it  is  very  capable  of  improve- 
ment ;  but  with  all  deductions  in  these  cases,  what  is  now  presented 
in  this  group  is  set  forth  for  the  first  time. 

There  are  other  chapters,  as  for  example  that  on  Degrees  of  Negli- 
gence (a  subject  on  which  most  lawyers  are  dogmatists),  or  the  following 
chapter,  on  Limitations  of  Liability,  which  are  altered,  not  so  far 
as  to  affect  their  identity,  but  sufficiently  to  include  a  modifying 
amount  of  novelty. 

Indeed  the  only  chapter  which  is  unaltered  (except  occasionally 
verbally)  is  that  on  the  Duty  to  Answer  for  One's  Own  Acts,  which  is 
practically  an  examination  of  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  Stanley 
V.  Powell,  that  is  introduced  in  a  recent  excellent  and  authoritative 
collection  as  a  Leading  Case.  What  a  leading  case  means  in  this 
connection  I  cannot  say ;  but  in  my  opinion  Stanley  v.  Powell  is  not 
an  authority  for  anything,  but  was  decided  on  quite  wrong  grounds ; 
so  I  have  left  this  chapter  untouched. 

To  make  room  for  the  new  matter  considerable  excisions  and 
compressions  have  been  made.  Thus  the  discussion  on  Victorian  Ry. 
Commissioners  v.  CouUas,  which  was  spread  over  nine  pages,  is  now 
confined  to  five  ;  and  this  perhaps  is  still  an  excess  in  view  of  the  recent 
trend  of  the  authorities.  Woodley  v.  Metropolitan  Ry,  Co.,  which 
took  eight  pages,  now  occupies  but  two ;  and  Young  v.  Grote,  which 
was  made  to  cover  various  discussions  through  twenty-seven  pages, 
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is  now  focussed  into  eight.  These  are  but  ilhistrations  of  a  general 
tendency  throughout. 

Many  long  and  perhaps  doubtfully  relevant  notes  have  disappeared. 
That  some  still  standing  might  have  followed  may  possibly  be  a  pious 
opinion  of  the  severely  concise.  But  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  in 
this  the  partialities  of  the  author  should  have  indulgence  shown  to 
them.  I  confess  to  a  weakness  for  attempting  to  trace  the  history  of 
a  principle  or  to  suggest  by  what  stages  a  doctrine  has  been  deflected 
from  its  first  significance.  And,  setting  selfish  predilections  aside,  I 
can  conceive  that  there  are  lawyers  to  whom  such  notes,  say  as  those 
at  pp.  26, 114, 173, 353,  or  576  in  the  first  volume,  or  those  in  the  second 
volume  dealing  with  the  early  English  or  the  Civil  Law,  e.g.,  at  pp. 
752,  761,  763,  768,  and  850,  might  be  of  interest  or  suggest  research  ; 
and  I  do  not  recognise  the  validity  of  the  representation  made  to  me 
more  than  once  that  I  should  omit  everything  not  fitted  for  the  purposes 
of  practitioners  in  a  hurry.  Law  as  a  study  I  think  admits  of  higher 
aims  than  that  which  inspires  the  genius  of  the  mass  of  annotators  of 
statutes. 

I  have  also  made  some  alteration  in  my  point  of  view,  though 
incompletely ;  for  a  third  edition  has  not  the  flexibility  of  adaptation 
that  manuscript  notes  may  have.  In  the  first  instance  I  made  an 
attempt  to  present  the  law  of  the  United  States  side  by  side  with  our 
own.  I  am  now  convinced  that  such  an  attempt  is  impossible  of 
success  and  also  inexpedient.  I  have  in  my  possession  a  vast  American 
treatise  on  Negligence.  It  is  in  six  volumes,  has  7741  pages,  and 
deals  with  36,000  cases  or  thereabouts.  Yet  even  in  these  generous 
limits  very  many  American  decisions  on  Negligence  of  the  greatest 
weight  are  not  included.  What  hope  then  of  dealing  with  a  body  of 
law  so  enormous  in  addition  to  our  prolific  own  ?  Moreover  the  study 
of  this  Encyclopaedia  of  Negligence  has  made  plain  to  me  what  I 
before  suspected — that,  though  of  the  same  parentage  as  ours,  American 
law  has  in  late  years  been  developing  along  divergent  lines,  and  accepts 
principles  widely  applicable  that  are  to  us  not  only  novel  but  funda- 
mentally unsound. 

Two  or  three  illustrations  drawn  from  different  branches  of  law 
may  not  be  out  of  place  to  show  what  I  mean  : 

"(1)  Croaker  {or  Craker)  v.  Chicago  &  N,  W.  Rd.  Co.,  17  Am.  R.  504, 
tells  of  the  fortunes  of  a  female  passenger  on  the  defendant  railway 
who  was  kissed,  she  unwilling,  by  the  guard  in  charge  of  the  train. 
The  delinquent  was  criminally  convicted,  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine, 
and  sent  to  prison  till  he  paid  it.  But  the  wrong  done  her  still  rankled, 
so  that  she  brought  an  action  against  the  railway  company  in  respect 
of  it;  and  was  awarded,  by  an  apparently  highly  incensed  jury,  heavy 
damages.  These  were  secured  to  her  by  the  decision  of  the  full  Court. 
The  principle  the  Court  enunciated  is  set  forth  thus  :  "  A3  we  under- 
stand it  ...  if  one  hire  out  his  dog  to  guard  sheep  against  wolves, 
and  the  dog  sleeps  while  a  wolf  makes  away  with  a  sheep,  the  owner  is 
liable  (?) ;  but  if  the  dog  play  wolf  and  devour  the  sheep  himself  the 
owner  is  not  liable.  The  bare  statement  of  the  proposition  seems  a 
reductio  ad  abmrdum.''  In  plain  prose  this  imports  that  the  ma'ster 
warrants  the  moral  impeccability  of  the  servant.  And  this  "  reason- 
ing "  has  been  received  with  applause  and  adopted  as  a  forcible  illus- 
tration of  legal  principle  by  the  Supreme  Courts  of  States  from  the 
Atlantic  to  the  Pacific  seaboard. 
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In  England  this  fascinating  plaintiff  would  have  been  nonsuited 
on  the  quite  unheroic  ground  that  her  claim  disclosed  a  wilful  and 
independent  trespass  wholly  outside  the  employment. 

(2)  Again  the  principle  is  well  settled  "  in  the  highest  Courts  of 
New  York  {Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268)  and  in  many  other  States  " 
that  a  telegraph  company  is  responsible  not  only  to  the  sender  of  a 
message  but  also  the  addressee  :  that  persons  not  parties  to  a  contract 
may  nevertheless  sue  for  damages  for  its  breach. 

In  England  the  contradictory  principle  is  well  settled ;  a  person 
cannot  sue  on  a  contract  made  by  others  for  his  benefit  even  if  the 
contracting  parties  have  agreed  that  he  may. 

(3)  In  most  of  the  United  States  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  at 
certain  times  or  in  certain  circumstances  is  prohibited  and  made  a 
crime.  In  King  v.  Haley  [S^  111.  106)  a  rum-seller  was  held  liable  to 
a  man  who  was  shot  by  a  drunken  man  to  whom  the  rum-seller  had 
illegally  sold  whisky. 

In  England  the  law  is  reasonably  plain  that  where  a  general  obli- 
gation is  created  by  statute  and  a  specific  remedy  is  provided,  the 
statutory  remedy  is  the  only  one. 

Here  then  in  three  typical  cases  selected  almost  at  random  the 
principles  of  the  American  law  and  of  the  English  law  are  in  direct 
antagonism.  And  it  was  my  conviction  of  the  utter  uselessness,  for 
my  purposes  at  any  rate,  of  drawing  out  this  opposition  in  detail, 
necessarily  at  considerable  length,  that  induced  me  to  abandon  any 
attempt  systematically  to  range  and  compare  the  two  systems.  Some 
three  or  four  hundred  American  cases  have  in  consequence  dropped 
out  of  this  edition.  Yet  the  Americans  have  a  genius  for  law  ;  and 
the  learning  and  brilliancy  of  the  judgments  found  in  Johnson's  or 
Metcalfe's  or  indeed  in  any  of  the  best  American  reports  on  the  historical 
development  of  the  common  law  is  such  that  no  English  writer  can 
afford  to  neglect  them.  They  are  the  supplement,  sometimes  the 
substitute,  for  our  own,  and  must  always  have  a  place  in  English 
treatises  ambitious  of  excellence. 

Where  I  have  left  the  American  decisions  I  have  replaced  them 
by  the  Colonial,  The  community  of  our  laws  may  prove  a  stronger 
bond  to  unite  us  as  one  Empire  with  the  Colonies  than  other  influences 
more  harp\;d  on.  So  long  as  there  is  an  ultimate  appeal  to  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  and  a  suitably  strong  body  of  judges 
to  determine  the  question  of  principle,  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the 
House  of  Lords  and  by  the  Privy  Council  should  be  identical ;  and 
where  not  so  is  unsound ;  and  thus  the  efforts  of  the  Colonial  judges 
will  be  directed  to  make  for  this  community.  Students  of  Colonial 
law  must  know  that  at  this  moment  there  are  in  our  Colonies  judges, 
such  for  example  as  Williams,  J.,  of  New  Zealand,  whose  legal  reputa- 
tion constrains  reference  to  their  reported  judgments  which  well  repay 
perusal  by  their  clear  insight  into  the  principles  of  the  conmion  law 
and  their  vivid  presentment  of  them.  Contrast  the  judgment  of  the 
last-named  judge  in  Broum  v.  Bennett,  9  N.  Z.  L.  R.  342,  with  that  of 
the  Privy  Council  in  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Marshall,  [1900] 
A.  C.  559,  and  the  benefit  to  clear  thinking  and  accurate  knowledge 
from  the  perusal  of  the  Colonial  decision  is  apparent ;  and  there  are 
besides,  other  Colonial  judges  of  an  experience  and  learning  which  will 
not  permit  of  their  judgments  being  neglected  without  as  appreciable 
loss  as  appears  here.     I  have  therefore  systematically  gone  through 
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the  Law  Reports  of  our  greater  Colonies  and  have  treated  them  on 
the  same  footing  as  I  have  the  home  decisions. 

The  quotations  from  the  Civil  Law  are  taken  either  from  the  Elzevir 
edition  of  1663  or  the  Amsterdam  edition  of  1700  when  some  other 
source  is  not  indicated. 

My  references  to  Pothier,  that  king  of  jurists,  are  to  Bugnet's  Paris 
edition  of  1847.  In  most  cases  the  edition  of  any  book  that  I  have 
referred  to  is  indicated  in  the  reference. 

To  the  officers  of  the  Inner  Temple  Library,  a  model  institution, 
liberally  and  efficiently  managed,  well  arranged  and  most  accessible, 
my  unqualified  gratitude  is  due  for  the  patience  and  courtesy  with 
which  during  the  past  two  years  they  have  treated  one  whom  they 
could  not  regard  as  other  than  a  constantly  recurring  nuisance.  The 
assistance  I  have  had  from  the  Librarian  and  his  stafE  has  enabled 
me  to  overcome  many  a  difficulty  that  else  I  should  have  yielded  to. 
To  Mr.  Snell  specially  are  my  thanks  due  for  the  courage  and  instant 
readiness  with  which  he  has,  at  some  periods  almost  daily,  mounted 
to  the  top  rungs  of  ladders  of  unstable  appearance  and  struggled  to 
extricate  from  the  obscurity  of  murky  shelves,  even  at  the  risk  of  no 
inconsiderable  bodily  hurt,  some  mighty  volmne,  may  be  of  Meerman's 
Thesaurus  or  Beawes's  Lex  Mercatoria,  to  satisfy  my  passion  for  an 
absolutely  authentic  quotation  or  reference.  We  have  both,  I  am 
happy  to  say,  issued  from  the  perils,  he  of  falling,  I  of  being  fallen  on, 
unscathed.  Would  that  bulky  books  were  kept  on  shelves  on  the 
floor! 

Mr.  Riches,  the  Librarian  of  the  Inns  of  Coiui;  Bar  Library,  has 
again  taken  entire  charge  of  the  various  tables  of  references.  I  know 
no  one  who  can  dispute  precedence  with  him  in  this  branch  of  th :» work 
of  giving  birth  to  a  law  book  ;  and  I  know  that  he  has  loyally  put  at 
my  disposal  all  his  skill.  Mr.  Sydney  E.  Williams,  of  Lincoln's  Inn, 
has  most  kindly  relieved  me  of  the  charge  of  the  Index.  Himself  an 
author  of  repute,  I  hope  that  the  time  he  has  bestowed  on  my  work 
will  not  conduce  to  deprive  the  profession  of  the  enlightenment  it 
receives  from  his  own. 

Finally,  for  myself,  I  implore  indulgence  for  the  negligences  and 
ignorances  into  which,  in  the  course  of  this  long  and  complicated 
work,  I  cannot  but  have  again  and  again  fallen.  In  extenuation  may 
I  urge — Verum  opere  in  longo  fas  est  obrepere  somnum. 


THOMAS   BEVEN. 


1  Temple  Gardens, 

December  1907. 
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NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 

BOOK   I. 

CONSTITUTIVE  PRINCIPLES. 

CHAPTER  I. 
PRELIMINARY   MATTER. 

The  investigation  of  Negligence  in  law,  the  subject  of  the  ensuing  The  subject 
treatise,  does  not  undertake  the  analysis  of  any  particular  class  of  legal  proposed, 
relations.  It  has  to  do  with  legal  duties  generally,  though  in  a  special 
aspect ;  that  is,  with  duties  as  they  appear  when  the  normal  standard 
of  performance  is  not  attained  ;  and  is  thus  primarily  occupied  with 
considering  defaults  in  conduct,  and  only  in  the  second  place  with  the 
adequate  discharge  of  obligations.  It  deals  with  an  aspect,  not  with  a 
division,  of  law.  A  complete  treatise  on  Negligence  in  law  would  be  a 
commentary  on  the  whole  law  of  England,  from  the  standpoint  of  a 
non-fulfilment  of  legal  duties,  excluding  only  intentional  wrongdoing. 
This  exclusion  must  be  taken  with  the  caution  that  intentional  wrong- 
doing may  frequently,  at  the  option  of  the  person  injured  by  it,  be 
treated  as  negligence — a  failure  of  duty,  and  not  a  premeditated 
violation  of  duty ;  as  in  the  case  of  deliberately  driving  against  another's 
vehicle  or  property.  Yet  another  caution  must  be  had  :  if  the  act 
impugned  is  that  of  a  servant,  and  the  master  shows  it  to  be  a  wilful 
one,  he  discharges  himself  from  liability  (unless  his  choice  of  his  servant 
was  itself  negUgent).^  In  practice,  a  treatise  on  the  non-fulfilment 
of  legal  duties  would  be  unsatisfactory,  as  dealing  obliquely  with 
subjects  more  conveniently  dealt  with  directly ;  and  redundant, 
through  much  repetition,  since  the  leading  principles  are  constantly 
croppmg  up  in  very  various  details.  The  adequate  treatment  of 
NegUgence  in  law  must,  notwithstanding,  range  over  a  very  large 
number  of  topics  and  involve  minute  and  repetitive  treatment  of  not 
a  few. 

The  de&oition  of  negligence  most  often  given  is  that  by  Alderson,  Alder8on,B.'s, 
B.*— "  the  omission  to  do  something  which  a  reasonable  man,  guided  definition. 

1  Oardon  v.  RoU,  4  Ex.  365. 

2  Elyth  y.  Birmingham  Watertoorka  Co.,  II  Ex.  781,  784.     In  the  Iaw  Journal 
Beport,  25  L.  J.  ^.  212^  213,  the  words  '*  guided  upon  those  considerations  which 
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upon  those  considerationo  which  ordinarily  regulate  the  conduct  of 
human  affairs,  ^onld  do,  or  doing  something  which  a  prudent  and 
reasonable  man  would  not  do."  Invaluable  as  a  description,  this 
formula  is  too  wide  for  a  definition  ;  since  its  terms  include  even  im- 
provident business  enterprises,  which  in  their  undertaking  hold  out 
empiojTnent,  in  their  collapse  involve  ruin,  perhaps  to  thousands ; 
but  wnich,  in  spite  of  omissions  and  commissions  of  which  no  reasonable 
man  would  be  guilty,  bring  in  their  tram  no  legal  responsibility  what- 
ever. 
Austin's.  The  most  formally  scientific  analvsis  of  negligence  is  that  of  Austin.^ 

He  draws  a  distinction  between  negligence,  heedlessness,  and  rashness, 
which,  though  closely  allied,  "  are  broadly  distinguished  by  differences." 

In  cases  of  negUgence,  the  party  performs  not  an  act  to  which  he  is 
obUged  ;  he  breaks  a  positive  duty. 

In  cases  of  heedlessness  or  rashness,  the  party  does  an  act  from 
which  he  is  bound  to  forbear  :  he  breaks  a  negative  duty. 

In  cases  of  neghgence,  he  adverts  not  to  the  act  which  it  is  his  duty 
to  do. 

In  cases  of  heedlessness,  he  adverts  not  to  consequences  of  the  act  he 
does. 

In  cases  of  rashness,  he  adverts  to  the  consequences  of  the  act ;  but 
by  reason  of  some  assumption  tvhich  he  examines  insuffictenlly  he 
concludes  that  those  conseqliences  will  not  follow  the  act  in  the  instance 
before  him. 
Discussed.  The  view  of  negUgence  which  commends  itself  to  Austin  is  that  "  it 

applies  exclusively  to  injurious  omissions — to  breaches  by  omission 
of  positive  duties."  Whatever  its  philosophic  value,  this  view  circum- 
scribes negUgence  far  too  narrowly  for  the  purposes  of  practical  juris- 
prudence. For  example,  the  servants  of  a  farmer,  to  save  themselves 
trouble,  leave  a  roUer  by  the  side  of  a  highway,  with  its  shafts  sUghtly 
projecting  over  the  metalled  part  of  the  road.  The  plaintiff's  pony 
shies  at  it  as  the  pony  is  driven  past,  and  plaintiff's  wife  is  thrown  out 
of  her  carriage  and  kiUed.  In  an  action  for  wrongful  and  negligent 
user  by  the  defendant  of  the  highway,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover.^  Now  this  act  does  not  appear  to  have  been  done  by  the 
servants  with  intention  to  test  the  right  to  act  as  they  did,  but  merely 
to  save  themselves  trouble ;  so  that  it  is  not  comprehended  in  that 
class  of  nuisances  which  are  wilful  as  distinguished  from  negUgent ; 
and  being  negligent  is  negUgent  in  what  is  done,  and  not  through  the 
omission  of  precaution  in  the  doing  it.  Again,  the  distinction  drawn 
between  negUgence  on  the  one  hand  and  heedlessness  and  rashness 
on  the  other  may  be  vaUd  in  the  regions  of  pure  speculation,  yet  for 
practical  purposes  the  law  can  draw  no  distinction  between  the  driver 
who  runs  into  a  vehicle  without  looking  where  he  is  going,  and  the 

ordinarily  regulate  the  conduct  of  human  afiFairs  "  are  omitted.  Compare  per  Bigelow, 
C.  J.,  in  Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony  and  Neuyport  Rd.  Co.,  92  Mass.  368,  372.  Alderson,  B.'s, 
language  is  amplified  though  his  sense  is  closely  followed  in  an  approved  United  States 
definition  of  negligence,  which,  says  Swayne,  J.,  in  Railroad  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.S. 
(5  Otto)  439,  441,  is  "  the  failure  to  do  what  a  reasonable  and  prudent  person  would 
ordinarily  have  done  under  the  circumstances  of  the  situation*  or  doing  what  such  a 
person  under  the  existing  circumstances  would  not  have  done.  The  essence  of  the 
fault  may  lie  in  omission  or  commission.  The  duty  is  dictated  and  measured  by  the 
exigencies  of  the  occasion.''  That  is,  negligence  is  always  relative  to  some  circum- 
stance of  time,  or  place,  or  person,  or  thing. 
^  1  Lectures  on  Jurisprudence,  lecture  20. 
2  Wilkins  v.  Day,  12  Q.  B.  D.  110, 
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driver  who  runs  into  a  vehicle  because  he  does  not  trouble  to  draw  up, 
01  is  willing  to  take  the  risk  of  rash  action  on  the  chance  of  the  probable 
consequences  being  somehow  averted.  Whether  an  act  is  in  Austin's 
sense  negligent  or  heedless  or  rash,  in  law  it  is  comprehended  imder 
the  term  negligent  act — sharply  distinguished  on  the  one  hand  from 
that  class  of  acts  in  which  there  is  either  actual  intent,  or  those  circum- 
stances from  which  the  law  draws  the  conclusion  of  intent ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  from  those  acts  which  are  the  result  of  chance,  and 
are  known  as  accidents  in  the  narrow  sense.  ^ 

Dr.  Wharton  *  describes  negligence  in  its  civil  relations  as  "  such  an  Dr.  Wharton'a 
inadvertent  imperfection  by  a  responsible  human  agent  in  the  dis-  definition, 
charge  of  a  legal  duty  as  produces  in  an  ordinary  and  natural  sequence 
a  damage  to  another."    Now  inadvertence  in  its  ordinary  meaning  Discussed, 
is  closely  allied,  if  not  synonymous,  with  heedlessness ;   whereas  the 
scope  of  negligence  is  much  wider,  and  extends  to  neglects  of  which 
the  conssquences  are  clearly  foreseen,  though  not  willed ;    as  the 
allowing  a  drain-pipe  to  be  stopped  and  thereby  causing  a  flood ;  where 
the  injurious  consequence  has  clearly  been  foreseen,  though,  through 
inertia  of  the  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  clear  it,  no  precaution  is 
taken.     This  is  neither  an  inadvertent  act,  since  the  consequences  are 
foreseen,  nor  yet  a  wilful  one,  since  they  are  not  willed  ;  the  negligent 
person  trusts  to  the  chapter  of  accidents  or  to  the  act  of  some  third 
person  to  save  him  from  the  consequences  of  his  sluggishness. 

»Scientifically  "inadvertence  "*  may  be  a  necessary  element  in  negli- 
gence ;  legally  it  is  not  so.  Negligence  as  a  juristic  word  in  practice  con- 
notes only  default  in  duty.  How  the  default  arises  is  immaterial.  A  duty 
is  to  be  performed  ;  but  the  person  obUged  to  it  fails  in  performance 
In  most  cases  the  person  injured  by  the  default  does  not  trouble  himself 
with  the  antecedents  of  the  default ;  he  brings  his  action  for  negligence 
whether  the  default  was  wilful  or  however  else  induced.  In  the  old 
law  he  would  have  declared  in  assumpsit :  a  duty  was  owed  to  him 
and  there  was  failure  in  performance  and  a  quasi  contractual  remedy 
rose  therefrom ;  or  if  not  in  assiiJtipsit,  then  in  trespass  or  case  where,  save 
for  inflaming  the  damages,  the  question  of  intention  was  immaterial. 

In  Heathen  v.  Pender,^  Brett,  M.R.,  gave  his  definition  of  negligence  Brett,  M.R.'8 
— the  definition  of  the  practical  and  unscientific  lawyer  :  "  Actionable  definition, 
negligence  consists  in  the  neglect  of  the  use  of  ordinary  care  or  skill 
towards  a  person  to  whom  the  defendant  owes  a  duty  of  observing 
ordinary  care  and  skill,  by  which  neglect  the  plaintiff,  without  contri- 
butory negligence  on  his  part,  has  suffered  injury  to  his  person  or  pro- 
perty."    The  patent  objection  to  this  is  that  it  only  deals  with  one  kind  Objections, 
even  of  actionable  negligence  ;  since  all  those  cases  where,  from  position 
or  contract,  one  is  bound  to  use  more  than  ordinary  care  or  skill  towards 
another  are^excluded  by  the  expression.     Thus  the  law  discriminates 
between  children  and  adults,*  in  the  amount  of  care  that  must  be 

^  There  is  a  Taluable  discoseion  of  the  metaphysical  concoption  of  negligence,  with 
a  consideration  of  the  Aristotelian  definitions,  in  Poste,  Gaius,  3rd  ed.  12-15.  See 
Heam,  Legal  Duties  and  Rights,  Acts  done  at  one's  peril,  100-1 11 ;  Cornish  y.  Accident 
Ins,  Co.,  23  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Lindley,  L.J.,  466. 

2  Negligence,  §  3. 

3  Inadvertence  is  discussed  by  Williams,  J.,  Ex  paHe  Clarke  (1892),  67  L.  T.  232, 
and  his  definition  there  is  adopted  in  C.  A.,  In  re  Safety  Explosives,  Ltd.  (1904), 
i  Ch.  226. 

4  11  Q.  B.  D.  603,  607. 

6  **  The  old,  the  lame  and  the  infirm  are  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  streets,  and 
more  caie  must  be  exercised  towards  them  by  engineers  than  towards  those  who  have 
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exercised,  but  the  definition  admits  no  flexibility  in  this  respect 
whatever.  Again,  apart  from  the  verbal  objection,  the  definition 
introduces  the  conception  of  contributory  negligence,  a  complex  and 
more  difficult  term  than  negligence  itself,  which  at  present  we  are  not 
in  a  condition  to  grapple  with. 

The  same  learned  judge  subsequently*  defines  negligence  :  "  The 
doing  of  something  which  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and  skill  under  the 
circumstances  wovdd  not  do,  or  omitting  to  do  something  which  such 
a  person  under  the  circumstances  would  do."  This  is  practically  an 
expanded  form  of  the  definition  herein  adopted,  vitiated  by  the  limita- 
tion to  a  person  of  "  ordinary  care  and  slall  "  ;  as  if  persons  of  more 
than  an  ordinary  degree  of  care  and  skill  were  not  bound  to  observe 
a  nile  of  duty  or  a  rule  of  duty  was  not  laid  dovm  in  law  for  those 
professing  exceptional  and  peculiar  skill. 

Messrs.  Shearman  and  Redfield  say :  ''  Negligence  constituting  a 
cause  of  civil  action  is  such  an  omission,  by  a  responsible  person,  to  use 
that  degree  of  care,  diligence  and  skill  which  it  was  his  legal  duty  to 
use  for  the  protection  of  another  person  from  injury,  as,  in  a  natural 
and  continuous  sequence,  causes  unintended  damage  to  the  latter."^ 
But  this  introdaces  complex  terms,  e.g.,  responsible  person,  natural 
and  continuous  sequence,  legal  duty,  damage,  which  we  are  not  yet  in 
a  position  to  grapple  with  and  are  more  bewildering  than  the  term  we 
are  to  define.  Again,  an  inadvertently  unlawful  positive  act,  as,  for 
example,  placing  a  roller  on  a  highway,  is  not  in  any  usual  sense  the 
"  omission  of  care,"  &c.,  "  for  the  protection  of  another  person  from 
injury,"  since,  provided  the  act  is  to  be  done,  it  may  be  done  with  all 
circumstances  of  extremest  care ;  the  negligence  is  the  failure  to 
ascertain  its  unlawfulness  previously  to  determining  on  the  act.  There 
is  no  omission  to  use  care,  diUgence,  and  skill  for  the  protection  oi 
another  person  ;  for  all  that  the  case  admits  of  has  by  hypothesis  been 
done.  The  negligence  is  acting  at  all,  though  the  act,  being  determined 
on,  is  done  with  all  possible  precaution. 

The  analysis  of  a  cause  of  action  on  negUgence  by  the  same  authors 
seems  unexceptionable.    They  say  :  NegUgence  consists  in — 

(1)  A  legal  duty  to  use  care ; 

(2)  A  breach  of  that  duty  ; 

(3)  The  absence  of  distinct  intention  to  produce  the  precise 

damage,  if  any,  which  actually  follows.^ 
With  this  negUgence,  in  order  to  sustain  a  civil  action  there  must 
concur — 

(4)  Damage  to  the  plaintiff  ; 

(5)  A  natural  and  continuous  sequence  uninterruptedly  con- 

necting the  breach  of  duty  with  the  damage  as  cause  and 
effect. 
Sir  James  Stephen  ^  defines  negligence  :  "  the  omission  to  perform 

better  powers  of  motion  "  ;  per  Hunt,  C.  J.,  G'Mara  v.  Hudson  River  Co.,  38  N.  Y. 
445  449. 

1  Wakdin  V.  L.  dk  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  (1896),  1  Q.  B.  191. 

2  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  3. 

3  I.e.f  the  absence  of  distinct  legal  intention,  which  includes  not  only  the  absence 
of  actual  intention,  but  of  those  facts  from  which,  indejiendent  of  actual  intention,  the 
law  presumes  intention. 

4  A  General  View  of  the  Criminal  Law  of  England  (2nd  ed.),  76 ;  see  also  the 
same  author's  Digest  of  the  Criminal  Law,  ch.  22,  Art.  232.  "  Death  or  bodily  injury 
oaused  by  omission  to  discharge  a  legal  duty."  The  Qu^n  v.  SoLmim,  6  Q.  B.  D.  79 ; 
JPo9ter  Oown  Law,  Diaoourw  II.  Of  Uomioide,  §  4,  262 ;  Bosooo,  Crimiiial  J&vide&M 
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a  duty  imposed  by  law."  Sir  James  Stephen  continues  :  "  The  word 
[negUgence]  is  used  in  criminal  law  principally  in  reference  to  the 
infliction  of  bodily  injury  by  neglecting  to  perform  one  of  the  duties  oiminalnegli- 
which  are  by  law  imposed  on  various  persons  for  the  preservation  of  gence. 
human  life."  As  a  fact  the  accuracy  of  this  statement  is  undoubted, 
as  the  statement  of  a  principle  of  law  it  leaves  much  to  be  desired. 
The  term  criminal  negligence  has  ref  rence  mainly  to  the  authority  by 
whom  reparation  is  sought.  An  inseparable  accident  of  criminal 
negtigence  may  be  that  it  is  a  violation  of  duty  imposed  for  the  pre- 
servation of  human  life.  It  is  criminal  because  it  constitutes  a  violation 
of  obUgations  to  the  State,  and  which  can  only  be  remitted  by  the 
State.  Criminal  negUgence  per  se  does  not  differ  from  negUgence 
simply.  The  same  negUgence  as  it  aflect-s  the  individual  and  the 
State  is  respectively  gross  negUgence  and  criminal  negUgence ;  while 
it  is  the  groundwork  of  reparation  to  the  private  individual,  however 
heinous  it  may  be,  it  is  no  more  than  negUgence  ;  so  soon  as  it  is  the 
subject-matter  in  respect  of  which  reparation  is  exacted  by  the  State 
it  becomes  criminal  negUgence.  For  example,  neglect  to  mend  a  road 
when  made  the  subject  of  indictment  is  criminal  negUgence.  When  the 
subject  of  action  by  an  individual  in  respect  of  special  damage  sus- 
tained through  want  of  repair  is  negUgence  simply,  though  sometimes 
accentuated  by  the  adjective  "  gross."  That  criminal  negUgence  may 
consist  in  neglect  of  those  duties  which  are  imposed  by  law  on  various 
persons  for  the  preservation  of  hunmn  Ufe  is  due  exclusively  to  the 
accident  that  the  State  does  not,  as  a  rule,  intervene,  except  where  Ufe 
or  Umb  is  endangered,  and  leaves  other  injuries  arising  from  negUgence 
to  be  redressed  at  the  suit  of  the  individual.  Criminal  negUgence  then 
is  negligence  in  such  circumstances  that  it  imposes  an  obUgation  re- 
missible by  the  State,  but  irremissible  by  the  individual  actuaUy 
danmified  by  it ;  and  since  the  State  wiU  not  Ughtly  intervene  criminal 
negUgence  must  be  some  '*  substantial  thing,"^  and  not  mere  casual 
inadvertence.  Between  criminal  negUgence,  however,  and  actionable 
negUgence  there  is  no  principle  of  discrimination,  but  a  question  of 
degree  only.^ 

Bayley,  J.,in  Teasymond's  case,^  seems  to  refer  exclusively  to  the  Bayley,  J.'s, 
consequences  arising  £rom  negUgence  to  determine  whether  the  act  is  ^^^^,^^ 
a  mere  civil  wrong  or  a  criminal  act.    This  can  scarcely  be  a  correct 
standpoint,  else  the  omnibus  driver  who  merely  knocks  a  foot- passenger 
down  and  bespatters  him  with  mud  would  escape  any  criminal  con- 
sequences, while  if  the  foot-passenger's  fall  were  beneath  the  wheels 

(12th  ed.),  025  ;  1  Russell,  Grimes,  Bk.  III.,  ch.  2,  §  5  (5th  ed.),  822.  Of  Criminal 
Negligence  Blackburn,  J.,  says  in  Meg.  v.  EyrCf  Finlason's  Report,  57  :  "  It  is  a 
phrase  constantly  used  in  criminal  cases,  but  the  amount  of  negligence  that  would 
make  a  man  so  responsible  cannot  be  defined.  It  is  not  a  little  failure  in  duty  that 
would  make  him  criminally  responsible  ;  a  great  failure  of  duty  undoubtedly  would. 
The  line  between  the  two  is  hard  to  define  and  must  be  left,  to  a  very  great  extent, 
in  each  individual  case  to  the  common  sense  of  the  jury  whether  or  not  the  degree  of 
failure  of  duty  is  oriminal.*' 

1  Per  Willes,  J.,  Regina  v.  Markuss,  4  F.  &  F.  639. 

a  Regina  ▼.  Noakesy  4  F.  &  F.  920.  "  A  fact,"  says  Lord  Erskine,  C,  in  Lord 
Melville  8  case,  29  How.  St.  Tr.  764,  "  must  be  established  by  the  same  evidence, 
whether  it  be  followed  by  a  criminal  or  civil  consequence ;  but  it  is  a  totally  different 
question  in  the  consideration  of  criminal  as  distinguished  from  civil  justice  how  the 
person  now  on  trial  may  be  affected  by  the  fact  when  so  established."  See  per  Garrow 
arguendo,  Th^  King  v.  Cator,  4  Esp.  117,  136 ;  and  the  ruling  of  Hothanf,  B.,  144 ; 
also  per  Lawrence,  J.,  Rex  v.  Stone,  25  How.  St.  Tr.  1314.  See  29  L,  J.  Newsp.  233, 
an  article,  "  Thy  Duty  to  thy  Neighbour." 

8  1  Lewin,  C.  C.  169, 
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of  the  vehicle  be  would  be  amenable  to  them.^  lu  practice,  it  is  trae, 
proceedings  would  be  left  to  the  initiative  of  the  injured  person  in  the 
civil  court,  but  the  legal  ingredients,  the  violation  of  the  rules  of  public 
safety  and  the  potential  injury  to  the  community  would  be  ground  for 
criminal  proceedings ;  though  in  the  instance  given,  the  facts  must 
warrant  the  inference  of  a  public  danger,  to  make  them  the  subject  of 
criminal  proceedings. 
Is  nonfeasance  A  further  point  has  been  mooted — whether  negligence  in  its  criminal 
criminal  ?  aspect  can  arise  from  mere  nonfeasance ;  whether  a  man  may  be 
criminally  convicted  who  has  only  abstained  from  acting.  It  is  clear 
there  is  no  legal  duty  on  a  man  seeing  another  in  the  water  drowning 
to  plunge  in  and  rescue  him ;  nor  yet  on  a  passer-by  seeing  a  child 
under  the  feet  of  a  horse  to  pull  him  out  and  prevent  his  being  run  over ; 
while  there  is  a  plain  legal  duty  for  a  pointsman  to  turn  on  the  switches 
at  the  approach  of  a  train,  and  for  a  parent  to  provide  food  for  an 
infant  child. ^  While  in  Reg,  v.  Barrett,^  Wightman,  J.,  enunciates  the 
proposition  that  mere  nonfeasance  will  not  constitute  criminal  negli- 
gence, Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  in  Reg.  v.  I/ywe,  was  "  clearly  of  opinion 
that  a  man  may  by  a  neglect  of  duty  render  himself  hable  to  be  con- 
victed of  manslaughter  or  even  of  murder."*  In  this,  however,  there 
is  no  contrariety  ;  the  material  consideration  is  whether  there  is  a  duty 
to  act.^  The  pointsman  who  imdertakes  an  employment,  the  parent 
who  is  boimd  to  the  support  of  his  child,  are  equally  punishable 
whether  they  act  with  criminal  negUgence  or  with  criminal  negligence 
refrain  from  acting ;  because  the  position  each  occupies  binds  him  to 
a  particular  course  of  conduct  from  which  if  he  refrain  he  is  as  charge- 
able as  if  he  act  amiss.  It  is  otherwise  with  the  case  of  a  drowning 
man  ;  for  with  regard  to  him  the  bystander  has  undertaken  no  duty, 
not  has  the  State  imposed  any.  The  case  of  an  officer  of  the  Royal 
Humane  Society,  apprised  that  a  man  is  about  to  throw  himself  into 
the  water,  and  who,  notwithstanding,  makes  no  effort,  either  for 
prevention  or  rescue,  so  that  the  man  is  drowned,  may  be  put,  and  it 
may  be  objected  that  here  is  a  duty  and  therefore  a  Uability.  But  the 
duty  is  only  a  contractual  duty,  enforceable  under  the  contract  with 
the  Humane  Society.  Neither  the  drowning  man  nor  the  State  is  party 
thereto,  or  has  any  right  thereimder ;  and,  apart  from  the  contract, 
which  is  a  matter  of  private  concern,  the  State  has  in  the  case  put 
imposed  no  obUgation.  A  criminal  liabiUty  may  indeed,  in  some 
circumstances,  arise  from  the  violation  of  a  contractual  duty ;  •  but 
the  mere  omission  to  act  where  action  would  have  prevented  loss 
to  another  and  inaction  has  brought  it  about  does  not  raise  a  duty. 
"  There  are  decisions  to  this  effect  both  at  law  and  in  equity ;  see  at 
law  Arnold  v.  The  Cheque  Bank  ^  decided  by  this  Court  during  the  last 
sittings,  where  the  cases  at  law  were  fully  considered.  In  equity,  it  is 
well  settled  now  that  the  mere  omission  by  a  first  mortgagee  to  obtain 
the  title-deeds  from  the  mortgagor  is  not  sufficient  to  postpone  the 

1  Cp.  Regina  v.  BuU,  2  F.  &  F.,  201 ;  and  the  note  to  RichY,  Pierpont,  3  F. 
&  F.  41. 

2  Reg.  V.  Senior  (1899),  1  Q.  B.  283. 

3  2  C.  &  K.  343. 

4  3  C.  &  K.  123. 

5  Cp.  Reg  V.  Smith,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  210,  and  the  remark  of  the  editor  in  1  BuBsell, 
Crimes  (5th  ed.),  835. 

6  Rex  V.  PiUtffood,  19  Times  L.  R.  37  ;  The  Queen  v.  Inatan  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  460. 

7  1  C.  P.  1>.  578. 
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first  mortgage  in  favour  of  a  subsequent  mortgagee  who  bond  fide 
advaDces  his  money  in  the  belief  that  the  property  is  unincumbered, 
and  who  obtains  tne  deeds.^  To  postpone  the  first  mortgage  in  such 
cases,  there  must  be  either  fraud  or  such  gross  and  wilful  negUgence 
as  is  equivalent  to  it."^  But  if  there  is  no  duty  there  can  be  no  negli- 
gence. 

Other  definitions  of  negligence  are — "  Fraud  imports  design  and  other  defini- 
purpose ;  negligence  imports  that  you  are  acting  carelessly  and  without  tioM- 
that  design  ;  "  '   "  want  of  diUgence  ;  "  *   "  want  or  omission  of  care 
or  attention ; "  *  *'  want  of  due  diUgence ; "  •  "  acting  carelessly ; "  ^ 
and,  not  to  multiply  examples,  which  might  be  done  to  a  practically 
limitless  extent,  the  definition  of  Willes,  J.,®  which  will  be  most  fre-  WiUos,  J.% 
quently  used  in  the  following  pages :    "  Negligence  is  the  absence  definition 
of  care  according  to  the  circumstances  ;  "   or  his  alternative,  though     ^^ 
substantially  identical,  statement,  "  the  absence  of  such  care  as  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  use  ;  "  •  and  which  he  prefaces  with  the 
caution  that  *^  confusion  has  arisen  from  regarding  negligence  as  a 
positive  instead  of  a  negative  word." 

The  merit  of  Willes,  J.'s,  definition  appears  when  one  notes  that  the  Ck>n8idered. 
same  act  may  be  negtigent  or  not  negligent  wholly  according  to  its 
circumstances  ;  it  is  not  the  act  that  connotes  the  negligence  but  the 
circumstances  ;  as  where  one  sends  a  bank-note  by  post :  if  this  is  done 
without  the  authorisation  of  the  creditor,  and  the  note  is  lost  in  the 
transit,  the  sending  by  post  is  primd  jacie  negUgent ;  if  the  sending 
by  post  is  authorised  by  the  creditor,  the  sendmg  is  not  negligent ; 
or  an  agent  instructed  not  to  part  with  property  without  payments 
hands  it  over  on  tender  of  a  cheque,  he  is  negUgent ;  but  if  he  takes 
a  cheque  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business,  in  doing  so  he  is  not 
negUgent.^®  In  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  IveSy^^  again,  it  is  very  clearly 
pointed  out  that  "  the  terms  *  ordinary  care,'  '  reasonable  prudence,' 
and  such  Uke  terms  appUed  to  the  conduct  and  affairs  of  men  have 
relative  significance,  and  cannot  be  arbitrarily  defined.  What  may  be 
deemed  ordinary  care  in  one  case,  may,  under  different  surroundings 
and  circumstances,  be  gross  negUgence  ;  "  and  BramweU,  B.,  who  has  Dictum  of 
forcibly  stated  so  many  legal  principles,  illustrates  this  also,  by  saying,  ^ra"^^®*!*  ^• 
in  Degg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co. :  ^*  "  There  is  no  absolute  or  intrinsic  negli- 
gence ;  it  is  always  relative  to  some  circumstance  of  time,  place,  or 

I  Svtms  ▼.  Bieknea,  6  Yes.  174,  183 ;  HewiU  r.  Loosemore,  9  Hare  449. 
«  Keiih  V.  Burrows,  1  C.  P.  D.  per  Lindley,  J.,  734. 

3  Per  Fry,  J.,  in  KeJttUweU  v.  WcUson,  21  Ch.  D.  686,  706. 

4  Campbell,  Negligence,  3. 

6  Bumll,  Law  Dictionary,  aub  nam, 

e  BouYier,  Law  Dictionary  (6th  ed.),  wb  nom. 

7  Wharton,  Law  Lexicon,  sub  nom.  ;  see  also  a  number  of  definitions  of  negligence 
collected  in  Osborne  y.  McMasters,  12  Am.  St.  R.  698  and  note. 

8  Vavghan  y.  Taff  Vale  Ry.  Co.,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  6  H.  &  N.  688. 
This  is  adopted  by  Paxson,  J.,  in  PhUaddphia  y.  Stinger,  78  Pa.  St.  226,  and  repeated 
by  the  same  judge,  then  become  C.J.,  Ellis  y.  Lake  Shore,  dee,  Bd.  Co.,  138 
Pa.  St.  606.  To  the  same  effect  is  Agnew,  J.,  in  Philadelphia,  dsc.  By.  Co.  y.  Spearen, 
47  Pa.  St.  306 :  "  There  is  no  absolute  rule  as  to  negligence  to  coyer  all  cases.  That 
which  is  negligence  in  one  case,  by  a  chanee  of  circumstances  will  become  ordinary 
care  in  anotner,  or  gross  negligence  in  a  third.  It  is  a  relatiye  term  depending  upon 
the  circumstances,  and  therefore  is  always  a  question  for  the  jury  upon  theeyidence, 
but  guided  by  proper  instructions  from  the  Court." 

•  Grill  y.  Oen.  Iron  Screw  Collier  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  600,  612. 
10  Pap^  y.  WegtacoU  (1894)»  1  Q.  B.  272,  278. 

II  144  U.S.  (37  Dayis),  408, 417. 
IS  1  H.  at  N.  78L 
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persoa."     *'  There  can  be  no  action  except  in  respect  of  a  duty  in- 
fringed, and  no  man  by  his  wrongful  act  can  impose  a  duty/' ^ 
Notion  of  This  raises  the  notion  of  duty.    Before  the  law  every  man  is  entitled 

^"^y»J*ow      to  the  enjoyment  of  unfettered  freedom  so  long  as  his  conduct  does 
^"^   '  not  interfere  with  the  equal  Uberty  of  all  others.    Where  one  man's 

sphere  of  activity  impinges  on  another  man's,  a  conflict  of  interests 
arises.    The  debateable  land  where  the&e  collisions  may  occur  is  taken 
possession  of  by  the  law,  which  lays  down  the  roles  of  mutual  inter- 
course.    A  Uberty  of  action  which  is  allowed  therein  is  called  a  right, 
the  obUgation  of  restraint  a  duty,  and  these  terms  are  purely  relative, 
each  implying  the  other.    Duty,  then,  as  a  legal  term  indicates  the 
obUgation  to  Umit  freedom  of  action  and  to  conform  to  a  prescribed 
course  of  conduct.     The  widest  generaUsation  of  duty  is  that  each 
citizen  "  must  do  no  act  to  injure  another."^ 
When  formed       What  the  particular  acts  are  which  are  forbidden  because  they  tend 
become  rules  to  injure  others  cannot  be  enumerated.    They  are  worked  out  in  the 
*^*  gradual  evolution  of  society.     In  a  primitive  community  they  are  few 

and  simple ;  in  an  advanced  civilisation  they  intrude  into  the  most 
intimate  relationships.  Some  acts  manifestly  could  not  coexist  with 
civic  union.  These  are  matters  forbidden  by  the  criminal  law.  They, 
too,  multiply  with  growing  society.  Others  are  inexpedient  and  dis- 
couraged, they  must  be  atoned  for  where  they  are  hurtful.  This 
class  also  is  continually  advancing  and  pressing  upon  the  residue  of 
freedom  left  to  the  individual.  As  new  relations  arise  the  judges, 
drawing  on  the  analogies  given  by  pre-existing  rules  or  decisions,  and 
applying  recognised  principles  of  law  and  logic  for  their  interpretation, 
formulate  wider  rules  that  shall  comprehena  them.  The  facts  in  each 
case  are  found  by  the  jury.  CoUocations  of  fact  of  such  frequent  occur- 
rence, that  their  significance  becomes  plain  and  indisputable,  pass  from 
the  province  of  the  jury  and  take  their  place  as  recognised  cases  under 
the  new  and  wider  rule.  The  interposition  of  the  jury  is  dispensed 
with  where  the  oflice  of  the  jury  often  exercised  in  identical  cases  has 
stamped  the  character  of  the  acts.  So  soon  as  their  features  are 
recognised  they  are  seen  to  import  a  right  or  a  duty  or  even  some 
more  complicated  legal  conclusion. 

The  duties  which  are  incumbent  on  most  of  us  in  the  common 
relations  of  life  are  mainly  forbearances.     A  duty  to  act  arises  usually 
only  where  we  have  voluntarily  placed  ourselves  in  a  situation  from 
which  it  is  the  outcome.    We  are  husbands  or  fathers,  or  masters  or 
servants.     Save  in  the  second  of  the  above  relations  the  element  of 
contract  is  prominent ;  and  to  it,  in  view  of  its  vital  importance  to 
the  national  welfare,  the  State  has  attached  special  duties  to  act. 
Rights  of  in-        We  may  here  dispose  of  the  question,  often  put  and  uncertainly 
jured  person  answered,  whether  a  person  can  recover  against  a  negligent  wrongdoer, 
wro^^l^act   when  at  the  time  of  sustaining  the  injury  such  person  is  engaged  in  an 
'  unlawful  act,  which  is  the  cause  of  his  presence  in  the  place  where  he  is 
injured.     If  the  foregoing  analysis  is  correct,  the  answer  is  plain.     The 
injuring  person  is  bound  to  certain  forbearances  to  the  person  injured. 
Primarily  then  the  test  is  what  was  the  conduct  of  the  injuring  person. 
If  the  place  of  the  injury  is  outside  the  sphere  of  his  duty  the  inflic- 
tion of  injury  does  not  raise  a  duty.   If  the  duty  exists  the  particular 

1  Bramwell,  B.,  repeats  this,  Ruck  v.  WiUiams,  3  H.  &  N.  318. 

2  Per  Bramwell,  L.J.,  Foulkea  v.  Metropolitan  District  By,  Co.,  6  C.  P.  D.  167 
8ie  utere  ivo  lU  alienum  non  ladaa. 
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position  or  occupation  of  the  injured  person  cannot  abate  its  con-  illustrations, 
sequences.  A  burglar  is  injured  by  the  window  he  is  forcing  open 
falling  on  his  arm,  as  the  sash  line  is  broken.  He  cannot  recover  for 
the  injury  he  receives  ;  not  because  he  is  committing  a  crime,  not  even 
because  he  is  a  trespasser ;  but  because  there  is  no  duty  to  provide 
sashlines  to  facihtate  his  operations.  A  street  trader  in  breach  of  the 
police  regulations  has  erected  his  tabernacle  in  a  highway.  It  is 
overthrown  by  a  waggoner.  That  it  is  an  illegal  obstruction  on  a 
highway  is  nothing  to  the  point.  The  duty  of  the  waggoner  was  to 
avoid  a  collision  with  it.  A  would-be  assassin  in  the  middle  of  a  road 
while  taking  aim  at  his  victim  is  run  over  by  a  negligent  cabman. 
The  injured  man  has  a  duty  to  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  negligent 
cabmen  or  others.^  But  he  is  engrossed  in  his  attempt ;  his  back  is 
turned  to  the  cabman ;  and  the  cabman's  negligence  will  render  him 
liable  to  an  action  despite  the  atrocity  of  the  other's  purpose.  If, 
however,  the  cabman  is  alive  to  this,  and  to  defeat  it  drives  over  the 
other,  his  act  is  no  longer  actionable.  His  action  in  pursuance  of  the 
endeavour  to  preserve  life  will  justify  him ;  a  crime  was  being  com-  ^ 
mitted,and  his  action  was  necessitated  by  his  duty  to  prevent  it.' 

The  notion  of  duty,  though  in  a  different  aspect,  is  illustrated  by  an  Duty  not  to 
American  case.     A  householder  in  bailding  a  scaffold  for  the  repairing  ®??!^  ^°®*" 
of  his  house  supported  it  by  a  rope  thrown  round  the  chimney  of  his  t<f  make  a* 

trap. 

1  BuUerfield  v.  Forrester,  11  East  60. 

2  Bird  ▼.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  628,  "  is  a  decisive  authority  against  the  general  propo- 
sition that  misconduct,  even  wilful  and  culpable  misconduct,  must  necessarily  exclude 
the  plaintiff  who  is  guilty  of  it  from  the  right  to  sue  "  :  per  Lord  Denman,  C.J., 
Lynch  V.  Nurdin^  1  Q.  B.  37 ;  as  to  the  authority  of  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  see  Jordin  v. 
Crump,  8  M.  &  W.  782 ;  Degg  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  1  H.  &  N.  773.  The  duty  to  a 
trespasser  is  considered  in  Peiriev.  Owners  of  S.S,  jkostrevor  (1898),  2  I.  R.  556.  The 
proposition  that  injury  sustained  while  violating  a  legal  duty  cannot  form  the  subject 
of  an  action,  has  been  maintained  in  some  cases ;  e.g.,  in  some  of  the  United  States  of 
America  injury  sustained  while  travelling  on  a  Sunday,  which  is  iM;ainst  the  law,  has 
precluded  recovery  in  an  action  :  Bucher  v.  Cheshire  Bd.  Co.,  125  XJ.S.  (18  Davis)  565. 
The  decisions  to  that  effect  seem  wrong  in  principle  on  the  ground  that  "  we  should 
work  a  confusion  of  relations,  and  lend  a  very  doubtful  assistance  to  morality,  if  we 
should  allow  one  offender  against  the  law  to  the  injury  of  another,  to  set  off  against 
the  plaintiff  that  he  too  is  a  public  offender  ** :  Mohney  v.  Cook,  26  Pa.  St.  342,  349  ; 
Philadelphia,  WUmington,  dsBaUimore  Bd.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia,  dsc.  Tow-boat  Co.,  23  How. 
(U.S.)  209.  In  Massachusetts  and  Maine,  under  what  was  termed  the  Sunday  law, 
on  ordinary  traveller  on  Sunday  could  not  recover  for  injuries  suffered  from  obstacles 
in  the  road  or  other  negligence  "  unless  for  wanton  or  wilful  injuries."  "  But  this  appli> 
cation  of  the  Sunday  law  has  been  repudiated  by  all  the  other  Courts  which  have  passed 
upon  it "  :  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  104.  Mr.  Lebatt  states  the  principle : 
'*  Where  the  situation  resulting  from  the  servant's  breach  of  duty  merely  amounts 
to  the  condition  as  distinguished  from  the  cause  of  the  injury  his  action  is  not  barred," 
Lebatt,  Master  and  Servant,  806.  This  he  supports  with  his  accustomed  abundance 
of  authorities.  The  oases  under  29  Car.  II.  c.  7  go  only  to  declaring  void  contiacts 
made  on  the  Lord's  day,  and  this  no  further  than  in  the  case  of  executory  contracts 
which  the  Courts  were  invoked  to  execute.  Creppa  v.  Durden,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (1 1th  ed.) 
650.  See  also  for  the  effect  of  an  illegality  on  a  claim,  Bedmond  v.  Smith,  7  M.  &  O. 
457,  where  the  claim  was  contractual ;  and  Wether  ell  v.  Jones,  3  B.  &  Ad.  221.  The 
dictvm  of  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.B.,  in  Colbum  v.  Patmore,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  73,  83,  has 
obviously  reference  to  a  very  different  set  of  circumstances.  He  says :  '*  I  know  of 
no  case  in  which  a  person  who  has  committed  an  act  declared  by  the  law  to  be  criminal, 
has  been  permitted  to  recover  compensation  a^inst  a  person  who  has  acted  jointly 
with  him  in  the  commission  of  the  crime."  **  I  entertain  little  doubt  that  a  person 
who  is  declared  by  the  law  to  be  guilty  of  a  crime  cannot  be  allowed  to  recover  damages 
against  another  who  has  participated  in  its  commission."  The  principle  here  laid 
down  would  be  effectual  in  the  alleged  case  of  the  highwayman  who.  instituted  a  bill 
in  the  Exchequer  against  his  companion  to  account  for  his  share  of  the  plunder, 
founded  on  a  supposed  dealing  as  co-partners  in  rings^  watches,  &o.  See  European 
Magazine,  1787,  vol.  ii.  306,  also  Noy,  Maxims  (9th  ed.),  205,  note,  and  L.  Q.  R.,  vol.  ix. 
197. 
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neighbour,  who,  concerned  for  the  stabihty  of  his  chimney,  inspected 
it  and  meddled  with  the  rope,  making  it  insecure  but  leaving  it  in 
position.  In  consequence,  the  scaffold  fell  and  a  workman  was  inj  ured ; 
to  whom  the  defendant  who  had  intermeddled  was  held  responsible. 
He  had  a  right  to  remove  the  rope ;  and  the  act  of  putting  it  round  his 
chimney  was  a  trespass  ;  but  when  he  allowed  it  to  remain  he  was  under 
a  duty  to  those  about  to  rely  on  it  not  to  intermeddle  and  increase  the 
danger  of  using  it.* 

Here  another  difficulty  may  be  noticed ;  Erie,  C.  J.,  told  a  jury^  that 
negUgence  is  not  to  be  defined,  because  it  involves  some  inquiry  as  to 
the  degree  of  care  required,  and  that  is  the  degree  which  the  jury  think 
reasonable  considering  all  the  circumstances.  This  view  attributes 
too  much  to  the  jury,  too  Uttle  to  the  judge.  In  some  cases,  indeed, 
there  is  left  to  the  jury  so  much  as  is  here  indicated ;  whe*  e,  for  example, 
there  is  a  dispute  as  to  facts ;  or  where  a  question  of  conduct  sub- 
mitted to  them  is  not  proved  directly,  but  is  a  matter  of  imcertain 
inference.'^  What  the  jury  have  to  do  is  not  to  fix  the  standard  of  care 
^  and  diUgence,  but  to  determine  the  bearings  of  the  conduct  in  the 
particular  case  ;  in  doing  so,  incidentally  they  draw  a  legal  conclusion, 
because  such  conclusion  is  not  to  be  disentangled  from  the  facts.* 
Notwithstanding  this,  the  legal  standard  of  dihgence  is  a  thing  apart 
from  the  interpretation  of  a  jury  in  any  case,  and  is  fixed  by  the  law 
with  reference  to  the  ordinary  and  usual  diligence  which  a  man  of 
ordinary  sense,  knowledge,  and  prudence  is  used  to  show  in  his  own 
affairs.^  Of  this  experience  is  the  test ;  and  the  standard  varies  with 
the  shifting  of  general  public  sentiment.^  Whether  in  any  particular 
case  this  standard  has  been  attained  is  for  the  jury,  if  the  evidence 
will  in  any  view  allow  of  their  sajdng  that  it  has.''  But  the  facts  may  be 
admitted,  and  may  be  only  susceptible  of  the  inference  of  Uability. 
Then  the  Court  will  direct  the  jury  that,  if  they  beUeve  the  evidence, 
the  defendant  is  liable.®    For  since  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  facts  or 

1  PhiUips  V.  Wilpera  (1869).  2  Lans.  (N.Y.)  389. 

2  Ford  V.  L.  df  8.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  2  F.  &  F.  732. 

3  Per  Andrews,  J.,  SuUan  v.  New  York  Central  Ry.  Co,  66  N.  Y.  243,  249, 

4  Kellogg  v.  New  York  Central  Ry.,  79  N.  Y.  72 ;  Broton  v.  O,  W.  Ry.  Co.,  52 
L.  T.  622. 

6  Reference  may  be  made  to  Co.  Litt.  155,  b  :  The  most  usual  trial  of  matters  of 
fact  is  by  twelve  such  men  {liberi  et  legates  homines) ;  for  ad  qucBstionem  facli  non  rss- 
pondent  judices  ;  and  matters  m  law  the  judges  ought  to  decide  and  discuss ;  for  ad 
gucBstionem  juris  non  respondent  juratorcs  "  ;  to  which  passage  there  is  a  Tery  learned 
note  by  Mr.  Hargrave  on  the  function  of  juries  and  tneir  incidental  right  to  decide 
questions  of  law ;  also  BuslM^s  case,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1013,  where  Hargrave's  note  is 
given. 

6  Grand  Trunk  Ry,  Co.  v.  Ives,  144  U.S.  (37  Davis)  408, 417.  In  Welfare  v.  Brighton 
Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  693,  696,  Cockbum,  C.J.,  says :  *'  It  is  a  matter  of  univer- 
sal knowledge  and  experience  that  in  a  great  city  like  this  persons  do  not  employ 
their  own  servants  to  do  repairs  on  the  roofs  of  their  houses  or  buildings.'*  "  That 
being  a  matter  of  universal  practice  and  of  universal  and  common  knowledge,  I 
think  this  is  a  circumstance  which  the  judge  ought  to  take  into  account  in  determining 
whether  there  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  or  not."  See  Best,  Evidence  (8th  ed.), 
281,  Presumptions.  Compare  what  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  says  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Chancery :  "I  think  it  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  adapt  its 
practice  and  course  of  proceeding  to  the  existing  state  of  society,  and  not  by  too 
strict  an  adherence  to  forms  and  rules,  established  under  different  circumstances, 
to  decline  to  administer  justice,  and  to  enforce  rights  for  which  there  is  no  other 
remedy."  WaUuK)rth  v.  Holt,  4  My.  &  Cr.  619,  636.  Any  one  wishing  to  consider  the 
use  in  law  of  the  word  **  care  "  with  its  qualifications  and  collocations,  e.g.,  **  ordinary 
care,"  *' reasonable  care,"  **  proper  care," '*  skill,  care  and  caution  "and  the  like,  will 
find  the  authorities  classified  i|i  Lebatt,  Master  and  Servant,  20-23. 

7  Jackson  v.  Metropolitan  Ry,  Co,,  3  App.  Cas.  193. 

8  Skinner  v.  L,  B,  d:  8.  C,  Ry,  Co.,  6  Ex.  787. 
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inferences,  the  only  point  is  whether  the  law  attaches  the  legal  con- 
sequence of  negligence  to  them  ;  if  it  does,  it  is  for  the  judge  to  say  so.^ 
In  the  same  way,  if  the  inferences  from  the  facts  cannot,  on  the  hypo- 
thesis most  favourable  to  the  plaintiff,  attain  the  legal  standard,  the 
judge  wiU  take  the  case  away  from  the  jury.  So  long,  however,  as 
the  dispute  in  the  case  is  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  the  whole  is  for  the  jury. 
The  difficulty  arises  in  determining  whether  the  alleged  conduct  of  the 
defendant  comes  up  to  the  legal  standard,  when  it  becomes  the  judge's 
duty  to  specify  what  that  standard  is.  This  he  usually  does  by 
putting  before  the  jury  the  various  possibilities  of  the  case,  and  in- 
structing them  what  should  be  their  conclusion  in  law  in  the  event  of 
their  finding  any  one  of  these.  To  this  the  objection  has  been  urged 
that  the  Court  not  infrequently  submits  the  whole  matter  to  the  jury 
¥athout  referring  them  to  any  distinct  standard.  In  this  case,  it  has 
been  pointed  out,^  that  the  position  taken  up  by  the  Court  is  that, 
since  there  are  no  clear  viewa  of  pubUc  policy  applicable  to  the  matter, 
a  rule  remains  to  be  drawn  from  daily  experience,  and  to  that  end  the 
Court  refers  to  the  assistance  of  the  jury  what  would  be  within  its  own 
province  were  the  circumstances  more  famiUar.'  Yet  it  will  not  go  on 
doing  this  for  ever ;  and,  where  similar  circumstances  are  of  frequent 
recurrence,  the  Court  will  formulate  a  standard  for  its  ^dance, 
embodying  a  rule,  either  by  adopting  the  experience  of  former  juries,  or, 
if  their  decisions  are  indeterminate,  by  striking  out  a  course  of  its  own. 

"  Facts  do  not  often  exactly  repeat  themselves  in  practice  ;  but  Mr.  Holmes's 
cases  with  comparatively  small  variations  from  each  other  do.  A^®^- 
judge  who  has  long  sat  at  nisi  jyrius  ought  gradually  to  acquire  a  fund 
of  experience  which  enables  him  to  represent  the  common-sense  of 
the  community  in  ordinary  instances  far  better  than  an  average  jury. 
He  should  be  able  to  lead  and  instruct  them  in  detail,  even  where  he 
thinks  it  desirable  on  the  whole  to  take  their  opinion.  Furthermore, 
the  sphere  in  which  he  is  able  to  rule  without  taking  their  opinion  at 
all  should  be  continually  growing."* 

The  difference  between  those  cases  where  the  intervention  of  the 

^  The  facts  may  be  so  clear  and  decided  that  the  inference  of  negligence  is  irresist- 
ible, and  in  every  such  case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  decide ;  but  where  the 
facts,  or  the  infeience  to  be  drawn  from  them,  are  in  any  degree  doubtful,  the  only 
proper  rule  is  to  submit  the  whole  matter  to  the  jury  under  proper  instructions.  It  is 
in  this  sense  and  with  this  limitation  that  Lord  Brousham*s  statement :  *'  Negligence 
is  a  question  of  fact,  not  of  law,  and  should  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  jury  "  : 
Tobin  V.  Murison^  5  Moore,  P.C.C.  110,  126,  is  to  be  taken.  But  a  jury  can  never  say 
whether,  for  example,  a  solicitor  has  been  negligent  or  not.  All  they  can  do  is  to  find 
the  facts  ;  whether  the  facts  connote  negligence  is  a  matter  for  the  direction  of  the 
judge.  The  functions  of  judge  and  jury  are  investigated  by  Willes,  J.,  Ryder  v. 
W(mbu)ea,  L.  R,  4  Ex.  32,  38.     Post,  131. 

2  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  123. 

3  Mr.  Holmes  refers  to  Detroit  ds  Milwaukee  Ry.  Co.  v.  Van  Steinhurg,  17  Mich. 
120,  where  Cooley,  J.,  states  the  rule  as  follows :  ''  It  is  a  mistake  to  say,  as  it  is 
sometimes  said,  that  when  the  facts  are  undisputed  the  question  of  negligence  is  neces- 
sarily one  of  law.  This  is  generally  true  only  of  that  class  of  cases  where  a  party  has 
failed  in  the  performance  of  a  clear  legal  duty.  When  the  question  arises,  upon 
a  state  of  facts  on  which  reasonable  men  may  fairly  arrive  at  different  conclusions, 
the  fact  of  negligence  cannot  be  determined  until  one  or  the  other  of  these  conclusions 
has  been  drawn  by  the  jury.  The  inferences  must  either  be  certain  or  uncontrovertible, 
or  they  cannot  be  decided  by  the  Court."  Cooley,  Torts  (2nd  ed.),  800-806  ;  Wharton, 
Negligence,  §  420. 

4  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  124.  The  distinction  must  be  borne  in  mind  between 
this  gradual  enlarging  of  the  province  of  the  judge  and  the  claim  made  by  Atkins,  J., 
and  refuted  by  North,  C.J.,  in  Barnardiston  v.  8oa7ne,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1905  :  "  That 
the  common  law  complies  with  the  genius  of  the  nation."  "  I  admit,"  says  the  Chief 
JTustice,  "  that  the  laws  are  fitted  to  the  genius  of  the  nation ;  but  when  that  genius 
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View  of  the  jury  is  necessary  and  those  cases  where  it  is  dispenBed  with,  is  expounded 
Co^'t°^f  th  ^^  ^^^  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Railroad 
United* States  Company  V.  SUmt :  ^  "  It  is  true,  in  many  cases,  that  where  the  facts 
m  Railroad  are  undisputed  the  effect  of  them  is  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court  and 
Co.  V.  8um4,  jjQ^  f^,.  ^I^g  decision  of  the  jury.  This  is  true  in  that  class  of  cases 
where  the  existence  of  such  facts  comes  in  question  rather  than  where 
deductions  or  inferences  are  to  be  made  from  the  facts.  If  a  deed  be . 
given  in  evidence,  a  contract  proven,  or  its  breach  testified  to,  the 
existence  of  such  deed,  contract,  or  breach,  there  being  nothing  in 
derogation  of  the  evidence,  is  no  doubt  to  be  ruled  as  a  question  of  law." 
"  If  a  sane  man  voluntarily  throws  himself  in  contact  with  a  passing 
engine,  there  being  nothing  to  counteract  the  effect  of  this  action,  it 
may  be  ruled  as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  injury  to  him  resulted  from 
liis  own  fault,  and  that  no  action  can  be  sustained  by  him  or  his  re- 
presentatives. So,  if  a  coachdriver  intentionally  drives  within  a  few 
inches  of  a  precipice,  and  an  accident  happens,  negligence  may  be 
ruled  as  a  question  of  law.  On  the  other  hand,  if  he  had  placed  a 
suitable  distance  between  his  coach  and  the  precipice,  but  by  the 
breaking  of  a  rein  or  an  axle,  which  could  not  have  been  anticipated, 
an  injury  occurred,  it  might  be  ruled  as  a  question  of  law  that  there 
was  no  negligence  and  no  liability.  But  these  are  extreme  cases.  The 
range  between  them  is  almost  infinite  in  variety  and  extent.  It  is  in 
relation  to  these  intermediate  cases  that  the  opposite  rule  prevails. 
Upon  the  facts  proven  in  such  cases,  it  is  a  matter  of  judgment  and 
discretion,  of  sound  inference,  what  is  the  deduction  to  be  drawn 
from  the  undisputed  facts.  Certain  facts  we  may  suppose  to  be 
clearly  established,  from  which  one  sensible,  impartial  man  would 
infer  that  proper  care  had  not  been  used,  and  that  negligence  existed  ; 
another  man,  equally  sensible  and  equally  impartial,  woidd  infer 
that  proper  care  had  been  used,  and  that  there  was  no  negligence. 
It  is  this  class  of  cases  and  those  akin  to  it  that  the  law  commits  to 
the  decision  of  a  jury."^  If  then  no  recovery  can  be  had  upon  any 
view  which  can  properly  be  taken  of  the  facts  established  by  the 
evidence,  the  case  should  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury.^  Or  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  a  recovery  would  be  had  on  any  view  of  the  facts,  the 
jury  must  be  directed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.  Intermediate  cases 
are  the  province  of  the  jury. 
Power  to  In  England  the  judge  at  the  trial  of  an  action  cannot  nonsuit  on 

nonsuit.  counsel's  opening*  without  the  consent  of  the  counsel.    The  rule  is 

otherwise  in  the  United  States.  "  It  was  held  by  this  Court,"  says 
Brown,  J.,^  "in  Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Company,^  that  where  it  is  shown 

changes,  the  Parliament  is  only  entrusted  to  judge  of  it,  and  by  changing  the  law  to 
make  it  suitable  to  it.  Bat  if  the  judges  shall  say  it  is  common  law  because  it  suits 
uith  the  genius  of  the  nation,  they  may  take  upon  themselves  to  change  the  ithole  ae 
well  as  any  part  of  it,  the  consequence  whereof  may  easily  be  seen ;  I  wish  We  had 
not  found  it  by  sad  experience."  Atkins,  J.'s,  claim  was  like  that  of  certaiii  more 
modem  judges  who  excogitate  congenial  law  by  means  of  a  principle  resident  in  their 
breasts  dubbed  "public  policy."  But  compare  Craies  (4th  ed.),  Statute  Latr  166 
and  note  post,  to  chapter  on  Employers'  Liability  Act,  svb  fin.  See  further  6  Ho^*'.  St. 
Tr.  1107.1115. 

1  17  Wall.  (U.S.)  657,  663. 

2  Any  one  wishing  to  pursue  this  subject  further  should  study  the  judgment  of 
Torrance,  J..  FarreR  v.  Waterbury  Horse  M.  Co.,  60  Conn.  239. 

3  Per  Fuller,  C.  J.,  Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Cox.  146  U.S.  (38  Davis)  698,  606. 

4  Fletcher  v.  L.  <h  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  122, 

8  BuOer  r.  NaUotud  Home  for  DisdbUd  Soldiers,  144  U.S.  (87  Davis)  64.  74. 

6  109  U.  S.  (13  Otto)  201.     Involnntafy  nonsuits  (eo  nomine)  are  not  allovred  iq 
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by  the  opening  statement  of  the  plaintifi's  counsel  that  he  has  no  case, 
the  Court  may  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
without  going  into  the  evidence."  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  gives  as  the 
reason  for  the  English  rule  that :  "  the  opening  of  counsel  may  be 
incorrect  in  consequence  of  his  having  had  wrong  instructions,"  and 
I-iopes,  L.J.,  adds :  "  It  very  frequently  happens  that  though  the 
evidence  so  far  as  the  plaintiff's  sohcitor  knows  it,  is  fully  set  out  in 
■  the  proofs,  yet  when  the  witnesses  come  into  the  box  they  give  other 
evidence  (quite  truthfully)  which  very  much  alters  the  case  in  the 
plaintiff's  favour.  Moreover,  when  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  as  the 
present  comes  to  be  cross-examined,  evidence  may  be  elicited  which 
has  not  occurred  to  any  one  before — evidence  generally,  no  doubt, 
highly  detrimental  to  the  plaintiff,  but  sometimes  very  favourable 
to  him." 

This  proves  too  much  ;  for,  admitting  the  validity  of  the  argument,  English  Rulo 
a  judge  would  be  not  only  wrong  in  nonsuiting  without  consent  of  considered, 
counsel,  but  further  wrong  in  nonsuiting  on  the  opening  with  the 
consent  of  counsel  whose  consent  might  be  "in  consequence  of  his 
having  had  wrong  instructions ;  "  and  yet  again,  wrong  m  nonsuiting 
after  evidence  in  chief  and  before  the  plaintiff  ot,  for  the  matter  of 
that,  any  other  principal  witness  "'comes  to  be  cross-examined." 
Probably  the  great  American  judges  who  are  responsible  for  the 
American  nile  would  be  as  "  simply  startled  "  as  Kay,  L.J.,*  to 
realise  that  under  their  practice  "  a  suitor  may  lose  his  cause  because 
his  counsel  in  his  opening  happens  by  some  accident  to  have  omitted 
to  state,  or  to  have  misstated,  some  fact  which,  if  proved,  and  ihe  case 
had  gone  to  the  jury,  might  have  so  influenced  tfiem  as  to  induce  them 
to  decide  in  the  suitor's  favour."  A  verdict  entered  for  defendant  in 
such  circumstances  as  Kay,  L.J.,  depicts  is,  at  least,  as  unlikely  to 
occur  with  the  sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  as 
with  that  of  the  most  authoritative  of  English  tribunals.  The  whole 
theoretic  difficulty  (for  it  is  hard  to  conjecture  one  in  practise)  would 
be  removed  by  pointing  out  to  counsel  the  weakness  in  his  opening 
and  ascertaining  whether  he  could  supplement  his  facts.* 

the  Federal  GourtB.  Tbe  head  note  hi  Oflcanyan^s  case  is,  "  where  it  is  shown  by  the 
opening  ^tement  of  oounsel  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  contract  on  whieh  the  suit  is 
brought  18  void  aa  being  either  in  violation  of  law  or  against  public  policy,  the  Court 
may  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant." 

1  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  124. 

2  The  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  seems  to  ignore,  or  at  aiiy  rate  does  not  lay  stress 
on,  a  distinction  that  will  harmonise  the  American  and  English  rules,  and  bring  into 
working  efficiency  the  old  principles  of  the  law  in  the  matter  of  nonsttits.  If  in  point 
of  law  it  is  olesf  that  the  action  win  not  lie,  the  jndge  may  Aonsoit.  But  where  the 
question  is  one  of  fact  it  ^ould  be  submitted  to  the  jury  unless  plaintiff's  counsel 
expressly  assents  to  a  nonsuit ;  mere  acquiescence  is  not  enough  :  Tidd,  Practice,  867. 
In  Ward  v.  Mason  (1S21),  9  Price  291,  294,  Graham,  B.,  i»  reported  as  follows  :  "  The 
judge  has  certainly  a  right  to  put  the  party  dot  of  Court  wherever  the  case  is  once 
resolved  into  a  pure  question  of  law.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  the  dtity  of  the  judge 
who  tries  the  cause  to  leave  the  case,  if  it  turns  on  a  question  of  fact,  to  the  jtiry.  As 
to  the  acquiescence  of  counsel  in  not  mterposing,  I  do  not  consider  that  binding  on 
them.  I  take  the  distinction  to  be  that  where  the  counsel  for  plaintiff  ask  to  be  non- 
suited they  cannot  afterwords  mcrve  to  set  it  aside ;  but  where  the  judge  orders  it 
without  tneii  concurrence,  I  think  they  are  not  precluded,  althoagh  they  do  not 
object  at  the  thne."  Per  Wood,  B.  :  "  No  man  is  obliged  to  Submit  to  be  non- 
suited on  the  opinion  of  the  judge  upon  the  weight  or  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
which  he  brings  forward  to  support  his  case."  In  Sdger  v.  Knapp^  5  M.  A  O.  753, 
plahitiff  having  been  nonsuited  on  the  opehing  of  his  counsel,  afterwards  by  affidavit 
showed  a  good  cause  of  action  not  stated  in  the  opening  sj^eeefh,  and  was  allowed  a 
new  trial  by  the  Court  on  the  payment  of  Qosta,    See  jQexandefY.  Barker,  2  C.  &  J. 
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Collins,  L.J.,  in  Isactcs  v.  EvanSy^  said  of  Fletcher  v.  London  and 
North  Western  Ry.  Co.  that  it  "  came  as  somewhat  of  a  surprise  to  the 
profession,"  but  as  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  was  binding  on 
him.  The  learned  judge,  however,  added  that  ^' where  a  case  was 
tried  before  a  judge  without  a  jury  and  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifE 
had,  as  he  might  be  trusted  to  do,  stated  his  case  up  to  the  veiy  high- 
water  mark  of  what  he  was  able  to  prove,  and  the  judge  was  against 
him,  he  thought  it  would  be  a  waste  of  public  time  to  hear  the  evidence." 
Lord  Alverstone,  M.B.,  also  expressed  hesitation  in  accepting  the  full 
consequences  of  the  decision. 

We  conclude  then  that  the  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  in 
each  case  where  a  legal  duty  exists  implies  a  standard  in  law  with 
reference  to  which  liability  is  to  be  determined,  and  towards  a 
definite  expression  of  which  the  law  is  continually  tending.  In 
all  the  more  common  relations  this  standard  has  been  long  fixed. 
And  when  these  arise,  it  is  the  office  of  the  judge  not  to  leave  to 
the  jury  to  fix  such  a  degree  of  care  as  to  them  may  seem  fit,  but 
to  direct  them  what  standard  the  law  has  seen  fit  to  adopt  in 
each  of  the  states  of  fact  which,  on  the  materials  before  tlxem,  they 
may  find  to  exist.  Where  the  law  has  not  yet  fixed,  or  approximated  to, 
a  standard,  the  function  of  the  jury  is  in  proportion  enlarged.  Yet 
this  extension  of  their  functions  is  merely  provisional,  and  only  lasts 
till  the  Court6  have  before  them  sufficient  material  to  adjust  a  standard 
to  the  newer  development  of  facts,  and  then  the  function  of  the  jury 
becomes  limited  to  the  determination  of  whether  the  facts  are  such  as 
make  the  test  applicable.  Where,  however,  the  inferences  from  the 
facts  may  lead  to  more  than  one  conclusion,  the  power  of  drawing  the 
particular  conclusion  cannot  be  withheld  from  the  jury.^ 

Mr.  Holmes^  points  out  that  the  test  imposed  by  law  is  an  inquiry 
what  would  be  blameworthy  in  the  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
prudence ;  not  making  allowances  for  minute  differences  of  character, 
but  saving  from  hability  such  as  are  wanting  in  faculties,  deficiency 
in  which  is  recognisable  by  all  and  impUes  an  absolute  inability  to 
safeguard  against  the  consequences  of  such  deficiency.  A  blind  man, 
for  instance,  is  not  required  to  see ;  nor  an  infant  to  know ;  nor  a 
man  of  pronounced  insanity  to  act  at  his  peril.  In  fine,  the  law 
presumes  a  man  to  possess  ordinary  capacity  to  avoid  harming  his 
neighbours ;  and  in  general  it  does  not  hold  him  liable  for  uninten- 
tional injury  unless  a  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  forethought 
would  have  been  to  blame  for  acting  as  he  did.^ 

But  the  standards  of  the  law  are  external  standards;  and,  since 
the  law  is  wholly  indifferent  to  the  inner  motive  of  an  act  if  its  external 
manifestation  comes  up  to  what  the  law  requires,  there  is  no  liability, 
though  the  motive  is  wrong ;  and,  though  the  motive  be  one  which 
the  law  approves,  yet,  if  its  manifestation  is  short  of  that  which  the 
law  requires  in  the  class  of  acts  to  which  it  belongs,  the  actor  is  not 
free  from  hability  so  far  as  his  action  does  not  attain  to  the  standard.^ 

133  ;  Street  ▼.  Lee,  3  M.  &  6.  452 ;  Davis  t.  Hardy,  6  B.  &  C.  225  ;  Lush's  Practice 
by  Dixon,  632  ;  and  Vin.  Abr.  Nonsuit.  ^  16  T.  L.,  R.  480. 

"     2  Cp.  Dublin,  WicHow  da  Wexford  By.  v.  Slattery,  3  App.  Cas.  1155,  1165. 
'  3  The  Common  Law,  108. 

4  Broum  ▼.  Collins,  53  N.  H.  442,  16  Am.  R.  372,  and  Titus  v.  Bradford  Bd.  Co., 
136  Pa.  St.  618,  20  Am.  St.  R.  944  :  "  The  standard  of  due  care  is  the  conduct  ol 
the  average  prudent  man." 

&  Holmes,  The  Common  Iaw,  lecture  iii..  Trespass  and  Negligence. 
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There  is  another  side  to  the  question.  As  the  duty  imposed  by  Duty  tested 
law  has  reference  to  the  man  of  ordinary  inteUigence,  capacity,  and  by  ordinary 
prudence ;  so,  in  the  absence  of  any  intimation  fixing  with  notice  gSjic^. 
of  a  higher  degree  of  care,  his  actions  are  blameless  if  governed  by 
that  care  and  caution  which  would  be  suflScient  in  ordinary  circum- 
stances. A  man  driving  along  a  road  would  not  be  affected  with  a 
greater  amount  of  liabihty  because  he  ran  over  a  lame  or  a  blind  man, 
if  he  had  no  reason  to  suspect  one  crossing  the  road  in  front  of  him 
to  be  thus  disabled.  If  he  had  knowledge  of  the  disabihty  his  duty 
would  be  increased  in  consequence.  Again,  with  regard  to  precautions 
against  injuring  children,  a  man  is  not  entitled  to  regulate  his  duty 
on  the  assumption  that  he  will  only  be  brought  into  contact  with 
adults  ;  for  it  is  one  of  the  conditions  under  which  he  lives  that  children 
are  found  about  the  streets ;  and  this  fact  must  enter  into  his  con- 
sideration. The  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  property  is  even  more 
extensive  than  the  exercise  of  the  personal  right  of  using  the  highway 
which  we  have  just  been  considering.  Notice  of  the  infirmity  of  a 
bystander  affects  us  with  a  higher  degree  of  care  towards  him  than 
towards  one  not  afflicted.  But  knowledge  of  the  infirmity  of  a  neigh- 
bour induces  no  hmitabion  of  the  ordinary  right  of  property.  This  is 
well  pointed  out  in  a  Massachusetts  case,^  where  a  man  afflicted  with 
sunstroke  brought  an  action  against  the  bell-ringer  of  a  neighbouring  Bell -ringing, 
church  for  damages  for  suffering  caused  by  the  ringing  of  the  bell  for 
the  usual  services.  His  action  was  dismissed,  the  Court  saying : 
"  If  one's  right  to  use  his  property  were  to  depend  upon  the  effect 
of  the  use  upon  a  person  of  peculiar  temperament  or  disposition,  or 
upon  one  suffering  from  an  uncommon  disease,  the  standard  for 
measuring  it  would  be  so  imcertain  and  fluctuating  as  to  paralyse  Noiuy 
industrial  enterprise.  The  o\mer  of  a  factory  containing  noisy  machinery, 
machinery  with  dwelUng-houses  all  about  it,  might  find  his  business 
lawful  as  to  all  but  one  of  the  tenants  of  the  houses,  and  as  to  that  one 
who  dwelt  no  nearer  than  the  others,  it  might  be  a  nuisance.  The 
character  of  his  business  might  change  from  legal  to  illegal,  or  illegal 
to  legal,  with  every  change  of  tenants  of  an  adjacent  estate  ;  or  with 
an  arrival  or  departure  of  a  guest  or  boarder  at  a  house  near  by  ;  or 
even  with  the  wakefulness  or  the  tranquil  repose  of  an  invalid  neigh- 
bour on  a  particular  night.  Legal  right  to  the  use  of  property  cannot 
be  left  to  such  uncertainty.  When  an  act  is  of  a  nature  to  extend 
its  influence  to  those  in  the  vicinity,  and  its  legal  quality  depends  upon 
the  effect  of  that  influence,  it  is  as  important  that  the  rightfulness  of 
it  should  be  tried  by  the  experience  of  ordinary  people,  as  it  is,  in 
determining  a  question  as  to  neghgence,  that  the  test  should  be  the 
common  care  of  persons  of  ordinary  prudence,  without  regard  to  the 
pecuharities  of  him  whose  conduct  is  on  trial." 

It  is  difficult  to  draw  any  distinction  between  the  two  cases  on  Reason  of 
principle,  for  almost  every  word  in  the  passages  just  quoted  applies  '"^®- 
to  the  case  of  a  man  walking  in  the  street  or  in  the  exercise  of  any 
other  right  which  brings  him  into  contact  with  a  multitude  of  people ; 
in  which  case  his  rule  of  conduct  must  constantly  fluctuate  as  they 
may  be  bUnd  or  lame  or  deaf  or  incompetent.  The  best  explanation 
is  that  given  by  Ashhurst,  J.,  in  another  connection.^  "  It  has  been 
8€dd  that  there  is  a  principle  of  law  on  which  this  action  might  be 

1  Sogers  v.  EUiot,  146  Mass,  349  ;  4  Am.  St.  R.  316. 

2  Sussell  V.  Men  of  Devon,  2  X.  R.  673. 
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maintained,  namely,  that  where  an  individual  sustiuns  an  injury  by 
the  neglect  or  default  of  another,  the  law  gives  him  a  remedy.  Bat 
there  is  another  general  principle  of  law  which  is  more  applicable  to 
this  case,  that  it  is  better  that  an  individual  should  sustain  an  injury 
than  that  the  pubUc  should  suffer  an  inconvenience."  While,  however, 
a  fluctuating  rule  would  not  be  of  any  considerable  moment  to  the 
individual,  a  fluctuation  in  the  duty  respecting  property  would  strike 
it  with  a  sterility  most  baneful  to  national  prosperity. 

Where,  however,  a  duty  is  undertaken  with  reference  to  some 
particular  person,  the  duty  varies  as  do  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  duty  is  undertaken.  A  stockbroker  undertakes  to  advise  a  cUent 
in  his  investments :  he  owes  that  cUentno  more  care  than  is  involved 
in  the  ordinary  conduct  of  his  business.  But  the  cUent  is  a  woman, 
and  unbusinessUke  :  more  care  is  owing  than  in  the  case  of  a  business 
man  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties  ;  or  the  chent  may  be  a  rash 
and  headstrong  boy,  and  then  the  amount  of  care  to  be  looked  for 
might  rise  to  the  level  of  that  required  at  the  hands  of  a  guardian  or  a 
trustee. 

To  conclude  then,  the  definition  of  negUgence  is  hard  to  express, 
since  the  developments  of  neghgence  are  so  multiform ;  still  the 
ingredients  of  negligence  are  not  doubtful. 

There  must  be : 

(1)  A  legal  duty  to  exercise  control,  and 

(2)  A  failure  in  the  exercise  of  the  control  necessary  in  the 

circumstances  of  any  particular  case. 
Where  these  two  elements  are  found    a    case  of  negligence  in  law 
exists. 

The  duty  of  control  being  the  main  element  for  consideration, 
negUgence  may  be  treated  by  classifying  it  with  reference  to  the 
various  matters  over  which  control  must  be  exercised. 

This  may  be  : 

I.  A  general  duty  directly  arising  out  of  the  constitution  of  society. 

II.  A  special  duty  arising  from  the  free  will,  or  from  the  exigencies 
of  particular  men  or  particular  classes. 

I.  The  most  general  relations  in  which  a  man  is  called  on  to  ex- 
ercise control  are  : 

(1)  Where  he  has  the  control  of  property. 

(2)  Where  he  personally  comes  into  contact  with  others,  and 

that  either  directly  or  through  the  intervention  of  others. 

II.  The  special  control  which  a  man  has  to  exercise  is  referable  to 
the  terms  of  the  various  species  of  contracts  into  which  the  circum- 
stances of  his  Ufe  are  the  occasion  of  his  entering. 

We  shall  accordingly  consider  neghgence  in  law  under  these  leading 
divisions. 


CHAPTER   IL 

DEGREES  OF  NEGLIGENCE. 

There  is  no  matter  within  the  range  of  jurisprudence  that  has  been 
the  subject  of  more  troublesome  controversies  than  the  determination 
of  the  existence  of  degrees  of  negligence,  and,  their  existence  being 
conceded,  the  conditions  under  which  they  exist,  and  may  be  dis- 
criminated. The  subject  is  of  slight  practical  interest.  Negligence 
in  no  case  can  be  disentangled  from  the  circumstances,  and  the  learning 
concerning  degrees  of  negligence  is  scholastic,  yet  it  should  not  be 
disregarded,  for  the  analysis  cannot  fail  of  practical  suggestions. 

The  confusion  that  has  grown  up  in  this  regard  is  due,  in  patt  at  Negligence 
least,  to.  the  habit  of  regarding  negUgence  as  a  positive  rather  than  as  *  negative 
a  negative  word.     The  rule  of  law  prescribes  diUgence,  that  is,  the  ^^^^®P  ^^^ 
attainment  of  a  certain  standard.     If  the  person  bound  to  use  diligence 
fails  to  attain  the  standard,  he  becomes  guilty  of  negligence,  that  is, 
he  falls  short  of  the  amount  of  care  required;  from  the  greatef  frequency 
of  conformity  to  the  standard  than  of  aberration  from  it,  th(6f  degrees 
of  aberration  rather  than  those  of  conformity  become  most  prominently 
noted. 

Negligence  indicates  want  of  care.  The  positive  quality  is  "  care 
according  to  the  circumstances  " ;  and  the  more  logical  course  would  be 
to  group  subjects  with  reference  to  the  amount  of  care  required  in 
their  management.  On  the  ground  of  convenience  only,  this  is  not 
done ;  and  absence,  rather  than  presence,  of  care  is  the  feature  fixed 
on  for  discrimination.  Substantially,  however,  the  presence  of  care 
is  never  lost  sight  of  ;  since  the  subject  dealt  with  is  purely  a  relation, 
and  so  the  mention  of  one  aspect  implies  the  mental  presence  of  the 
other.  Thus  liability  for  a  stight  degree  of  negUgence  impUes  the 
duty  to  use  a  great  degree  of  care  ;  and  the  obtigation  to  use  a  slight 
degree  of  care  is  only  another  aspect  of  immunity  in  cades  where 
moderate  diligence  has  been  shown. 

There  are  two  schemes  of  division  between  which  the  authorities  Two  schemes 
on  the  subject  have  divided  themselves.     One  that  had  the  approba-  ^'  division  of 
tion  of  the  older  writers^  divided  negligence  into  three  degrees  :  gross  ^^^  ^'^<^®- 
neglect,  said  to  be  equivalent  to  the  lata  culpa  of  the  Romans  ;  ordinary 
neglect,  said  to  correspond  to  their  levis  culpa;   and  slight  neglect^ 
answering  to  levissbna  culpa.     The  other,  which  is  adopted  by  the 
most  recent  writers^  on  Roman  law  and  jurisprudence,  divides  negli- 

^  Story,  Bailm.,  §  17  and  note ;  Sir  William  Jones,  Bailm.,  21  d  ^e^.,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited. 

2  Accepting  the  analysis  of  Hasse,  Culpa  des  EGmischen  Eechts ;  Maynz,  ^UemenU 
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gence  into  two  classes  :  culpa  leviSf  the  lack  of  such  diUgence  as  a  good 
business  man  would  show  in  a  transaction  similar  to  that  investigated, 
where  such  transaction  relates  to  bis  business ;  and  culpa  lata, 
neglect  of  the  ordinary  care  that  should  be  used  by  ordinary  folk  in 
the  everyday  conduct  of  affairs.  Of  these,  the  former,  notwithstanding 
much  confusion  in  the  adjustment  of  the  various  degrees,  was  recognised 
in  the  English  and  American  courts  and  by  text-writers  without 
Basse's  view,  question  till  quite  recently.  The  latter  is  the  outcome  of  investiga- 
tions into  the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  law,  the  result  of  which  is  em- 
bodied in  Hasse's  "  Culpa  des  Romischen  Rechts  "  ;  the  conclusions 
expounded  in  which  are  sought  to  be  imported  into  Anglo-American 
law  by  Dr.  Wharton^  and  the  writers  who  follow  him. 

The  division  of  negligence  into  three  degrees  was  first  expressly 
adopted  in  practical  English  law,  as  distinguished  from  law  as  ex- 
pounded by  text- writers,  in  the  judgment  of  Holt,  C.J.,  in  Coggs  v. 
Bernard ;  *  and  he  took  the  division  from  Bracton,  who,  like  most 
early  text-writers,  was  overshadowed  by  the  influence  of  the  Roman 
law ;  and  had  conformed  his  expression  of  the  law  to  the  divisions  and 
doctrines  then  in  vogue  amongst  the  teachers  of  the  civil  law.  German 
writers  on  the  Roman  law  having  very  generally  adopted  the  views 
presented  by  Hasse,  a  number  of  writers  have  concluded  that  certain 
Three  propofii.  practical  results  follow  in  English  law.  Their  conclusions  may  be 
tions  founded  presented  in  three  propositions. 

L^^^liahlaw       (^)  "^^^  "  ^^^  classic  Roman  law,  which  was  the  law  of  business 
to  be  con-       Rome,"  having  been  misinterpreted,  on  the  discovery  of  that  mis- 
formed  to  it    interpretation  the  (assumed)  rule  of  convenience  in  the  English  law, 
which  was  suggested  by  what  was  wrongly  considered  to  be  the  rule 
of  the  Roman  law,  should  be  abandoned  along  with  the  misapprehension 
from  which  it  took  its  origin, 
n.  The  (2)  That  there  is  no  need  to  drop  the  principle  of  three  divisions 

th^retic  rule  ^f  negligence,  since,  in  practice,  it  does  not  exist.® 
Si  prMtice  *^       (3)  That  if  this  principle  of  division  did  exist  it  would  be  an  incon 
obsolete.         venience  and  "  incompatible  with  the  necessities  of  business." 
ni.  Incom.  These  positions  are  now  to  be  considered  from  the  standpoint  of 

OTactica7*^^^    English  law  and  on  the  assumption  that  the  basis  of  them,  the  proof 
needs.  ^^  ^^^  position  by  Hasse,  is  conclusively  made  good. 

I.  Must  As  to  the  first  of  them,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the  common 

Wlish  law     law  is  of  independent  growth  from  that  of  Rome.    Roman  law  doc- 
^to'harmony  ^^®®>  assimilated  in  the  common  law,  are  matters  of  suggestion  and 
with  the         ^ot  of  legislation,  dependent  for  their  acceptation,  not  on  their  orimn, 
Roman  ?        but  on  their  practical  value  in  the  circumstances  to  which  they  are 
applied.    If  the  doctrine  accepted  is  bad  Roman  law  but  suitable 
English  law,  disproof  of  its  authenticity  in  the  Roman  system  will 
not  affect  its  recognition  by  the  English  Courts.    For  example,  when 
Souihcote's  case  was  overruled  by  the  judgment  in  Coggs  v.  Bernard, 
it  certainly  never  entered  the  minds  of  any  of  the  judges  who  were 
parties  to  that  judgment,  that  it  was  a  matter  of  the  slightest  practical 
importance  whether  "  the  business  jurists  of  Rome  when  at  her  prime  " 

de  Droit  Bomain,  vol.  ii.  16,  n.  1 ;  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  58  e/  8eq, ;  Goudsmit,  Roman 
Iaw,  §  76,  76  ;  Holland,  Jurisprudence  (10th  el),  109. 

1  Negligence,  §  62>69. 

2  ISm.  L.C.  (Uthed.),  173. 

8  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  64.  The  exact  expression  is  that,  "  while  it "  (the  theory 
of  three  decrees  of  neeligence)  "  lingers  still  in  English  and  American  text-writers,  it 
is  praotically  dropped  by  our  CJourts^* :  §  68  (3). 
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had  adopted  the  division  of  bailments  which  was  found  in  Bracton ; 
but  it  must  have  been  of  the  extremest  moment  to  them  whether 
their  judgment  embodied  the  spirit  of  the  law  of  England  as  under- 
lying the  daily  transactions  of  business  men.  The  point  is  too  plain 
to  require  argument,  and  therefore  the  authorities  in  proof  cited  in 
the  former  edition  of  this  book  are  omitted.^ 

The  second  position  is,  that  while  the  nde  of  the  three  degrees  of  n.  what  is 
negUgence  survives,  through  the  conservative  tendencies  or  want  of  tl*©©»8<^g 
research  of  text-writers,  "  it  is  practically  dropped  by  our  Courts."^     tSr^^te 

The  vaUdity  of  this  assertion  depends  on  an  ambiguity  in  language. 
It  is  true  that,  given  any  particular  case,  the  law  does  not  concern 
itself  with  grades  of  negligence  or  diUgence  in  that  case ;  but  there 
may  be  comparison  of  cases  and  very  various  grades  of  negUgence  as 
applied  to  them.  If  the  analysis  which  differentiates  the  senses  in  which 
the  word  negUgence  is  used  by  lawyers  is  rejected,  one  term,  without 
any  sjrstematic  explanation,  will  come  to  be  used  for  things  widely  apart 
in  their  appUcation,  and  a  fruitful  source  of  fallacies  will  be  fostered. 

This  is  a  matter  easily  tested.     In  the  well-known  case  of  Readhead  Rule  in 
V.  Midland  Ry.  Co,,^  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Blackburn,  J.,  contract- 
dissenting)  held  the  defendants  not  Uable  for  an  accident  caused  by  ^^^^and  ^ 
the  brealang  of  the  tyre  of  a  wheel  of  a  carriage  in  which  the  plaintiff  Ry,  Co, 
rode,  as  there  is  no  warranty  by  a  carrier  of  passengers  that  his  carriage 
is  absolutely  road-worthy,  and  as  the  defendants  had  used  aU  diUgence 
in  providing  a  safe  carriage  and  examining  it  both  before  starting  and 
in  the  course  of  the  journey.    The  plaintiff  appealed.    The  Exchequer 
Chamber  said  that- "  due  care  "  "  undoubtedly  means,  having  reference 
to  the  nature  of  the  contract  to  carry,  a  high  degree  of  care,  and  casts 
on  carriers  the  duty  of  exercising  all  vigilance  to  see  that  whatever  is 
required  for  the  safe  conveyance  of  their  passengers  is  in  fit  and  proper 
order.     But  the  duty  to  take  due  care,  however  widely  construed,  or 
however  rigorously  enforced,  will  not,  as  the  present  action  seeks  to  do, 
subject  the  defendants  to  the  plain  injustice  of  being  compelled  by  the 
law  to  make  reparation  for  a  disaster  arising  from  a  latent  defect  in 
the  machinery  which  they  are  obUged  to  use,  which  no  human  skill 
or  care  could  either  have  prevented  or  detected."*    In  the  Irish  case  Bums  v.  Cork 
of  Burns  v.  Cork  and  Bandon  Ry,  Co.,^  the  obligation  of  a  carrier  of  f^nd  Bandan 
passengers  is  stated  to  be  that  of  warranting  "  that  the  vehicle  in  which  ^' 
he  conveys  them  is,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  journey, 
free  from  all  defects,  at  least -as  far  as  human  care  and  foresight  can 
provide,  and  perfectly  road-worthy."    Again,  in  Christie  v.  Grigqs,^ 
Sir  James  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  expresses  the  same  in  almost  the  same  words, 
stating  the  obUgation  as  one  that,  "  as  far  as  human  care  and  fore- 
sight could  go,  he  would  provide  for  their  safe  conveyance."    These  are 
cases  where  the  right  of  action  arises  on  a  contract.^ 

L)  regard  to  tort  the  case  is  simpler.    The  judges  in  Weaver  v.  Rule  in  tort— 

*  See  Austin,  Lectures  on  Jurisprudence  (3rd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  665.  Ward, 

2  Wharton,  Negligence,  §§  58,  64. 

3  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  412,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  379. 

4  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  379,  393. 

6  13  It.  C.  L.  R.  543,  546.     See  too  Francis  v.  CockreU,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  501. 
«  2  Camp.  79,  81. 

7  The  rule  of  the  Roman  law  is,  where  a  contract  is  for  the  interest  of  both  parties, 
though  their  interests  may  be  adverse,  In  conlractibus  fidei  honm  servatur,  ui  si  quidcm 
uiriiiaque  eoTUrahentis  commodum  versetur,  eiiam  culpa  ;  ain  uniua  soliuSy  dolus  malus 
iantum  modo  prcestetur,  I).  30,  108,  12.  Where  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  one.  Is  qui 
utendum  ace&pit,  sane  quidem  exactam  diligentiam  cuslodiendcB  rei  prcestare  jubetur :  Inst. 
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Ward  ^  express  the  law  :  '"  No  man  shall  be  excused  of  a  trespass 
....  except  it  may  be  judged  utterly  without  his  fault."  And  this 
is  exempUfied  in  the  famous  judgment  of  BlackburUj  J.,  in  Fletcher  v. 
Rylands :  ^  "  The  person  whose  grass  or  com  is  eaten  down  by  the 
escaping  cattle  of  his  neighbour,  or  whose  mine  is  flooded  by  the 
water  from  his  neighbour's  reservoir,  or  whose  cellar  is  invaded  by  the 
filth  of  his  neighbour's  privy,  or  whose  habitation  is  made  unhealthy 
by  the  fumes  and  noisome  vapours  of  his  neighbour's  alkaU  works,  is 
damnified  without  any  fault  of  his  own  ;  and  it  seems  but  reasonable 
and  just  that  the  neighbour,  who  has  brought  something  on  his  own 
property  which  was  not  naturally  there,  harmless  to  others  so  long  as 
it  is  confined  to  his  own  property,  but  which  he  knows  to  be  mis- 
chievous if  it  gets  on  his  neighbour's,  should  be  obliged  to  make  good 
the  damage  which  ensues  if  he  does  not  succeed  in  confining  it  to  his 
own  property." 

In  Readhead  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co.,^  the  requirement  is  to  exercise 
"  all  vigilance  to  see  that  whatever  is  required  for  the  safe  conveyance 
of  their  passengers  is  in  fit  and  proper  order."  The  standard  must, 
prima  facie,  be  aUke  for  all.  Spondet  peritiam  artis  ;  and  the  perilia 
is  that  of  the  age  and  country  and  circumstances  in  which  it  is  demanded, 
But  even  within  these  Umits  there  are  different  degrees.  Thus,  where 
one  man  took  another  in  his  carriage  with  him  gratuitously,  without 
previously  examining  the  bolts  and  fastenings  of  his  carriage,  and 
during  the  journey  an  accident  happened,  the  failure  to  examine 
the  veliicle  was  held  not  to  be  negUgence  sufficient  to  charge  the  owner.* 
Again,  a  railway  company  made  an  examination  of  a  track,  but  not 
sufficient  to  discover  a  crack  in  an  axle,  through  which  an  accident 
subsequently  happened.  A  jury  found  that  the  defect  "  might  have 
been  discovered  by  a  sufficiently  minute  examination."  yet  the  com- 
pany ^vere  held  not  Uable  ;  since  they  were  not  bound  in  the  circum- 
stances to  "  an  examination  of  a  very  minute  character,"  "  but  certain 
precautions  were  taken  by  the  workmen  employed  on  this  duty,  which 
are  usually  taken  by  railway  companies  in  such  cases,  and  are  generally 
found  by  experience  to  be  sufficient."*  Once  more  :  a  person  hired  a 
carriage,  a  pair  of  horses,  and  a  driver  from  a  jobmaster  ;  a  bolt  in  the 
under  part  of  the  carriage  broke,  the  splinter-bar  became  displaced, 
the  horses  started  off,  the  carriage  was  upset,  and  the  hirer  injured ; 
the  Court  held  that  the  jobmaster's  duty  was  "  to  supply  a  carriage 
as  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  hired  as  care  and  skill  can  render 
it."« 

Now,  to  compare  these  cases — all  modern  and  of  authority — with 
the  new  test  suggested.  In  the  first  place,  they  are  all  three  included 
under  that  heading,  called  cuIjhi  levis,  which  signifies  "  the  lack  of  such 
diUgenpe  as  a  good  business  man  would  show  in  a  transaction  similar 
to  that  investigated,  such  transaction  relating  to  his  business."  They 
are  cases  arising  out  of  matter  in  the  nature  of  contracts  ;  they  relate 

3,  14,  2;  while  in  the  other  case,  Quin  etinm  pauIo  remissius  circa  inierprd^ionm 
dolt  malt  dd>ere  noa  wrwri :  qnoniam  {u(  dictum  sit)  nulla  utiliiaa  commodarUis  inter- 
venial,  D.  47,  2,  61,  §6. 

1  Hob.  134. 

2  L.  R.  1  Ex.  265,  280. 

3  T..  R.  4  Q.  B.  379,  393. 

4  Moffaft  V.  Battman,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  115. 

6  Richardson  v.  G.  E.  Ry.  Co..  1  C  P.,  D.  342. 

6  Hyman  v.  Nye.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  685.     Cp.  IngaHa  v.  BiU^,  50  Mass.  1. 
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to  the  safety  of  persons  conveyed  by  the  defendants ;  and  they  depend 
upon  the  amount  of  care  exercised.  Yet  in  the  one  case  the  care  is 
sufficient  that  submits  the  vehicle  once  in  three  months  to  a  bleick- 
smith.  In  the  second  case  an  examination  of  the  defective  vehicle 
was  made ;  and  though  it  was  not  minute  enough  to  discover  the 
defect  which  caused  the  accident  (which  yet  might  have  been  dis- 
covered), still  the  examination  was  held  to  satisfy  legal  requirements. 
In  the  third  case  nothing  less  than  the  minute  examination  which  was 
held  not  necessary  in  the  second  case  was  required.  To  quote  Dr. 
Wharton,*  "  it  must  be  again  remembered  that  the  test  is  that  of 
the  good,  not  of  the  perfect,  business  man ;  and  this,  as  has  already 
been  shown,  because,  among  other  reasons,  no  perfect  business  man 
exists."  But  the  precise  difference  between  the  second  and  third  cases 
is  the  difference  between  the  good  and  the  perfect  man  of  business,  as 
expounded  in  the  very  passage  beginning  with  the  quotation  just 
cited.  The  decision  of  the  Court  in  the  second  case  was  that  the 
defendants  had  used  the  precautions  "which  are  usually  taken  by 
railway  companies  in  such  cases,  and  are  generally  found  by  experience 
to  be  sufficient "  ;  or,  to  follow  the  words  of  Dr.  Wharton,  had  adopted 
"  all  improvements  which,  when  tested  by  experience,  seem  Ukely  to 
add  to  the  security  of  those  entrusted  to  his  care,  provided  that  such 
improvements  can  be  applied  without,  by  their  cumbrr  usness  or  expense, 
impeding  the  transportation  which  such  persons  desire."  In  the  third 
case  the  duty  was  to  supply  an  article  as  fit  as  care  and  skill  could 
render  it  without  any  qualification  whatever.  If,  then,  either  of  these 
was  the  care  of  the  "  good  man,"  the  other  must  be  different,  either 
more  or  less ;  certainly  not  the  same.  Now  the  dihgence  required 
in  the  third  case,  namely,  to  make  the  carriage  "  as  fit  and  proper  as 
care  and  skill  can  make  it,"^  is  precisely  Dr.  Wharton's  diligefUia 
diliqentissimi,  "  the  utmost  diUgence."*  Further,  in  the  first  case 
cited  *  the  diligence  required  was  also  the  diligence  of  the  specialist — 
it  was  found  that  "  the  carriage  was  regularly  examined  by  a  black- 
smith every  three  months,"  and  this  was  held  sufficient.  Yet  obviously 
much  less  care  was  used  than  in  the  second  or  third  cases  ;  still  it  was 
enough  ;  since  a  different  standard  was  resorted  to  in  each. 

To  approach  the  subject  from  the  side  of  negUgence  arising  from  Rule  in  tort 
tort — the  same  requirement  of  a  diligence  exceeding  that  of  the  mere  discussed, 
good  and  diligent  man  is  foimd  not  infrequently  exacted.  A  master 
orders  his  servant  to  lay  down  a  quantity  of  rubbish  near  his  neighbour's 
wall,  though  so  as  not  to  touch  the  wall.  "  The  servant,  by  extra- 
ordinary care,  might  have  prevented  the  rubbish  touching  the  plaintiff's 
wall."  "  The  servant  used  ordinary  care  in  the  course  of  executing 
the  master's  order,  and,  notwithstanding  that,  the  rubbish  ran  against 
the  wall."  The  master  is  held  hable  as  a  trespasser.*  Again,  a  con- 
tractor is  employed  by  a  local  board  to  construct  a  sewer  under  a 
highway,  in  the  course  of  which  he  digs  a  trench,,  which  is  afterwards 
filled  in  with  earth,  and  the  roadway  apparently  made  good.  The  work 
is  done  under  the  directions  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  surveyor 

*  Negligence,  §  635. 

2  Per  Landley,  J. :  "  The  expression  *  reasonably  fit  *  denotes  something  short  of 
absolutely  fit ;  but  in  a  case  of  this  desrtription  the  difiference  between  the  two  expres- 
sions is  not  gicat "  :   Hyman  v.  Nye,  6  Q.  B.  D.  685,  688. 

3  Negligence,  §  636. 

4  Mo^aU  V.  Baieman,  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  116 
6  Qregory  v.  Piper,  9  B.  &  C  591. 
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of  the  defendants,  who  inspects  the  road  for  three  months  at  the  risk 
of  the  contractor,  till,  being  in  a  satisfactory  state,  it  is  handed  over 
to  the  local  board.  The  surveyor  continues  to  inspect  and  to  pass  over 
the  road  up  to  the  time  of  the  accident,  eight  months  later,  when,  as 
the  plaintiffs  horse  drawing  a  spring  cart  is  going  along  the  road,  its 
fore  feet  suddenly  sink  through  a  coating  or  crust  of  macadam  into  a 
cavity.  Neither  the  engineer  nor  the  surveyor  can  account  for  the 
existence  of  the  cavity.  Yet  the  local  board  is  found  guilty  of  negli- 
gence.^ Or  to  take  a  different  class  of  actions  :  a  person  keeping  an 
animal  whose  nature  is  to  do  mischief,  with  knowledge  of  its  pro- 
pensities, is  liable  for  any  damage  done  by  it,  "since  negligence  is 
presumed  without  express  averment."^  In  each  of  these  cases  the 
standard  of  diligence  is  far  higher  than  any  that  could  be  required  of  an 
ordinarily  prudent  and  careful  man.  In  the  first,  the  facts  show  that 
this  standard  was  actually  attained  ;  yet  the  act  of  the  sei*vant  doing 
a  thing  in  itself  lawful,  and  with  care  adequate  to  the  rule  of  ordinary 
dihgence,  is  held  to  affect  the  master  with  Uability.  In  the  second, 
though  ordinary  skill  is  exerted,  the  defendants  are  held  liable  for  what 
they  can  neither  discover  nor  explain.  In  the  third,  negligence  is 
presumed  without  any  fault  dans  locum  injuria,  and  though  the  keeping 
of  a  monkey  is  not  illegal.  Neither  of  these  cases  seems  to  fall  short 
even  of  that  infinitesimal  negligence  which  Dr.  Wharton  regards  as  an 
impossible  standard ;  and  certainly  none  of  them  falls  beloiv  the  test 
that  Sr  William  Jones  lays  down — the  omission  of  that  care  which  very 
attentive  and  vigilant  persons  take  of  their  own  goods,  or,  in  other 
words,  of  very  exact  dihgence.' 
III.  To  exact  Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  if  the  principle  of  division  of  negligence 
diUKence  is  ^^^^  three  degrees  did  exist,  the  degree  of  culpa  levissima  would  be  an 
impracticable  inconvenience,  "  and  incompatible  with  the  necessities  of  business." 
Argument  Wharton,*  summarising  Hasse,^  asks  where  is  the  diligentissimus 

that  no  person  or  exoctissimus  to  be  found  who  is  to  be  taken  as  the  standard  by  which 
wSiy  dUigaU-  ^^®  diligentui  diligentissimi,  with  its  antithesis  of  culpa  levissima,  is 
issimua  to  be  gauged.     "  This  question  is  put,"  says  he,  "  by  Le  Brun,  without 

examined.  any  reply  from  his  astute  antagonists  ;  and  it  is  repeated  by  Hasse 
with  the  confident  assertion  that  the  search  is  one  that  will  be  made  in 
vain."  Possibly  Le  Brun's  "  astute  antagonists  " — Pothier  was  one — 
while  quite  ready  to  admit  the  search  would  be  unproductive,  did  not 
think  it  expedient  to  let  the  controversy  wander  into  so  devious  a 
bypath,  since  their  contention  was  not  based  on  a  question  of  dili- 
ge7Uia  in  concreto,  a  standard  dependent  on  the  existenceof  any  particular 
man,  but  of  a  diligentia  in  ahstracto,  a  standard  to  which,  though  none 
might  habitually  attain,  all  must  in  particular  cases  conform.*    Had 

1  Smith  V.  West  Derby  Ijocal  Board,  3  C.  P.  D.  423. 

2  May  V.  Burdett,  9  Q.  B.  101. 

3  Bailm.,  22. 

■*  Negligence,  §  65. 

5  Culpa  des  Romischen  RechtB. 

6  Thi.s  may  be  illustrated  by  a  passage  from  Lady  Holland's  IJfe  of  the  Rev.  Sydney 
Smith,  '*  It  requires  a  long  apprenticeship  to  speak  well  in  the  House  of  Commons.  It 
is  the  most  formidable  ordeal  in  the  world.  Few  men  have  succeeded  who  entered  it 
late  in  life  ;  Jeffrey  is  perha])8  the  best  exception.  Bobus  used  to  say  that  there  was 
more  sense  and  good  taste  in  the  whole  House,  than  in  any  one  individual  of  which  it 
was  composed,"  vol.  i.  347.  So  too,  the  taste  in  literature  or  art  of  a  class  may  be 
more  correct  than  that  of  any  writer  or  performer — e,g„  the  taste  in  architectme  at 
the  present  day  formed  on  the  models  of  bygone  times.  What  incongruity,  then,  in 
fixing  a  standard  of  conduct  in  certain  emergencies  higher  than  the  habitual  practice 
of  the  individual  ? 
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they  felt  inclined  for  such  futile  inquiries,  they  might  with  equal  readi- 
ness have  issued  a  retaliatory  challenge  for  a  "  good  specialist "  who 
never  makes  a  mistake.     The  true  answer  to  either  challenge  is  that 
the  law  does  not  in  either  case  contemplate  such.    The  standard  of 
conduct  is  not  that  of  any  man,  however  excellent,  but  the  average 
conduct  of  men  in  the  community  or  class  or  calling,  and  in  the  circum- 
stances, of  him  whose  conduct  in  the  instance  in  point  may  happen  to 
be  arraigned,  though  no  individual  man  has  ever  habitually  attained  it. 
The  reference  is  not  made  to  a  course  of  diligence,  but  to  a  point  of 
diUgence — diligence  in  the  particular  phase  of  the  matter  as  to  which 
inquiry  is  being  made.     That  even  Caesar,  to  quote  an  example  of  Hasse^s 
Hasse's  drawn  from  the  di- cussions  of  the  schoolmen  and  cited  with  illustrationii 
approbation  by  Dr.  Wharton,*  "sometimes  yielded  to  a  negligentia  ^^^^ 
which  was  not  merely  levis  but  toa,"  and  was  therefore  not  up  to  the  considered, 
mark  of  the  standard  of  the  mythical  diligerdissimus,  is  a  good  reason 
why  Cajsar  in  the  cases  of  his  shortcoming  should  be  held  liable,  though 
none  that  other  less  happily  endued  persons  should  be  allowed  to  be 
guilty  of  negligentia  either  levis  or  lata ;    nor  that  they  should  be 
allowed  immunity  for  cuIjki  levissima  in  the  sense  imposed  by  English 
authority — of  very  exact  diligence.^ 

The  citation  of  any  such  instance  as  that  of  Caesar  tends  rather  to  Criticism, 
lead  astray  from  the  point  than  to  clear  it.  The  theory  of  negligence 
has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  Caesar's  "  intense  sensibility  during  a  crisis 
to  impending  dangers,  his  incomparable  fertiUty  in  expedients,  and  his 
almost  preternatural  coolness,  promptness,  and  intrepidity  in  applying 
the  right  remedy  at  the  right  moment  to  the  right  thing."^  It  demands 
care  according  to  the  circumstances  ;  and  the  sole  question  is  whether 
this  care,  which  in  the  cases  of  most  frequent  occurrence  is  that  to  be 
looked  for  from  men  of  ordinary  skill  in  the  matter  in  hand,  is  in  all 
cases  adequate ;  or  whether  in  certain  circumstances  the  law  does  not 
demand  an  exceptional  attention  which  camiot  justly  be  described  as 
that  which  a  good  business  man  would  show  in  a  transaction  similar 
to  that  investigated.  To  say  that  "  no  one  more  diligent  than  Csesar 
could  be  found  " — a  very  questionable  assertion  even  in  the  narrowest 
sense — may  be  an  eminently  interesting  piece  of  historical  information, 
but  has  not  the  remotest  bearing  on  the  point  which  the  proposition 
is  advanced  to  prove  ;  since  the  only  relevant  proposition — that  Caesar 
is  not  liable  for  negligence  when  he  is  negUgent,  because  he  is  Ca)sar — 
is  too  obviously  untrue  (under  the  law  of  England)  to  need  examination.* 

The  writers  above  alluded  to  ^  assume  that  cwipa  levissima  imphes  Argument 
a  failure  of  some  species  of  transcendent  and  impossible  diligence.^  In  ^^^^  **^  j^ 
fact,  the  fallacy  is  perpetrated  of  treating  cul'pa  levis  and  cul'pa  lata  an  impossible 

1  Negligence,  §  G5. 

2  Jones,  Bailm.,  22.  • 

3  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  r5.  This  •*  eloquent  '*  writing  calla  to  mind  an  anecdote 
of  Charles  V.,  who,  being  shown  the  tomb  of  some  French  knight  bearing  an  inscription 
announcing  the  entombed  hero  as  the  bravest  of  the  brave,  who  never  knew  fear, 
observed,  "  Then  ho  could  never  have  snuffed  a  candle  with  his  fingers." 

4  If  it  did  Chaproni.re  v.  Mason  (the  bath  bun  case),  21  Times  L.  R.  633  in  C.  A. 
would  dispose  of  the  proposition. 

6  Ante,  19. 

6  Mackintosh  v.  Mackintosh  (1864),  2  Macph.  1357,  is  cited  as  deciding  in  Scotland 
that  theonlydegiees  of  negligence  which  the  law  recognifctes,  are  culpa  lata  and  nUpa 
levis,  and  that  the  distinction  between  adpa  levis  and  ctdpa  levissima  is  not  well- 
founded.  A  reference  to  the  case  will  show  that  this  statement  is  a  mere  adoption  of 
Lord  Mackenzie'b  statement  in  his  Roman  Law,  186,  and  that  this  is  a  summary  of 
the  position  taken  up  by  Hasse,  and  in  neither  case  the  result  of  independent  opinion. 
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as  relative  terras,  while  culpa  levissima  is  taken  to  imply  an  absolute 
standard — ^the  highest  degree  of  care  and  diligence  the  human  mind 
can  conceive  of.  This  is  manifestly  absurd,  and  inconsistent  with  any 
definition  of  culpa  levissima  given  for  any  other  purpose  than  to 
refute  its  existence.^  Qui  enim  earn  non  adhibent  diligentiam  quam 
sclent  patres familiars  ad  rem  aUerUissimi,  culpam  levissimam ;  qui 
ommitlunt  diligentiam,  a  fmgi  paJtre  familias  adhiberi  solitam,  levem  ; 
qui,  denique,  ne  eii  quidem  diligentid,  qua  otnnes,  etiam  dissoluii  homines, 
vti  Solent,  utuntur,  latam  cammittere  dicuntur.^  If  culpa  levis  is  negli- 
gence arising  from  the  lack  of  such  diligence  as  the  average  business 
man  would  show,  then  culpa  levissima,  as  contrasted  with  it,  is  a 
failure  of  compUance  with  some  severer  standard  not  necessarily 
specified  save  by  reference  to  the  culpa  levis.  Or  again,  if  culpa 
lemssimu  marks  shortcomings  in  very  exact  diligence,  then  culpa 
levis  is  failure  to  reach  the  accustomed  standard.^ 

1  Lcvissimam  acilind  cvlpam  de  eo  qui  summam  dUigcrUiam  deberel  nee  earn  prcMtitit 
{sic)  aed  mpdiocrem  tarUum  :  Lexicon  Juridicum  (1593),  sttb  voce  Culpa.  In  this 
article  five  8pecies  of  negligence  are  enumeiated,  and  it  is  added  fuim  non  solum  tres 
avi  quingue  sed  infinitos  cu!i<b  gradun  significant  Imperatofis.  Sir  William  Jones, 
Bailm.,  22,  118. 

2  Story,  Bailm.  §  18,  citing  Heinec,  Elem.  Jm-.  Inst.  lib.  3,  tit.  14,  §  787 ;  which, 
however,  is  not  the  passage  in  the  text,  though  to  the  same  effect.  Compare  Heinec, 
Pars.  3,  Pandectar,  lib.  13,  §  116  :  Cidpa  enim  infinUi  gradus  esse  possunt. 

Summary  of  ^  Since  the  doctrines  of  the  EnKli^ih  law  are  unaffected  by  historical  discoveries  in 

conclusions  of  the  civil  law,  any  prolonged  consideration  of  the  conclusions  of  its  professors  would 
Roman  law  be  not  only  unnecessary,  but  irrelevant,  in  the  present  treatise.  The  view  put  forward 
writers.  in  the  text,  however,  requires  some  reference  to  the  controversy  in  the  Roman  law. 

The  argument  of  Hasse  is  summarised  by  Prof.  Maynz  in  his  Elements  de  Droit 
Romain,  vol.  ii.  17.  First,  the  term  culpa  levissima  it  is  said,  is  only  found  in  a  frag- 
ment in  Ulpian,  and  there  ha«  no  technical  signification.  The  passage  alluded  to 
is  D.  9,  2,  44,  p..  In  lege  Aquilia  ct  levissima  culpa  venit.  Secondly,  since  culpa  levis 
is  the  want  of  care  of  a  man  essentially  attentive  and  careful,  culpa  levissima  must 
mean  moie  than  this ;  but  the  Roman  law  nowhere  requires  a  higher  degree  of  dili- 
gence than  that  of  a  good  father  of  a  family — that  is,  of  a  man  essentially  careful 
and  attentive.  Thirdly,  the  Roman  law  never  mentions  any  other  degree  than 
culpa  levis  when  it  requires  to  discriminate  between  casus  and  culpa  lata.  Fourthly, 
the  argument  from  the  u<»e  of  the  term  exactissima  diligcntia  in  the  civil  law — e.g., 
I.  iii.  27,  1  ;  D.  17,  2,  72  ;  D.  44,  7,  1,  §  4— to  the  existence  of  its  correlative,  levissima 
culpa,  is  invalid,  since  the  passages  have  no  technical  signification.  Fifthly,  that 
to  require  a  greater  degree  of  care  than  that  of  a  good  father  of  a  family  would  be 
inequitable. 

To  this  it  may  be  urged  that  whether  the  fragment  from  Ulpian  has  any  technical 
signification  or  not,  it  is  the  expression  of  an  exceptional  fact  that  under  the  lex 
Aquilia,  fk&  a  general  rule,  the  mere  existence  of  culpa  in  its  slightest  form  raises  the 
presumption  of  liability  (see  Maynz.  vol.  ii  §  260  at  16) ;  whereas  in  other  branches  of 
law  this  is  not  necessarily  so.  To  thif.  the  leply  is  that,  there  being  so  strict  a  rule  in 
regard  to  the  lex  Aquilia,  there  is  neither  culpa  lata  nor  culpa  levis  under  it,  and  there- 
fore degrees  do  not  apply.  But  the  degrees  of  diligence  to  wliich  we  are  bound  ought 
to  be  determined  by  reference  to  oiuselves,  not  with  regard  to  any  one  external  object, 
one  degree  being  owed  to  one  thing,  another  to  another,  and  the  highest  degree  to 
a  third  ;  and  if  a  higher  degree  is  habitually  required  in  cases  that  come  under  the 
lex  Aquilia  than  is  habitually  applied  in  contracts,  this  rather  argues  that  the  degrees 
exist  than  'the  contrary. 

In  the  Greek  translation  in  the  Basilica  of  the  passage  in  the  lex  Aquilia,  which 
mentions  culpa  leinssima,  the  word  used,  says  Sir  William  Jones  (Bailments,  33), 
is  ^aOvfjUa  (60,  3,  5),  while  the  word  corresponding  to  culpa  levis  is  djuAfta.  Now 
this  is  very  nearly  a  contemporanea  cxpositio  ;  for  though  the  Digest  was  published 
A.D.  633  and  the  Basilica  not  till  a.d.  884,  still  this  code  was  merely  x  collection  of 
those  translations  of  the  Roman  law  which  had  been  long  in  actual  use  in  the  courts 
of  law,  and  were  received  by  the  legal  schools  as  authoritative  (Finlay,  History  of 
the  Byzantine  and  Greek  Empires,  vol.  ii.  287),  while  the  earliest  of  the  scholastic 
commentators,  Accursius,  was  three  centuries  later  (1182-1260). 

It  is  true  that  the  explanation  of  such  a  passage  as  that  relating  to  the  diligence  of 
the  negotiorum  gestor,  Inst.  iii.  27,  \,ad  exaciisstmam  quisque  diligentiam  compdlitur 
reddere  rationcm  ;  nee  sufficit  talem  diligentiam  adhibere  qualem  suis  rebus  adhibere 
sderet,  si  modo  alius  dUigentior  commoiius  administraturus  esset  nsgotia,  is  that  the 
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The  division  of  negligence  into  culpa  levis — designating  the  lack  The  Roman 

of  such  diligence  as  a  good  business  man  would  show  in  a  transaction  ^w  writers' 

similar  to  that  investigated  where  such  transaction  relates  to  his  ^!I*^^°Il'^°^ 
!_•  1171-  •  1  1  *i  T  ^^^  into 

busmess — and  culpa  lata — designatmg  the  neglect  of  the  ordmary  degrees,  but 

care  that  is  taken  by  persons  not  specialists — is  not  a  di\ision,  properly  '^^^<^  lt»*i<i8. 

speaking,  of  degrees  of  negligence,  but  rather  of  kinds.*     Between  the 

negligence  which  does  not  know  what  all  know,  and  does  not  see  what 

all  see,^  and  the  negligence  of  a  business  man  in  his  speciaUty,  there  is 

dUigentia  dUigentis  et  gtudiosi  patris  familitu  marks  the  rule  exactisatmcB  dUigentice,  and 
that  dUigentia  quant  suis  rebtis  adhtbere  solet  is  an  individual  exception  which,  being 
dependent  on  the  personal  circumstances  that  call  for  its  application,  does  not  come 
under  any  rule  but  that  of  the  particular  instance  ;  and  this  seems  to  be  so.  The  same 
holds  good  as  to  the  rule  under  the  title  Pro  Socio,  D.  17,  2,  72  :  Culpa  atUem  iwn  ad 
exactissimam  diligenliam  dirigenda  est ;  suffUit  enim  talem  ailigentiam  communibua 
r^btta  adhtbere  qualem  suis  rebus  adhtbere  solet  ;  quia  qui  parum  dUigenkm  stbi  socium 
adquirit,  de  se  queri  debet.  The  same  meaning  is  not  equally  clear  in  the  title  De 
Obiigationibus,  D.  44,  7,  1,  §  4 :  Is  vero,  qui  utendum  accepit,  si  majore  casu,  cui 
humana  inflrmitas  resisiere  rum  potest  (veluti  incendio,  ruina,  naufragio)  rem  quam 
aecepity  amiserit,  securus  est.  Alias  iamen  exactissimam  diligentiam  custodiendce  rei 
prastare  compellitur  ;  nee  sufficit  ei  eandem  diligentiam  adhiberey  quam  suis  rebus 
adhibit,  si  alius  diligentior  custodire  poterit.  8ed  et  in  majoribus  casibus  si  culpa 
ejus  interveniaty  tenetur  ;  veluti  si  quasi  amicos  ad  ccenam  invitaturus  argentum  quod 
in  earn  rem  utendum  acceperity  pere^re  proficiscens  secum  portare  volueriiy  et  id  aut 
naufragioy  aut  prcedonum  nostiumve  incursu  amiserit.  The  principle  involved  in  the  Discussed, 
requirement  of  exactissima  dUigentia  is  the  absolute  highest  standard  to  be  found — 
si  alius  dUigentior  custodire  poterit.  If,  then,  this  is  the  dUigentia  of  the  dUigens  et 
studiosus  paterfamUiaSy  then  the  levis  culptiy  the  normal  standard  of  the  Roman,  is 
the  same  as  the  levissima  cvlpa  of  Sir  William  Jones  and  the  other  English  and 
American  authorities — the  omission  of  that  care  which  very  attentive  and  vigilant 
persons  take  of  their  own  goods.  It  is  hard  to  suppose  that  in  practical  busine£>8 
the  standard  was  kept  up  to  this  superlative  standard.  That  a  large  dispensing 
power  was  available  to  remit  the  rigorous  application  of  the  test  8i  alius  dUigentior 
custodire  poterU,  is  indicated  by  Dr.  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  53.  See  Hasse,  133,  who 
quotes  a  test  of  a  duty  to  perform  a  journey  quo  plerique  ejusdem  conditionis  homines 
Solent  pervenire.  The  result  is  that  in  the  civil  law  lata  culpa  marks  nimia  negligerUia 
id  est  non  intelligere  quod  omnes  inteUigunt  (D.  50,  16,  213,  §  2) ;  culpa  levis  or  cvlpa 
merely  (for,  when  cvlpa  only  is  mentioned,  culpa  levis  is  intended  to  be  signified : 
Taylor  Civil  Law  (4th  ed.),  174)  is  the  cvlpa  which  exi&ts  when  a  person  bound  to 
a  special  duty  neglects  to  enter  upon  and  discharge  it  with  the  diligence  belonging  to 
a  aUigenSy  bonusy  studiosus  paterfamUiaSy  qui  sobrie  et  non  sine,  exacta  dUigentia  rem 
suam  administrat  (Wharton,  Negligence,  §  30) ;  and  ?iomo  dUigen^  est  et  studiosus 
paterfamUias  cujus  personam  ificredUde  est  in  aliquo  facie  errasse  D.  22,  3,  25.  But 
there  are  two  tetts  of  this  diligence — (1)  Si  cuius  dUigentior  cvstodire  poterit:  (2) 
Quo  plerique  ejusdem  conditionis  homines  sclent  pervenire. 

Further,  in  the  lex  AquUia,  which  was  the  general  remedy  of  the  Roman  law  for 
positive  damage  {damnum  corpore  corpori  datum),  la  plus  Ugire  faule  suffit  cUjd  pour 
nous  rendre  responsable  du  dommage  qui  en  a  ^t^  la  suite  ;  but  the  mobt  authozitative 
commentators  on  the  Roman  law  consider  this  to  be  comprehended  in  the  term  culpa 
levis.  There  is  a  notable  syllogism  of  Donellus  which  illustrates  this:  Quorum 
dtfinitiones  eadem  sunt-,  ea  inter  se  sunt  eadem  ;  levis  autem  ctdpce  et  levissimce  una  et 
eadem  deflnitio  est ;  utraque  igitur  culpa  eadem.  Yet  the  distinction  between  the 
highest  diligence  of  the  specialist  and  the  ordinary  diligence  of  the  specialist  could  not 
fail  sometimes  in  judicial  proceedings  to  need  discrimination  ;  and  the  two  tests  above 
mentioned  enable  this  to  be  done.  The  later  stages  of  the  law  distinguished  two 
different  things  by  different  names,  which  in  the  Digest  are  comprehended  imder  one 
name,  and  have  explicitly  enounced  what  always  implicitly  existed.  The  French 
doctrine  on  the  question  of  degrees  of  negligence  is  treated  by  Laurent,  Principes 
de  Droit  Civil,  vol.  xvi.,  De  la  faute,  §  213,  216.  What  is  said  in  this  passage  has, 
however,  reference  to  Vinexecution  des  obligations.  See  Code  Civil,  Art.  1137.  For 
the  rules  applicable  dans  les  delits  et  les  quasi  ddits,  see  Code  Civil,  Arts.  1 382-1 3S6. 

Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence  (4th  ed.),  §  47,  conclude :  "  That  three  degrees 
of  care  are,  and  should  be  recognised  aad  enforced  by  the  law  of  modem  times  '* ; 
and  Campbell,  Negligence  (2nd  ed.),  4,  speaks  of  a  departure  from  exada  dUigentii 
as  culpa  levissima.  See  Moyle,  Justinian's  Institutes,  Excursus  6,  criticising  adversely 
Poste,  Gains,  478-481. 

1  "  Kinds  are  classes  between  which  there  is  an  impassable  barrier ;  and  what  we 
have  to  seek  is,  marks  whereby  we  may  determine  on  which  side  of  a  barrier  an  object 
takes  its  place  "  :  Mill,  Logic  (4th  ed.),  vol.  ii.  268.  2  Hasse,  111. 
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an  intrinsic  difference,  and  not  a  mere  difference  in  degree  ;  there  is  an 
impassable  barrier  forbidding  a  transfer  from  one  of  these  classes  to 
the  other  by  the  mere  addition  or  subtraction  of  the  quaUty  of  care. 
The  differentia  of  the  classes  is  possession  of  special  knowledge  or 
acquired  skill.  The  possession  of  this  may  not  be  necessary  to  rank 
any  person  with  those  who  are  under  the  necessity  of  showing  care 
conjoined  with  knowledge  ;  since  one  may  estop  himself  from  denying 
the  possession  of  the  Imowledge  that  his  conduct  represents  him  to 
possess ;  and  then,  though  he  has  not,  he  becomes  bound  as  though  he 
had.  The  standard  of  the  one  class  presupposes  special  knowledge ; 
the  standard  of  the  other  presupposes  the  absence  of  special  knowledge. 
Now  the  highest  degree  of  care  and  caution  does  not  bridge  the  interval 
between  what  is  required  of  the  speciaUst  from  what  is  required  of 

Illustrated,  the  non-specialist.  For  example,  a  dangerous  surgical  operation  is 
to  be  performed  by  a  speciahst.  The  question  of  the  care  or  want  of 
care  in  the  conduct  of  it  is  based  on  a  special  knowledge  of  the  me- 
chanical means  of  carrying  out  the  operation  needed,  and  an  acquired 
skill  in  the  use  of  those  means.  One  not  a  medical  man  is  invited  to 
undertake  it.  Even  if  the  circumstances  bound  him  to  a  perfect 
care  in  the  conduct  of  the  operation,  he  would  not  rise  to  the  level  of 
the  dihgence  of  the  speciahst,  though  the  care  exacted  from  him 
might  be  tenfold  that  which  the  specialist  is  expected  to  afford ;  for  in 
the  speciaUst's  case  there  would  be  required  the  additional  factor  of 
special  knowledge.  Thus,  though  the  non-speciahst  might  exercise 
unfailing  care,  he  would  not  be  on  the  same  plane  with  the  speciahst, 
whose  efficiency  would  be  determined  by  two  factors — knowledge 
and  care  guided  by  knowledge,  as  against  care  merely  unrelated  to 
knowledge.  If  he  failed  in  care  to  an  extent  that  would  in  the  absence 
of  knowledge  make  him  liable  on  the  basis  of  culpa  lata,  his  failure 
would  still  be  referable  to  his  duty  as  a  speciahst ;  and  if  he  failed  in 
knowledge,  it  would  still  be  the  same  test — that  of  the  specialist — that 
would  be  applied. 

It  is  not,  then,  correct  to  describe  the  division  of  neghgence  into 
culpa  lata  and  culpa  knis  as  a  division  into  degrees  of  neghgence.* 
The  negligence  designated  by  these  words  is  not  a  negligence  that 
shades  down  gradually  the  one  into  the  other,  but  connotes  different 
kinds  of  neghgence  that  will  run  on,  each  in  its  own  course,  without 
nearer  approach  through  all  their  phases. 

Consideration        When  in  place  of  the  Latin  terms  we  use  their  Enghsh  equivalents 

"f  Ivr  ""^'^  *^^  speak  of  gross  and  sUght  neghgence,  their  meaning  is  even  plainer. 

division.  ^hc  terms  "  gross  "  and  slight  are  quantitative  merely  and  apart  from 
their  standard  of  comparison  have  no  positive  signification.  When, 
however,  they  are  brought  into  relation  they  become  terms  of  great 
value,  and  applicable  to  the  whole  field  of  law  that  is  occupied  with 
rights  arising  out  of  contract,  and  wrongs  independent  of  contract. 
They  may  be  considered  in  the  following  coordination  : 

I.  Culpa  lata  {non  itdelligere  id  quod  omnes  intelligunt).^ 

(a)  In  the  case  of  rights  arising  out  of  contract. 

(b)  In  the  case  of  wrongs  independent  of  contract. 

II.  Culpa  levis  (lack  of  the  dihgence  of  the  good  business  man  in 
his  business). 

1  As  to  the  distinction  between  ciUpa  hU^  and  levia  in  absiracto,  or  in  concrelo, 
see  Laurent,  Principes  de  Droit  Civil,  vol.  xvi.,  De  la  faute,  §  213.  Compsu'e  with 
this  vol.  XX.,  Faute  Aquilienne,  §  462-465.  2  D.  50,  16,  223. 
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(a)  In  the  case  of  rights  arising  out  of  contract. 
(6)  In  the  case  of  wrongs  independent  of  contract. 

The  duty  to  exercise  the  care  of  the  non-specialist  is  far  more  likely 
to  arise  in  cases  of  tort,  and  the  duty  to  exercise  the  care  of  the  specialist 
ia  more  likely  to  arise  in  cases  of  contract.  For  the  making  a  contract, 
or  the  entering  into  a  relation  from  which  a,  relation  analogous 
to  a  contract  arises,  imphes  an  undertaking  to  exercise  the 
amount  of  skill  necessary  for  its  efficient  performance — Spondet 
peritiam  artis ;  "  or  at  least  to  adopt  positive  precautions  against 
causing  injury  to  those  with  whom  we  are  to  act ;  while  those  positions 
into  which  people  are  thrown  without  premeditation  or  design  are 
mostly  of  a  sort  that  require  no  more  care,  or  skill  in  their  performance 
than  is  required  from  ordinary  persons,  indiscriminately  and  universally, 
to  refrain  from  acts  which  may  cause  injury  to  others.  As  the  circum- 
stances out  of  which  the  duties  arise  are  more  or  less  fortuitous,  so 
the  duties  themselves  do  not  require  for  their  performance  any  special 
acquirement  as  distinguished  from  special  care.  Though  under 
the  head  of  culpa  lata  many  cases  may  be  found  where  the  liabiUty 
for  absence  of  care  is  to  be  referred  to  a  contractual  obUgation  ;  and 
under  the  head  of  culpa  levis  breaches  of  duty  which  are  referable  to 
the  class  of  wrongs  independent  of  contract ;  yet,  broadly  speaking, 
the  cases  where  liabiUty  arises  from  neglecting  the  amount  of  care 
expected  of  every  citizen  are  cases  of  tort ;  *  the  cases  where  Uability 
arises  from  neglecting  the  amount  of  care  such  as  a  good  business  man 
would  show  in  a  transaction  similar  to  that  investigated  are  cases  of 
contract. 

Where  the  division  of  negligence  to  which  cases  are  to  be  referred 
is  clearly  culpa  lata,  it  does  not  thence  follow  that  the  amount  of 
default  which  imputes  negligence  in  each  case  is  the  same.  Within 
the  Umits  of  the  class  to  which  the  standard  of  culpa  lata  is  applicable 
there  are  very  varpng  degrees  required  to  fixjiability.  Three  leading 
classes  may  be  indicated  : 

I.  Those  cases  where  the  act  complained  of  is  an  infringement  Three  classes 
of  a  right  in  the  injured  person  superior  to  the  right  of  the  injurious  of  culpa  laia. 
person  to  act  in  the  manner  which  produces  the  act  complained  of. 

II.  Those  cases  in  which  the  person  injured  by  the  act  complained 
of  is  in  the  exercise  of  a  right  equal  to  that  exercised  by  the  person 
who  injures  him. 

III.  Those  cases  in  which  the  person  injured  by  the  act  complained 
of  is  acting  in  a  manner  subordinate  to  the  right  of  the  person  to  do 
the  class  of  acts  by  which  the  person  is  injured. 

I.  The  person  injuied  by  the  act  complained  of  is  in  a  superior  First  class: 
position  where,  save  for  the  presence  of  the  negligent  person,  his  right  Injured  per- 
to  be  where  he  is  (or  to  exercise  the  right  in  respect  of  which  he  is  gupeiior^""*^ 
injured)  is  a  right  attaching  to  property.    Thus,  in  an  early  case  of  right, 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  owned 
land  adjoining  that  of  the  plaintiff  upon  which  there  was  a  thorn 
hedge ;   that  he  cut  the  thorns,  and  that  they  against  his  will  (ipso 
invito)  fell  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  the  defendant  went  quickly  upon 
the  same  and  took  them;    which  was  the  trespass  complained  of. 
Judgment  on  demurrer  was  given  for  the  plaintiff.    Choke,  C.J.,  said  : 

1  Cases  like  Doorman  v.  Jenkins,  2  A.  &  E.  256,  are  possibly  an  exception,  though 
aucere  whether  there  the  duty  was  not  that  of  the  business  man  as  against  the  duty  to 
know  what  all  know  and  to  see  what  all  see. 
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"  When  the  defendant  cut  the  thorns  and  they  fell  on  my  land  this 
falling  was  not  lawful ;  and  as  to  what  was  said  about  their  falling  in 
ipso  invito,  that  is  no  plea,  but  he  ought  to  show  that  he  could  not  do 
it  in  any  other  way,  or  that  he  did  all  in  his  power  to  keep  them  out."^ 
Here  the  owner  of  the  land  was  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  land 
free  from  any  molestation  whatever,  and  any  damage  done,  unless  the 
doer  was  absolutely  free  from  blame,  was  actionable.  Of  this  kind 
are  all  acts  in  the  nature  of  trespass.  The  .act  per  se  imports  an 
actionable  wrong  ;  and  unless  the  act  is  shown  to  have  been  inevitable 
the  defendant  is  Uable. 
Second  class :       II.  Those  cases  in  which  the  person  injured  by  the  act  complained 

Injured  per-  ^f  jg  j^  ^j^^  enjoyment  of  a  riffht  equal  to  that  exercised  by  the  person 
son  exercising     i--i-  01  j  r 

an  equal      ^  who  m]ures  him. 

right.  Every  subject  within  the  realm  has  prima  facie  aright  to  pass  and 

repass  along  the  pubUc  highways  of  the  realm.  If,  in  exercising  this 
right,  any  subject  receives  damage  from  another  in  the  exercise  of  his 
right,  such  subject  has  to  bear  his  own  loss  unless  he  can  establish  that 
that  other  is  in  fault  and  Uable  to  make  it  good.  ^'  And  he  does  not 
establish  this  against  a  person  merely  by  showing  that  he  is  owner  of 
the  carriage  or  ship  which  did  the  mischief,  for  the  owner  incurs  no 
liability  merely  because  he  is  owner. "^  The  maxim  of  the  law  is 
culpa  tenet  suos  auctores  tantum  ;  or  loss  Ues  where  it  falls ;  so  that 
where  the  defendant  bought  a  horse  at  Tattersall's  and  the  next  day 
took  him  out  to  try  him  in  a  public  thoroughfare,  where  the  horse 
became  restive,  ran  upon  the  pavement,  and  killed  a  man,  his  adminis- 
tratix  was  held  not  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  ;  because  the  duty 
on  the  defendant  was  only  to  use  due  care  and  skill  ^ — the  quce  a  prudente 
provideri  possunt  of  the  Roman  law.  A  distinction  was  drawn  between 
the  case  of  a  carrier  bound  to  provide  for  the  safe  conveyance  of  his 
passengers  as  far  as  human  skill  and  foresight  can  go  ;  and  a  case,  like 
that  before  the  Court,  of  one  doing  no  more  than  he  was  rightfully 
entitled  to  do — viz.,  to  ride  in  a  pubUc  place,  until  he  is  shown  to  be 
guilty  of  some  description  of  unskilfulness  or  imprudence.^ 
Seott  V.  If  both  parties  to  the  accident  are  in  the  exercise  of  their  pubUc 

^*^K^]ui^  rights  no  action  can  be  sustained,  unless  one  is  aflGurmatively  shown  to 
rine'aDock  have  fallen  short  of  that  care  and  caution  which  is  ordinarily  to  be 
Co.  expected  from  persons  in  the  enjoyment  of  similar  rights.     If,  however, 

the  person  charged  with  the  injury  is  not  in  the  exercise  of  his  public 
rights  a  severer  UabiUty  is  affixed  to  his  act.  Thus,  where  a  sack  or  a 
barrel  falls  from  a  house  and  injures  a  passenger  in  the  public  street, 
the  fall,  though  unaccoimted  for,  is  sufficient  to  put  the  defendant  to 
disprove  negligence.^  The  case  here  becomes  assimilated  to  that 
noticed  under  the  first  class ;  and  the  plaintiff,  while  exercising  his 
public  right,  is  protected  to  the  same  extent  as  he  would  be  if  thd 
accident  had  happened  to  him  while  on  private  property,  where  he  is 
entitled  to  be.  The  accident  must  be  referred  to  an  occurrence  which 
rebuts  any  supposition  that  it  happened  in  the  exercise  of  a  pubUc 
right.  The  defendant  is  a  wrongdoer,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  injury  were  inflicted  on  private  property. 

1  y.  B.  6  Ed.  IV.  7,  pi.  18  (A.D.  1466),  cited  in  Ames,  Cases  in  Tort,  69. 

2  Biver  Wear  Commissioners  v.  Adamson,  2  App.  Cas.  743,  767. 

8  Hammock  v.  White,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  688  ;  Manzoni  v.  Douglas,  6  Q.  B.  D.  146. 

4  Cp.  Skinner  v.  L.  B.  dh  S.  C.  By.  Co.,  in  Ex.  Ch.  5  Ex.  787. 

5  ScoU  V.  London,  ike.  Dock  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  696  ;  Byrne  v.  Boodle,  2  fl.  &  C.  722. 
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If  the  injury  had  arisen  from  an  ordinary  casualty  of  the  highway 
negligence  in  addition  to  accident  would  have  to  be  proved  to  affect 
the  defendant  with  liabihty.  So  soon  as  it  is  clear  that  the  accident 
was  not  one  of  those  incident  to  the  highway,  the  occun-ence  of  it 
raises  a  presumption  of  the  defendant's  default.^ 

Again,  to  take  the  sort  of  case  of  which  Indermaur  v.  Dames^  is  the  Indermaur  v. 
leading  example,  where  one  man  comes  on  the  premises  of  another  for  ^"^^• 
the  purpose  of  transacting  some  business  with  him,  or  in  the  pursuit 
of  some  object  that  impUes  an  inducement  held  out  from  the  owner 
for  him  to  go  there  ;  at  first  sight  it  would  appear  that  his  position  is 
subordinate  to  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  premises.  Yet,  in  fact, 
this  is  not  so,  since  the  law  presumes  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  stranger 
to  all  reasonable  and  proper  provision  for  his  safety.  The  right  of 
the  one  to  use  his  property  in  what  way  he  pleases  is  in  equilibrio  with 
the  right  of  the  other  to  visit  the  premises  in  safety  ;  and  the  owner's 
duty  is  to  take  reasonable  care  of  his  visitor's  safety  while  on  his 
premises,  and  to  light,  guard,  or  protect  in  his  interest  all  those  portions 
of  the  premises  from  which  unusual  danger  may  be  anticipated. 

III.  Those  cases  in  which  the  person  injured  by  the  act  complained  Third  class : 
of  is  acting  in  a  manner  subordinate  to  the  right  of  the  person  to  do  l^J^ed  P?^- 
the  class  of  acts  by  which  the  person  is  injured.  rsubordLnate 

Thus,  where  one  goes  to  a  house  as  a  visitor,  and  not  on  business,  right, 
and  sustains  injury  from  the  condition  in  which  the  premises  happen 
to  be,  he  will  not  be  able  to  recover  ;  ^  or  if  the  owner  of  a  dangerous 
way  permits  the  way  to  be  used  by  one  knowing  of  the  danger,  who  is 
injured  thereby,  he  cannot  recover ;  because  he  is  not  obliged  to  use 
the  way,  and  the  owner  is  not  obUged  to  make  it  any  safer  because  he 
allowed  it  to  be  used.'*  The  condition  of  the  way,  though  defective 
with  regard  to  those  who  would  use  it  by  invitation,  whether  expressed 
or  implied,  is  not  defective  with  regard  to  those  who  use  it  by  per- 
mission,* that  is,  who  choose  to  go  there  of  their  own  accord  and  are 
not  hindered  by  the  owner.  Nevertheless  if,  after  giving  permission 
to  use  a  way,  some  act  is  done  which  renders  the  user  of  the  way  more 
dangerous  than  it  was  at  the  time  of  granting  permission  to  use  it,  the 
defendant  is  liable.® 

In  the  instances  we  have  considered,  very  different  amounts  of 
proof  are  requisite  to  establish  a  'prima  facie  case  of  negligence.     In  Distinction 
the  first  class,  the  mere  happening  of  an  accident  is  enough.     In  the  <^|  degrees 
second,  some  independent  circumstances  of  fault  is  needed  in  addition.  ^     *"^^' 
In  the  third,  there  must  be  evidence  of  a  positive  misdoing.     In  all, 
the  fault  is  ioto  in  the  sense  of  being  non-expert.     In  the  first  class, 
the  negligence  is  the  omission  of  that  care  which  very  attentive  and 
vigilant  persons  take  of  their  own  goods,  of  very  exact  diligence.'     In 
the  second,  the  negligence  is  the  want  of  that  diligence  which  the 
generahty  of  mankind  use  in  their  own  concerns — of  ordinary  care.®     In 
the  third,  the  negligence  is  that  want  of  slight  diligence  which  Story 
describes  as  "gross  negligence."® 

1  Tarry  v.  Ashton,  1  Q.  B.  D.  314.     Cp.  The  European  (1885).  10  P.  D.,  99,  101. 

2  L.R.  2C.  P.  311. 

8  Southcote  V.  Stardey,  1  H.  &  N.  247. 

4  BoUk  V.  Smith,  7  H.  &  N.  736  ;  Oautret  v.  Egerton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371. 

6  Indermaur  v.  Damea,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  311. 

fl  Corby  t.  HiU,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  556 ;    Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony  &  Nevyport  Ri.  Co., 
92  Mass.  368 ;  Bigelow,  L.  C,  on  Torts,  660. 

7  Jones,  Bailm.  22,  118.     Cp.  Gregory  v.  Piper,  9  B.  &  C.  691. 

8  Jones,  Bailm.  22, 118.  »  Bailm.  §  17. 
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This  is  illustrated  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Chadioick  v.  Trower,^  deliveriDg 
the  judgment  of  the  Excehquer  Chamber.  The  question  was,  in  what 
circumstances  a  person  who  pulled  down  his  wall  was  bound  to  give 
notice  to  the  owner  of  an  adjoining  vault.  After  pointing  out  the 
difference  between  the  case  where  there  is  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  the  adjoining  vault,  and  where  there  is  not,  the  learned  judge 
said :  "  For,  one  degree  of  care  would  be  required  where  no  vault 
exists,  but  the  soil  is  left  in  its  natural  and  solid  state;  another,  where 
there  is  a  vault ;  and  another  and  still  greater  degree  of  care  would  be 
required  where  the  adjoining  vault  is  of  a  weak  and  fragile  construction." 
Here  then,  there  is  no  doubt  on  the  part  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  of 
how  many  degrees  of  negligence  there  are,  and  how  they  may  be 
discriminated. 

Turning  to  the  division  of  negligence  known  as  culfa  fevis,  in  the 
sense  of  failure  of  an  expert  to  bestow  the  amount  of  diligence  required 
of  him — ^a  division  that  will  be  found  to  be  concerned  mainly  with 
relations  arising  out  of  contract — a  similar  difference  in  the  amount 
of  the  evidence  necessary  to  raise  the  presumption  of  negligence  will 
be  found. 

The  notion  of  a  contract  suggests  a  principle  of  give  and  take,  which 
places  the  parties,  theoretically  at  least,  on  an  equality  ;  and  therefore 
the  typical  case  of  a  contract  would  require  from  each  party  to  it  the 
care  and  prudence  of  an  average  reasonable  man  of  the  time  when,  and 
in  the  circumstances  with  respect  to  which,  the  contract  is  entered 
into.  This  assimilates  the  general  rule  in  contract  with  the  second 
of  the  classes  we  have  considered  in  tort.  Further,  there  are  circum- 
stances from  which  contractual  obligations  arise  or  are  constituted, 
which  exact  duties  of  greater  or  less  stringency  than  those  of  the  most 
ordinary  occurrence.  Thus,  a  passenger  in  an  omnibus  is  injured  by 
a  blow  from  the  hoof  of  one  of  the  horses,  which  kicks  through  the 
front  panel  of  the  vehicle.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  horse  is  a 
kicker ;  but  it  is  proved  that  the  panel  bears  marks  of  other  kicks, 
and  that  no  precaution  has  been  taken  by  the  use  of  a  kicking  strap  or 
otherwise,  against  the  possible  consequences  of  a  horse  striking  out. 
This  was  held  evidence  of  negligence;^  Bovill,  C.J.,  going  the  length 
of  saying  that  the  fact  of  a  horse  kicking  out  "  alone  presents  a  case 
that  calls  for  some  explanation  on  the  part  of  the  proprietors."  If 
that  be  so,  it  is  difficiJt  to  imagine  a  case  that  realises  more  nearly 
Dr.  Wharton's  most  exacting  translation  of  levissima  culpay  "  infini- 
tesimal negUgence,"  the  fact  of  a  horse  kicking  where  there  is  no 
evidence  that  he  ever  before  so  transgressed — ^no  evidence  of  sdenter. 
But  assuming  the  statement  to  be  too  wide,  and  the  decision  to  turn 
on  the  absence  of  a  kicking-strap,  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  con- 
tested that  "  it  is  not  the  practice  to  apply  a  kicking-strap  to  horses 
drawing  private  carriages  "  ;  "  is  an  onmibus  proprietor  bound  to  use 
a  higher  degree  of  care  and  caution  in  this  respect  than  any  gentleman 
adopts  for  the  safety  of  himself  and  family  ?  "  This,  sa3rs  Bovill,  C.J., 
"  becomes  a  fair  question  for  the  jury  "  :  there  is  some  evidence  of 
negUgence  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  in  not  adopting  greater  precautions 

1  6  Bing.  N.  C.  1,  10.  Speaking  of  Parke,  B.,  Blackburn,  J.,  describes  him,  in 
Brinsmead  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  647,  564,  as  "  the  most  acute  and  accomplished 
lawyer  this  country  ever  saw." 

2  Simson  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  390,  the  declaration  wos 
in  tort,  but  the  tort  arose  out  of  a  contract.  ,  Patterson  v.  Kiuman,  8  N.  S.  W.  R. 
Law  488. 
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than  the  ordinary  business  man  adopts  in  his  private  concemd.  The 
other  judges,  or  at  least  Grove,  J.,  lay  principal  stress  on  there  being 
'^  other  kick  marks  on  the  panel  of  omnibus." 

As  the  other  extreme,  take  the  case  where  a  railway  company  have  Gomman  y. 
on  their  platform  a  portable  weighing  machine,  the  foot  of  which  ^^*«*7» 
projects  about  six  inches  above  the  level  of  the  platform,  in  which  ^^co!       i 
the  plaintiff,  being  pushed  about  in  a  crowd,  catches  his  foot,  falls  over, 
and  is  injiirei  ;  it  is  not  negligence  in  the  company  so  to  have  it.^ 

The  bank  that : 

(1)  allows  a  deposit  of  deeds  in  its  vaults  ;  ^  Three  kinds 

(2)  receives  them  in  the  way  of  business  as  a  pledge  for  advances;^  {^  *  ,*^*'*^^*" 

(3)  receives  them  for  some  temporary  purpose  for  its  own         ^' 

advancement ;  * 
is  bound  in  the  first  case  to  sUght  diligence,  the  absence  of  which  is 
gross  negligence ;  in  the  second,  to  ordinary  diUgence ;  and  in  the 
third,  to  great  diligence.  To  render  a  defendant  Uable,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  bring  him  within  either  of  the  classes  that  later  writers 
on  the  Boman  law  have  determined  to  be  the  criteria  in  that  law ;  a 
further  inquiry  is  necessary,  whether,  after  the  character  of  speciaUst, 
say,  has  been  found  appUcable  to  the  person  to  be  charged,  the  degree 
of  his  default  is  enough  to  render  him  liable  in  the  circumstances ; 
whether  general  slackness  of  attention  must  be  proved ;  or  whether 
proof  of  lack  of  ordinary  business  prudence  is  needed ;  or  whether 
there  need  only  be  shown  a  failure  of  diUgence  of  that  unusual  kind, 
which  only  exceptional  confidence,  bestowed  on  the  defaulter  and 
raising  a  corresponding  duty  in  him,  could  bind  him  to  exhibit. 

Once  more — in  that  vast  class  of  cases  in  which  the  power  of  steam  More  potent 
is  apphed  to  providing  for  human  requirements,  the  duty  to  take  care  a^enoiM 
imposed  on  those  using  it,  is  far  in  excess  of  that  required  of  those  ^^  o^re 
concerned  with  the  feebler  agencies  of  former  times ;    and,  in  the  in  proportion 
opinion  of  very  eminent  judges,  has  become  so  extremely  exacting  that  ^  ^^^^ 
it  is  difficult  to  express  the  amount  of  care  required  in  terms  of  too       ^^ 
great  strictness.    Thus,  to  quote  an  eminent  United  States  judge : 
"  When  carriers  undertake  to  convey  passengers  by  the  powerful  but 
dangerous  agency  of  steam,  public  poUcy  and  safety  require  that  they 
be  held  to  the  greatest  possible  care  and  diligence  "  ;^  and  similar  and 
even  stronger  expressions  are  constantly  to  be  found  in  the  judgments 
of  both  English  and  American  judges  in  this  connection.* 

While  foreign  jurists  have  attacked  the  theory  of  degrees  of  negli-  The  meaning 
gence,  mostly  by  denying  the  existence  of  culpa  leinssima,  as  a  distinct  ^^  f^^ 

1  Comman  v.  Eastern  CoujUies  By.  Co,,  4  H.  &  N.  781 ;  cp.  Siurges  v.  G.  W.  By. 
Go.,  8  Times  L.  R.  231. 

2  Giblin  y.  McMvUen,  L.  B.  2  P.  C.  317,338 ;  Foster  y.  The  Essex  Bank,  17 
Mass.  479. 

3  2  Kent,  Comm.  580. 

4  Exactissimam  dUtgetUiam  custodiendcs  ret  prcsstare  compdliiur  ;  nee  suffieU  ei 
eandem  dUigentiam  adhibere,  quam  suis  rebus  adhibet,  si  alius  diligerUior  custoiire 
polerit:  D.  44,7,  1,  §4. 

6  Per  Grier,  J.,  Philadelphia  A  Beading  Bd.  Co.  v.  Derby,  14  How.  (U.S.)  468, 
486.     As  to  three  deerees  see  Tracy  v.  Wood,  3  Mason  (U.S.)  132. 

e  New  World  y.  King,  16  How.  (U.S.)  469,  474.  "  That  imder  such  circumstances 
the  defendant  was  boimd  to  use  the  highest  degree  of  care  and  prudence,  the  utmost 
human  skill  and  foresight,  is  the  settled  law,"  per  Earl,  J. :  Goddington  y.  Brooklyn, 
102  N.  Y.  66,  69.  "  He,"  the  carrier  of  passengers,  "  is  responsible  for  injuries 
reoeiyed  by  passengers  in  the  course  of  their  transportation  which  might  haye  been 
ayoided  or  guarded  against  by  the  exercise  upon  his  part  of  extraordinary  yigilance, 
aided  by  the  highest  skill " ;  per  Harlan,  J.,  Penngyfvania  Bd.  Go.  v.  Bay,  102  U.S. 
(12  Otto)  451,  456. 
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phase,  several  eminent  English  judges,  assailing  the  other  end  of  the 
scale,  have  repudiated  the  existence  of  gross  negUgence  as  a  separate 
degree.^ 
HinUm.y.  HifUon  V.  Dibbiny^  the  earliest  decision  under  the  Carriers  Act,  1830,^ 

Dtthm,  jg  ^^^  gjg^  q£  ^Yn&  class.  The  decision  was  that  since  the  carrier  was  pro- 

'  tected  against  liability  for  neghgence,  this  must  be  held  to  include  gross 
negUgefice.  In  the  course  of  his  judgment,  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  said  : 
"  When  we  find  '  gross  negUgence  '  made  the  criterion  to  determine  the 
liability  of  a  carrier  who  has  given  the  usual  notice,  it  might  perhaps 
have  been  reasonably  expected  that  something  Uke  a  defiinite  meaning 
.  should  have  been  given  to  the  expression.  It  is  believed,  however, 
that  in  none  of  the  numerous  cases  upon  this  subject  is  any  such 
attempt  made  ;  and  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  between  '  gross 
negligence  '  and  neghg^ce  merely  any  intelligible  distinction  exists."  • 
To  appreciate  this  rightly  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Act 
of  Pariiatoent  which  was  being  interpreted  had  to  do  exclusively  with 
carriers — that  is,  with  specialist  negligence,  the  levis  adpa  ot  Dr. 
Wharton.  Consequently  from  his  point  of  view  gross  neghgence  or 
non^speciaUst  negUgehce  could  not  have  been  involved  at  all.  The 
term  must  therefore  be  used  in  another  sense.  Manifestly  the  question 
was  whether  the  negligence  of  the  sj>eciali8t  could  be  so  subdivided 
that  one  degree  should  import  immunity,  under  the  protection  of  the 
Act,  while  a  further  degree  would  imply  liabiKty  because  of  its  ag^»- 
vated  character.  The  decision  by  implication  goes  the  length  of 
admitting  degrees  of  negligence  within  the  range  of  levis  ctdpa,  though 
declining  in  the  circumstances  present  to  note  them  or  to  attempt 
their  discrimination. 
Wilsonr.y.  The  next  case,  Wilson  v.  Brett*  is  famous  for  the  did;um  of  Rolfe, 

o/Roifo^B**^  B.  :  "I  said  I  could  see  no  difference  between  negUgence  and  gross 
negligence ;  that  it  was  the  same  thing,  with  the  addition  of  a  vitu- 
perative epithet ;  "  which  has  been  repeated  again  and  again  as 
conclusive  of  the  whole  matter.  The  defendant  in  Wilson  v.  Brett 
was  a  person  conversant  with  horses,  and  was  entrusted  with  one  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  riding  it  to  show  to  an  intending  pur- 
chaser. While  he  was  showing  the  horse  it  fell  down  and  broke  its 
leg.  Rolfe,  B.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  "  culpable  negUgence  "  in  the  manner  and  in  the  circumstances 
in  which  he  rode  the  horse,  and  directed  them  that  the  defendant, 
"  being  shown  to  be  a  person  skiUed  in  the  management  of  horses, 
was  bound  to  take  as  much  care  of  the  horse  as  if  he  had  borrowed  it." 
Conaldercsd.  Adopting  Dr.  Wharton's  and  the  "  classic  jurists'  "  notation,  the 

care  the  defendant  was  to  exercise  was  that  of  the  specialist ;  his 
negUgence  then  was  cuIjm  levis.  A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the 
ground  that  Rolfe,  B.,  misdirected  the  jury  by  telling  them  that  the 
rule  applicable  was  the  rule  of  speciaUst  diligence,  and  not  of  ordinary 
diligence,  and  that  culpa  lata,  not  culpa  I'Cvis,  indicated  the  class  of 
default  imder  which  the  defendant  must  be  brought  to  make  him  Uable  ; 
and  that  the  test  appHcable  was  that  of  the  knowledge  of  an  ordinary 
person,  knowing  nothing  particular  about  horses,  not  that  of  a 
person  conversant  with  horses  and  their  management.* 

1  In  (^Ornish  v.  Aceideni  Ingiiranfe  Co,,  23  Q.  B.  D.  463,  Lindley,  L.J.,  457,  affirms 
the  exidtenoe  of  degrees  of  negliffence. 

2  ?  Q.  B.  646,  601. 

a  11  Geo.  IV.  &.  Will.  IV.  c.  68.  4  a  M.  A  W.  113. 

ft  8ee  argument  of  Serjt,  Byles,  U,  114. 
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"  If,"  said  Rolfe,  B.,  on  the  argument  of  the  rule,  "  a  pefsoll  ttiofe 
skilled  knows  that  to  be  dangerous,  which  another,  not  so  skilled  as  he, 
does  not,  surely  that  makes  a  difference  in  the  liability."  It  would 
follow  then  that  the  defendant  being  bound  to  exercise  the  skill  of  an 
expert,  and,  failing  to  do  so,  would  be  guilty  of  negligence,  and  Uable 
for  such  failure  ;  so  that  whether  the  judge  had  charged  the  jury  th^t 
such  failure  was  neghgence,  or  neghgence  with  a  vituperative  epithet, 
in  either  case  the  term  connotes  the  lack  of  the  dihgence  a  person  of 
competent  skill  would  use  in  the  circumstances.  Hiat  Rolfe,  B., 
never  intended  his  words  to  be  taken  as  the  expression  of  an  opinion 
that  the  term  "  gross  negligence  "  does  not  signify  any  distinctive 
degree  of  neghgence,  or,  if  he  did,  that  afterwards  and  in  a  position  of 
even  greater  responsibility,  he  deUberately  adopted  a  contrary  view, 
may  be  seen  from  subsequent  judgments  of  his  when  Chancellor  and 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  Colyer  v.  Finch}  is  a  case  in  point.  There  the  Cotyer  v. 
subject  discussed  was  in  what  circumstances  a  first  mortgagee,  having  ^»»c*- 
the  legal  title,  but  not  having  possessed  himself  of  the  title-deeds,  is 
to  be  postponed  to  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee.  The  matter 
would  range  itself  under  Dr.  Wharton's  division  of  culj>a  levisy  want  of 
expert  diligence.  Mere  negligence  in  obtaining  the  deeds.  Lord  Crah- 
worth  points  out,  is  not  enough ;  there  must  be  a  higher  degree ; 
"  the  party  claiming  by  title  subsequent  must  satisfy  the  Court  that  the 
first  mortgagee  has  been  guilty  either  of  fraud  or  gross  negligence,  but 
for  which  he  would  have  had  the  deeds  in  his  possession."  *'  What 
are  the  circumstances,"  the  Lord  Chancellor  continues,  "  which  will 
amount  to,  or  be  evidence  of,  gross  negligence  it  is  difficult  to  define 
beforehand ;  but  I  think  that  prima  facie  a  mortgagee  who,  knowing 
that  his  mortgagor  has  title  deeds,  omits  to  call  for  them,  or  who  omits 
to  make  any  inquiry  on  the  subject,  must  be  considered  to  be  guilty 
of  such  negligence  as  to  make  him  responsible  for  the  frauds  which  he 
thus  has  enabled  his  mortgagor  to  commit."  Hence  it  is  obvious  that 
Lord  Cranworth's  authority  is  not  to  be  engaged  on  the  side  of  that 
view  which  identifies  negligence  and  gross  negligence*  apart  from  the 
circumstances  of  some  particular  case  where  the  distinction  may  be 
irrelevant. 

The  same  learned  lord,  speaking  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  a  not 
dis^imilair  case^  deaUng  with  the  consequences  attending  the  neglect 
of  a  mortgagee  to  inquire  into  the  facts  on  which  a  recital  in  a  mort- 
gage deed  of  a  joint  judgment  for  a  specific  sum  was  based,  said  :  "  1 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  would  have  been  what  we  must  call 
gross  negligence  in  any  intended  mortgagee  or  purchaser  to  be  satisfied 
with  merely  ascertaining  that  there  was  no  judgment  exactly  answering 
the  description  of  that  contained  in  the  deed."* 

Gross  negligence  is  considered  once  again  in  Beat  v.  South  Devon  Beal  v.  South 
Ry.  Co}      There  the  question  was  whether  a  condition  excepting  from  ^'•'^  %• 
liability,  save  in  the  cases  of  gross  neglect  and  fraud,  was  a  reasonable    ^' 
condition  within  the  provisions  of  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act,  1854,^  s.  7.     The  division  of  negligence  to  which  this  is  referable 

1  5  H.  L.  C.  905,  928. 
'  2  Moniefiare  v.  Jirown,  7  H.  L.  C.  241,  268.    Cp.  Aldworth  r.  AlkK  H  H.  L.  C.  549. 
663,  where  Lord  Westbury,  C,  sets  out  on  an  examination  into  the  facts  of  the  case 
before  him  to  determine  whether  they  disclose  "  wilful  default  or  gross  negligence." 

'  3  Bee  aliio  the  same  learnt  judge's  expressions  when  adrising  the  H.  L.  hi  Petk  v. 
North  Staffordshire  Hy.  Co.,  10  H.  L.  C.  473,  528. 

4  3H.  &C.  337.  6  17  &  18  Vict.  c»  31.  .' 
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is  again  the  culpa  levis  of  Dr.  WhartoD.  The  carrier  is  an  expert,  and 
bound  to  expert  diligence.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Wilson  v.  Brett  is 
that  where  a  bailment  is  entrusted  to  one  possessed  of  special  skill  the 
implication  is  that  he  is  to  use  his  skill,  in  the  phrase  of  the  civil  law, 
to  use  that  dUigerUia  quam  suis  rebus  adhibere  solet,  "  The  defendant 
was  shown  to  be  a  person  conversant  with  horses,  and  was  therefore 
bound  to  use  such  care  and  skill  as  a  person  conversant  with  horses 
might  reasonably  be  expected  to  use."  The  expectation,  in  short,  was 
the  motive  of  the  bailment.  "  In  the  case  of  a  carrier  or  other  agent 
holding  himself  out  for  the  careful  and  skilful  performance  of  a  par- 
Judgment  of  ticular  duty,"  says  Crompton,  J.,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,^  "  gross 
Crompton,  J.,  negligence  includes  the  want  of  that  reasouable  care,  skill,  and  ex- 
Exchequer  p3dition,  which  may  properly  be  expected  from  persons  so  holding 
Chamber.  themselves  out  and  their  servants.  It  is  said  that  there  may  be 
difficulty  in  deiBining  what  gross  negUgence  is,  but  I  agree  in  the  remark 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  the  Court  below,  where  he  says,  '  There  is  a 
certain  degree  of  neghgence  to  which  every  one  attaches  great  blame. 
It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  things  are  not  different  because  a  strict 
Une  of  demarcation  cannot  be  drawn  between  them.'  The  authorities 
are  numerous,  and  the  language  of  the  judgments  various,  but  for  all 
practical  purposes  the  rule  may  be  stated  to  be  that  the  failure  to 
exercise  reasonable  care,  skill,  and  diligence  is  gross  negligence.  What 
is  reasonable  varies  in  the  caSe  of  a  gratuitous  bailee  and  that  of  a 
bailee  for  hire.  From  the  former  is  reasonably  expected  such  care 
and  diligence  as  persons  ordinarily  use  in  their  own  affairs,  and  such 
skill  as  he  has.  From  the  latter  is  reasonably  expected  care  and 
diligence,  such  as  are  exercised  in  the  ordinary  and  proper  course  of 
similar  business,  and  such  skill  as  he  ought  to  have,  namely,  the  skill 
usual  and  requisite  in  the  business  for  which  he  receives  payment.  The 
company,  therefore,  properly  speaking,  exclude  their  liability  as 
insurers,  and  not  their  Uabihty  for  a  want  of  reasonable  care,  skill, 
and  expedition.  TMs  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  actions  against 
attomejTB,  where  the  law  only  attaches  in  the  case  of  gross  neghgence, 
which  a  jury  has  always  been  supposed  competent  to  deal  with  under 
the  directions  of  a  judge  ;  and  it  seems  to  us  that  the  degree  of  negU- 
gence which  the  law  points  out  as  that  which  is  necessary  to  make  a 
professional  paid  agent  Uable  is  not  an  unreasonable  criterion  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  Umit  to  which  the  carrier  seeks  to  restrict  his 
Uabihty." 
What  gross  Now,  though  there  are  expressions  in  the  above  judgment  that 

neghgence  is.  point  to  different  considerations,  the  negUgence  for  which  alone 
attorneys  arc  to  he  held  Uable  is  clearly  indicated  in  weU-known  cases  ^ 
to  be  crassa  negligerUia  ;  which  Lord  Campbell,  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
thus  describes  :  *  "  You  can  only  expect  from  him  [the  attorney]  that 
he  will  be  honest  and  diUgent ;  and  if  there  is  no  fault  to  be  found 
either  with  his  integrity  or  diUgence,  that  is  aU  for  which  he  is  answer- 
able. It  would  be  utterly  impossible  that  you  could  ever  have  a 
class  of  men  who  would  give  a  guarantee,  binding  themselves,  in 
giving  legal  advice  and  conducting  suits  of  law,  to  be  always  in  the 
right."    The  distinction  between  gross  and  ordinary  negUgence  is 

1  1  Beal  V.  SoiUh  Dev  m  By.  To.,  3  H.  &  C.  341. 

2  Pitt  V.  Yalden,  4  Burr.  2060 ;  Baikie  v.  Chandless,  3  Camp.  17 ;  Oode/roy  v. 
Dalton,  6  Bing.  460 ;  Purves  v.  LandeU,  12  a.  &  Fin.  91.  See  also  Bell,  Commen* 
taries,  vol.  i  (7th  ed.)  483.  3  Purvea  v.  LandeU,  12  d  &  F.  91,  103. 
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here  intelligibly  intimated,  if  not  positively  expressed.  Gross  negli- 
gence is  not  presumed  from  the  existence  of  mistake  if  there  is  no 
falling  short  in  integrity  or  dihgence.  Mistake,  though  conjoined 
with  integrity  and  diligence,  will  raise  the  presumption  of  negUgence 
where  the  matter,  with  regard  to  which  the  mistake  is  made,  is  part 
of  the  ordinary  course  of  business. 

In  GriU  v.  General  Iron  Screw  Collier  Co.,^  Willes,  J.,  expresses  his  Grill  v. 
agreement  "  with  the  dictum  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  Wilson  v.  Brett,^  ^^^cm^ 
that  gross  negligence  is  ordinary  negUgence  with  a  vituperative  epithet  Co, 
— ^a  view  held  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  :    Becd  v.  Sovih  Devon 
Ry.   Co.^^^    We     have    just    seen    what    the   view   held    by   the 
Exchequer  Chamber  was.    The  present  case  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  ^aae  stated. 
.  lading  to  recover  against  the  shipowner  for  the  loss  of  certain  goods, 
which  he  was  to  carry,  "  barratry  of  master  or  mariners,  accidents 
or  damage  of  the  seas,  rivers,  or  navigation  of  whatever  nature  or 
kind  soever  excepted."    The  goods  perished  in  a  collision  due  to  the 
negligence  of  those  on  board  the  carrying  vessel.    At  the  trial  a 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff.      The  defendant  moved,  inter 
alia,  on  the  ground  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  directing  the  jury 
had  made  no  distinction  between  gross  and  ordinary  negligence,  gross 
negUgence  being  pleaded  in  the  repUcation,  while  the  jury  had  no 
opportimity  of  finding  whether  there  was  gross  negligence  or  not. 
Here  again,  the  diUgence  required  of  the  carrier  is  speciaUst  diUgence,  Willes,  J.  s, 
and  the  negUgence  which  had  to  be  shown  was  cidpa  levis.     "  A  djctumam' 
person,"  says  Willes,  J.,  "  who  undertakes  to  do  some  work  for  reward  "^®     * 
to  an  article  must  exercise  the  care  of  a  skilled  workman,  and  the 
absence  of  such  care  is  negUgence."    NegUgence  in  this  sense  was 
admitted.    The  contention  was  that  the  negUgence  to  support  the 
repUcation  must  be  gross  as  distinguished  from  negUgence  merely. 
The  answer  in  effect  was  that  negUgence  having  been  found,  the 
UabiUty  attached  ;  and  since,  whether  the  negUgence  were  called  grosT 
or  merely  negUgence  without  any  adjunct,  the  term  would  have  had 
to  be  explained  to  the  jury*  in  identical  terms,  the  presence  or  omission 
of  the  adjective  was  immaterial.     This  is  obviously  so  with  reference 
to  the  facts  in  the  case.     It  does  not  touch  the  subject  of  the  greater 
or  lesser  negUgence  required  to  found  UabiUty  in  other  circumstances. 

Where  negUgence  is  found  to  exist  in  certain  circumstances,  it  is  Negligence, 
immaterial  whether  the  actual  amount  with  regard  to  the  actual  case  ^^w  classified. 
is  more  or  less  ;  since,  when  the  standard  of  UabiUty  is  reached,  excess 
wiU  not  affect  the  result.  There  is  a  difference  where  a  comparison 
of  circumstances  is  to  be  made.  Then  the  same  subject-matter  may 
elicit  different  degrees  of  care,  just  as  the  position  of  those  with  a  duty 
in  regard  to  it  may  vary.  To  bring  a  case  within  the  rule  of  UabiUty 
more  negUgence  may  have  to  be  shown  if  it  is  to  be  referred  to  one 
class  of  cases  rather  than  to  another  class  of  cases.  As  between  the 
two  classes  the  different  amounts  of  negligence  may  be  discriminated 

1  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  600,  which  report  is  both  confused  and  confusing  ;  the  case  is  much 
better  report^  35  L.  J.  C.  P.  321.  2  11  M.  &  VV.  113. 

3  3  H.  &  C.  337.  Again,  in  Lord  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  339,  344,  the 
same  learned  judge  says :  "  Any  negligence  is  gross  in  one  who  undertakes  a  duty 
and  fails  to  perform  it.  The  term  *  gross  negligence  *  is  applied  to  the  case  of  a 
gratuitous  bailee  who  is  not  liable  unless  he  fails  to  exercise  the  degree  of  skill  which 
ne  possesses." 

>     4  See  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  per  Montage  Smith,  J.,  614.   Austin  ▼.  Manchester,  Sheffield  A 
Lincolnshire  Ry,  Co.  (1862),  10  C.  B.  per  Creswell,  J.,  474. 
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Gross  negii- 
gence  dis- 
cussed in 
CashiU  V. 
Wright, 


Ambiguity  of 
the  use  of  iha 
term  "gross 
negligence.** 


aii  negligaoce  n^erdy,  or  gross  negligence,  or  slight  ^egUgence.  But 
yhen  once  an  act  or  default  has  been  shown  whiph  is  negligent  with 
reference  to  any  particular  class  of  cases  further  proof  is  unnecessary  ; 
for  the  distinction  of  degrees  of  negligence  is  between  diilerent  classes 
or  heads  of  hability,  not  between  difEerent  cases  referable  to  the  same 
class.  So  soon  as  the  point  of  view  of  the  person  with  regard  to  the 
subject-matter  is  fixed,  there  is  no  room  for  degrees  of  negligence 
within  the  range  of  doliis  on  the  one  side  or  the  minimum  that  imports 
UabiUty  on  the  other.  Where  different  persons  are  related  to  the  same 
subject-matter,  it  is  plain  their  relation  to  it  is  not  necessarily  the 
same.  One  may  be  liable  for  acts  that  the  other  may  do  with  im- 
punity, and  be  excused  for  acts  that  render  a  third  liable ;  and  this 
though  all  may  be  bound  to  the  diUgence  of  specialists.  This  variation 
is  conveniently  discriminated  by  the  terms  sUght,  ordinary,  and  gross 
negUgence.  As  Montague  Smith,  J.,  in  this  very  case  says  :^  *'  There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  expression  *  gross  negUgence '  is  to  be  found  in 
some  of  the  decisions  ;  but  it  is  only  one  mode  of  expressing,  perhaps, 
that,  in  a  particular  case  there  is  a  less  degree  of  care  required  than 
there  might  be  in  other  cases."  Assuming  liabiUty  to  exist,  it  will 
not  be  affected  by  more  or  less  negUgence,  where  negUgence  is  found  to 
exist ;  yet  it  may  be  material,  where  UabiUty  is  not  foimd  to  exist,  to 
discriminate  that  which  will  import  UabiUty  in  one  case  from  the 
degree  of  negligence  which  will  import  it  in  another. 

The  subject  of  gross  negUgence  was  much  discussed  in  CashiU  v. 
Wright,^  where  misdirection  was  alleged  in  faiUng  t«  point  out  to  the 
jury  the  degrees  of  negUgence  that  would  import  liability,  and  the 
Queen's  Bench  made  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial.  There  Erie,  J., 
^aid  :  "  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  information  given  to 
the  jury  as  to  what  they  were  to  imderstand  by  gross  negUgence.  If 
they  were  told  to  understand  by  gross  negligence  the  absence  of  that 
ordinary  care  which,  under  the  circumstances,  a  prudent  man  ought 
to  have  taken,  as  seems  to  have  been  the  meaning  given  to  gross 
negUgence  in  some  of  the  modern  cases  cited  before  us,  the  direction 
as  to  the  degree  of  negUgence  might  not  have  been  objectionable  ;  but 
the  legal  meaning  of  gross  negligence  is  greater  negligence  than  the 
^bs^nce  of  such  ordinary  care.  It  is  such  a  degree  of  negUgence  as 
excludes  the  loosest  degree  of  care,  and  is  said  to  amount  to  dolus^^ 
To  the  Uke  purport  is  the  description  given  by  Swayne,  J.  :*  "  Gross 
negligence  on  the  part  of  a  gratuitous  bailee,  though  not  a  fraud,  is  in 
legal  effect  the  same  thing." 

It  is  apparent  from  the  preceding  considerations  that  the  term  gross 
negUgence  is  used  in  distinct  senses.  Sometimes  it  is  used  to  signify 
non-specialist  negUgence.  Sometimes  it  is  used  to  express  a  different 
amount  either  of  speciaUst  or  non-speciaUst  negligence  ;  for  example, 
to  discriminate  between  the  negUgence  of  a  banker  as  gratuitous 
bailee  of  his  customers'  securities,  and  as  entrusted  with  them  for 
some  purpose  of  his  own  sole  advantage  ;  and  sometimes  it  is  used  as 
indicating  a  greater  negUgence  than  ordinary  in  some  particular,  where 

1  QriU  V.  General  Iron  Screw  Collier  Co.,  36  L.  J.  C.  P.  321,  331.  Cp.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Lockwood,  17  Wall.  (U.S.)  367,  382,  where  are  references  to  the  French  law. 

2  6  E,  *  B.  891,  81*9. 

8  See  Taylor  v.  Russell  (1891)  1  Ch.  8.  judgment  of  Kay,  J.,  and  yosty  Estoppel. 

4  National  Bank  v.  Graham,  100  U.S.  (10  Otto)  699,  702.  "  Gross  negligence  "  it. 
fully  discusBed  by  Bradley,  J.,  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Ixxkwood,  17  WaU.  (U.S.)  367,  382; 
see  also  Briggs  v.  Spaulding,  HI  U.S.  (34  Dayis)  132, 161. 


CHAP.  11.]  DEGREES  OP  NEGLIGENCE.  39 

ordinary  negligence  would  yet  suffice  to  affix  liability.  It  is  in  the 
confusion  of  these  various  senses  of  the  term  that  any  obscurity  or 
difficulty  in  the  treatment  of  gross  negUgence  takes  its  rise.  But  tho 
fact  that  a  term  with  a  distinctive  value  is  somewhat  promiscuously 
and  vaguely  used  is  no  reason  for  discarding  it,  though  it  is  a  reason 
why  more  precision  should  be  observed  in  using  it. 

The  point  has  been  well  put  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  Victoria  in  Sir  Wm. 
Giblin  v.  McMtiUen^  speaking  of  bailments  :  *'  The  nature  of  the  duty  ?**JSl^.' ^"^^ 
varies  with  the  existence  or  absence  of  reward.  That  of  gratuitous  ^cMtutcZ 
bailees  is  veiy  different  from  that  of  bailees  for  hire  ;  the  distinction 
between  these  several  kinds  of  duty  is  a  legal  one,  determined  or 
determinable  by  recognised  principles.  If  a  jury,  not  the  Court, 
are  to  decide  on  the  distinction,  it  would  depend  on  matters  of  fact, 
not  on  known  principles  of  law  ;  and  if  the  Court  must  decide  on  some, 
we  think,  as  put  during  the  argument,  they  must  decide  on  all  such 
questions.  The  defining  the  duty,  too,  necessarily  involves  the 
deciding  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury.  For  if  the 
Court,  having  defined  the  duty,  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  breach  of  that  duty,  the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited,  unless 
actions  for  negUgence  are  to  be  tried  in  a  mode  different  from  all 
others.  There  may  be  evidence  of  negligence,  but  that  is  not  sufficient, 
there  must  be  evidence  of  actionable  negligence,  of  a  breach  of  the 
duty  imposed  on  the  defendant.  It  is  not  disputed,  that  if  there  is 
any  evidence  for  the  jury,  they  constitute  the  proper  tribunal  to  decide 
thereon.  There  are,  doubtless,  some  observations  in  Doorman  v. 
Jenkin^  on  which  the  plaintiff  relied,  as  tending  to  show  that  the 
question  of  negUgence  is  for  the  jury.  But  in  that  case  there  was,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  evidence  of  gross  negligence;  it  was 
unnecessary,  therefore,  to  pronounce  decisively  on  the  point  for 
which  the  case  is  now  cited  ;  and  some  of  the  learned  judges  abstain 
in  marked  terms  from  expressing  any  decided  opinion  on  an  extra- 
judicial question.  Before  and  since  that  decision  there  have  been 
numerous  cases  in  which  plaintiffs  have  been  nonsuited  on  the  grounds 
of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  adduced."^ 

But  we  must  not  pass  from  the  evaluation  of  gross  negligence  Gross 
without  treating  of  its  relation  to  fraud.  In  Perry  Herrick  v.  AUwood^  neglig©nc6 
Lord  Cranworth  speaks  of  a  man  being  "  guilty  of  something  which  ^  fr][^d* 
the  law  calls  fraud  or  gross  negligence ; "  and  in  the  well-known  c^ase 
of  Evans  v.  BickneU^  Lord  Eldon  speaks  of  ''  that  gross  negligence  that 
amounts  to  evidence  of  fraud,"  and  a  few  lines  further  on,  "  of  that 
gross  negligence  that  amounts  to  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intention." 
Fry,  L.J.,*  regards  this  expression  as  **  "certainly  embarrassing,  for 
negligence  is  the  not  doing  of  something  from  carelessness  and  want  of 
thought  or  attention ;  whereas  a  fraudulent  intention  is  a  design  to 
oonmiit  some  fraud,  and  leads  men  to  do  or  omit  doing  a  thing  not 
carelessly,  but  for  a  purpose."  Fry,  L.J.'s,  expression  is  not  happy — 
perhaps  not  correct.  Negligence  is  "  the  absence  of  care  according 
to  the  circumstances  "  whether  in  doing  or  not  doing ;  and  in  law 
the  most  deliberate  act  which  either  shoots  beyond,  does  not  attain  to,  or 
deflects  from  the  rule  of  duty  may  be  treated  as  a  negligent  wrong ; 

1   L.  R.  2  P.  C.  324.  2  2  Ad..  A  E.  256. 

3  These  the  learned  judge  cites  and,  in  this  instance,  commentA  on. 

4  2  De  a.  &  J.  37  6  6  Ves.  174,  190. 

«  Northern  Counties  of  E^vgUmd  Fire    Insurance  Co,  v.    Whipp,  20  Ch.  D.  489 ; 
Manners  v.  Mew,  29  Ch.  D.  725. 
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Caa  negli-      ^  ^^^  example  where  one  designedly  abstains  from  inquiry  for  the 
Qce  in  law  purpose  of  avoiding  notice.^    A  limitation  too  must  be  put  on  the 


wilful? 
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gence  and 
fraud. 


Doctrine  of 
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Law. 


universalis  of  this  statement,  where  the  matter  treated  of  involves 
agency.  Quain,  J.,  points  this  out  in  M*Cawley  v.  Fwmess  Ry.  Co,  :  ^ 
"  Negligence,  even  gross,  is  the  very  thing  which  the  contract  stipulates 
that  the  defendants  shall  not  be  hable  for ;  and  ^  wilful '  cannot  carry 
the  case  any  further,  especially  as  the  company  would  not  be  liable 
for  a  wilful  act  of  commission  by  a  servant,  though  they  would  be 
for  his  gross  negligence."  Lord  Selbome,  a  judge  habituated  to  the 
most  careful  nicety  in  the  use  of  language,  uses  the  phrase  "  wilful 
neglect ; "'  and  so  does  James,  L.J.,  in  a  passage  in  which  he  gives  an 
illustration  of  what  he  means  by  it.  "  He  "  [the  equitable^' mortgagee 
whom  it  was  sought  to  postpone]  "  must  have  been  guilty  of  fraud  or 
of  that  wilful  negligence  which  leads  the  Court  to  conclude  that  he  is 
an  accomplice  in  the  fraud.  If  a  man  abstains  from  inquiry  under 
such  circumstances  that  the  Court  will  infer  that  he  abstained  in 
order  to  deprive  himself  of  knowledge,  then  he  will  not  be  allowed  to 
hold  the  property  merely  because  he  did  not  inquire.  He  has  in  such 
a  case  wilfully  shut  his  eyes  to  the  facts."*  James,  L.  J.,  was  referring 
to  Hunt  V.  Elmes,^  where  Turner,  L.  J.'s,  expression  is :  It  is  "  now 
well  settled  by  many  authorities  that  a  legal  mortgagee  cannot  be 
postponed  by  reason  of  his  [the  mortgagee]  not  having  possession  of 
the  title  deeds,  unless  there  has  been  fraud  or  gross  and  wilful  negUgence 
on  his  part."  The  same  collocation  of  "fraud  or  gross  and  wilful 
negligence,  which  in  the  eye  of  this  Court  amounts  to  fraud,"  is  found 
in  Hewitt  v.  Loosemore^^  and  is  accepted  by  Lindley,  M.R.,  in  Oliver 
V.  HintonP 

Between  "  wilful  negUgence  "  and  "  fraud  "  the  dividing  hne  may 
be  so  fine  as  to  be  barely  perceptible. 

In  Jackson  v.  Sauvdetf^  Lord  Eldon  refused  to  discriminate  the 
quality  between  "  long  neglect  and  supineness  "  and  "  fraud  "  ;  while 
in  Barrett  v.  Burh?  Lord  Redesdale  contrasts  "  mere  neglect "  which 
it  is  the  practice  of  equity  to  relieve  against  and  that  which  "  ceases  to 
be  mere  neglect  and  becomes  wilful." 

The  subject  receives  illustration  from  the  civil  law.  Thus  Grains  '}^ 
Neque  enim  lex  facere  potest,  tU  qui  manifestus  fur  nan  sit,  tnanifestus  sit, 
non  magis  quam  qui  omnino  fur  won  sit,  fur  sit,  et  qui  adulter  aut  homicida 
non  sit,  aduUer  vel  homicida  sit  ;  at  illud  sane  lex  facere  potest,  ut  perinde 
cUiquis  poena  teneatur  atque  si  furtum  vel  aduUenum  vel  homicidium 
admisisset  quamvis  nihil  eorum  admiserit.  And  this  distinction  is 
recurrent  in  the  Digest.  Thus  Lata  culpa  plans  dolo  comparabitur  ;  ^* 
Dissoluta  enim  negligentia  prope  dolum  est ;  ^^  Si  fraus  non  sit  admissa 
sed  lata  negligentia,  quia  ista  prope  fraudem  accedit,  removeri 
hunc  quasi  suspectum  oportet  ;  ^^  Magnam  tamen  negligentiam  placuit 
in  doto  crimine  cadere ;  ^*  Culpa  dolo  proxima  dolum  representat ;  **  and 
Magna  negligentia  culpa  est  ;  magna  culpa  dolus  est,^^ 

1  Jones  V.  Smith,  1  Hare  65.     Cp.  Agra  Bank  v.  JiarrVy  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  per  Lord 
CairnR.  C.  149. 

2  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  63  3  Diron  v.  Muckleston,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  156,  160. 
4  Ratclitfe  v.  Bernard,  L.  R.  6  (  h.  654. 

8  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  678.  686.  e  9  Hare  449. 

7  (1899)  2  Ch.  264,  274  ;    also  by  the  same  judge  Keith  v.  Burrows,  1  C.  P.  D.  736. 

8  2  Dow  (H.  L.)  437,  466.  »  6  Dow  1,  16. 

JO  Bk.  3.  §  194.  "  D.  1 1,  6.  1.  §  1.     Cp.  Inglis  v.  Mansfield,  3  Q.  &  P.  368  n. 

13  D.  17,  1,  29.  13  D.  26,  10,  7,  §  1. 

u  D.  44.  7.  1,  §  6.  15  D.  47.  4.  1,  §  2.  I6  D.  50,  16,  226. 
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With  reference  to  this  word  doltiSy  Ulpian  says  :  ^  Non  futt  autem  Meaning  of 
cofUentiLs  PrcBtor  doltjm  dicere,  sed  adjecit  malum,  quoniam  veteres  f^^^  **** 
dolum  etiam  bonum  dicebant  et  pro  solertia  hoc  nomen  aceipiebant :  •  ^* 

maxime,  si  adveraus  hostem  latronemve  quia  machinetur,  Dolum  malum^ 
he  says,^  Servitis  quidem  ita  definite  imchinaiumem,  qucmdam  aUeriua 
dedplendi  cattsa,  cum  aliud  simulatur,  et  cUiud  agitur.  Labeo  autem, 
posse  et  sine  simulatione  id  agiy  ut  quis  drcumveniatur :  posse  et  sine 
dolo  mah  cUiud  agi,  aUud  simulari :  sicut  faciunt  qui  per  ejus  modi ; 
dissimuUuionem  deserviant  et  tuentur  vel  sua  vel  cdiena.  Itaque  ipse 
sic  dcfiniit,  dolum  malum  esse    omnem    calliditatem,  fallaciam, 

MACHINATIONEM     AD     CIRCUMVENIENDUM,    FALLENDUM,    DECIPIENDUM 

ALTERUM  ADHiBiTAM.    Lobeonis  definttio  vera  est. 

In  the  civil  law  then,  gross  negligence  may  be  equivalent  to 
fraud.* 

In  a  New  Zealand  case,*  however,  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  has  been  Doctrine  of 
cited  as  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  gross  negUgence  cannot  ^  Common 
carry  the  consequences  of  fraud.  The  authority  is  not  a  high  one,  ^* 
even  if  accurately  interpreted.  Lord  Denman's  words  are :  *  "  Gross 
negligence  may  be  evidence  of  mala  fides,  but  is  not  the  same  thing. 
We  have  shaken  off  the  last  renmant  of  the  contrary  doctrine."  It 
is  evident  that  the  only  affirmation  is  as  to  the  non-identity  of  the  two 
concepts,  not  as  to  the  possibiUty  of  identity  in  some  case  of  their 
consequences  in  law.  Thus  the  same  judge  is  found  five  years  later 
saying : '  "  Between  wilful  mischief  and  gross  negUgence  the  boundary 
Une  is  hard  to  trace  ;  I  should  rather  say  impossible.  The  law  runs 
them  into  each  other,  considering  such  a  degree  of  negligence  as  some 
proof  of  maUce."  A  very  high  authority  indeed,  Tindal,  C.J.,  con- 
temporaneously with  Lord  Denman's  later  dictum,  sajTS,  speaking 
of  the  misconduct  of  arbitrators  : ''  "  The  mistake  and  act  of  careless- 
ness is  so  ^at  as  to  amount,  although  not  in  a  moral  point  of  view, 
yet  in  the  judicial  sense  of  that  term,  to  miscorhduct  on  the  part  of  the 
arbitrators.  Lata  culpa  or  crassa  negligentia  both  by  the  civil  law  and 
our  own  approximates  to,  and  in  many  instances  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from,  dolus  malus  or  misconduct." 

Lord  Lyndhurst  also,®  referring  to  Alderson,  B.'s,  decision  in  Whit- 
bread  v.  Jordan,^  said :  "  The  learned  judge  was  satisfied  that  the 
transaction  was  not  bond  fide,  and  that  the  party  had  purposely  ab- 
stained from  making  inquiry,  the  money  being  advanced  for  securing  a 
pre-existing  debt ;  that,  in  short,  there  was  wilful  bUridness.  That  was 
evidently  the  impression  on  the  mind  of  the  learned  judge,  but  he  said 
that  even  if  it  were  not  so,  the  facts  of  the  case  were  such  as  to  amount 
to  negligence  of  so  gross  a  nature  that  it  would  be  a  cloak  to  fraud 
if  it  were  permitted." 

There  are  many  authorities  following  this  view  which  are  collected 
by  Mr.  Spence  in  his  "  Equitable  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery."*® 

1  D.  4,  3,  1,  §  3.  2  D.  4,  3,  1,  §  2. 

3  D.  11,6,  1.§1. 

4  Smiih  V.  Easery,  9  N.  Z.  L.  R.  464  (C.  A.) 

6  Goodman  v.  Uarvey  (1836),  4  A.  &  E.  876.  Cp.  Wigram  V.  C.  Jones  v.  8miih, 
I  Hare  43,  71. 

ft  Lynch  ▼.  Nwdin  (1841),  1  Q.  B.  38. 

7  In  re  Hall  ^-  Hind^,  2  M.  &  G.  862. 
fl  Jones  V,  Smith,  1  Ph.  263. 

»  lY.  AC.  (Ex.)  303. 

10  Vol.  ii.,  755.     C,).  Agra  Bank  v.  Barry,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  per  liord  Ptlbomo,  157. 
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Here  it  is  enough  to  transcribe  the  principle  which  that  very  learned 
author  extracts  from  them  :  '^  There  may  be  a  degree  of  negligence 
so  gross  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will  treat  it  as  evidence  of  fraud — 
impute  a  fraudulent  motive  to  itr— and  visit  it  with  the  consequences  of 
fraud,  although,  morally  speaking,  the  party  charged  may  be  perfectly 
innocent ;  but  gross  negligence  is  not  in  all  cases  to  be  treated  as 
fraud,  they  are  not  to  be  treated  ss  the  same  thing."* 

The  words  of  Lord  Cran worth,  C,  in  moving  the  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords,  are  authoritative  :  ^  ^'  What  are  the  circumstances 
which  will  amount  to  or  be  evidence  of  gross  negligence  it  is  difficult 
to  define  beforehand  ;  but  I  think  that  prima  facte  a  mortgagee  who, 
knowing  that  his  mortgagor  has  title-deeds,  omits  to  call  for  them,  or 
who  omits  to  make  any  inquiry  on  the  subject,  must  be  considered  to 
be  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  to  make  him  responsible  for  the  frauds 
which  he  has  thus  enabled  his  mortgagor  to  commit." 

Bowen,  L.J.,  treats  this  subject  with  his  customary  felicity  while 
pointing  out  the  source  of  the  error  of  the  Courts  below  the  House  of 
Lords  in  their  treatment  of  Derry  v.  Peek  :  "  There  must  be  fraud  in 
order  to  found  an  action  of  fraud.  There  are  two  reasons,  I  think, 
why  there  has  been  some  confusion  in  the  minds  of  some  people  with 
regard  to  that  almost  elementary  proposition.  The  first  is  the  fact 
that  equity  judges  had  to  decide  questions  of  law  and  fact  together. 
An  equity  judge,  when  he  had  to  deal  with  a  question  of  fraud,  dis- 
cussed his  reasons  for  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  there  had  been 
fraud,  and  it  very  often  happened  that  an  equity  judge  decided  that 
there  was  fraud  in  a  case  in  which  gross  negligence  had  been  proved.  If 
the  case  had  been  tried  with  a  jury,  the  judge  would  have  pointed 
out  to  them  that  gross  negligence  might  amount  to  evidence  of  fraud, 
if  it  were  so  gross  as  to  be  incompatible  with  the  idea  of  honesty,  but 
that  even  gross  negligence  in  the  absence  of  dishonesty  did  not  of 
itself  amount  to  fraud.  Cases  of  gross  negligence,  in  which  the  Chan- 
cery judges  decided  that  there  had  been  fraud,  were  piled  up  one  upon 
another,  until  at  last  a  notion  came  to  be  entertained  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  prove  gross  negligence  in  order  to  estabUsh  fraud.  That 
is  not  so.  In  all  those  cases  fraud  and  dishonesty  were  the  proper 
ratio  decidendi,  and  gross  negligence  was  only  one  of  the  elements 
which  the  judge  had  to  consider  in  making  up  his  mind  whether  the 
defendant's  conduct  had  been  dishonest."  Only  one  exception 
seems  necessary  to  be  taken  to  this  statement.  Gross  negligence 
might  be  such  as,  unexplained,  to  suffice  to  warrant  the  conclusion  of 
fraud.  The  inference  is  always  one  of  fact,  not  of  law.  The  law  as 
to  maUce  is  the  same  and  an  exact  analogy.  ''  Undoubtedly  there 
may  be  cases  in  which  there  is  either  nuda  fides  or  that  orasaa  negli- 
gentia  which  implies  malice."  * 

The  existence  of  '*  gross  neghgence "  has  sometimes  been  con- 
sidered of  importance  with  reference  to  the  assessment  of  vindictive  or 
exemplary  damages.  There  is  no  doubt  that,  in  actions  for  seduction 
or  for  malicious  injuries,  juries  have  been  allowed  to  give  vindictive 

1  See  also  the  Scotoh  cases,  which  adopt  the  civil  law  rule,  and  are  cited  by  the 
Dean  of  the  Faculty  arguendo,  Roe  v.  Meek,  14  App.  Cas.  565. 

«  Colyer  v.  Finch,  5  H.  L.  C.  928.  Op.  Ix>rd  Oanworth,  C,  in  Roberts  ▼.  Croft, 
2  Do  G.  i  J.,  1,  ii. 

3  Le  Lievre  v.  Gould  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  500.     Co.  WUde  v.  Gibson,  I  H.  L,  C.  606. 

4  The  Sirathnavcr,  1  App.  Cas.  68,  67,  oefore  the  Privy  Council,  where  The 
Evangetisffios,  12  Moo.  P.CC.  352,  is  oit«d.  The  Walter  D.  Walltit  (1893),  P.  202. 


CHAP,  n.]  DEGREES  OP  NEGLIGENCE.  43 

damages,  taking  aU  the  dircumstances  of  the  case  into  consideration  ;  ^ 

and  so  too  in  any  case  in  which  the  process  of  the  Court  has  been 

abused,  and  outrage  has  been  committed  under  the  forms  of  law.^  Where  there 

In  the  case  of  negligence  there  is  a  difiEerence,  and  the  law  will  not'^.fi^®^ 

allow  punitive  damage  unless  the  conduct  complained  of  is  more  than  "^"^^'^  ^^ 

negligent,  and  amounts  to  gross  misconduct.^    The  reason  for  the 

difference  is  indicated  by  Davis,  J.,  in  Milwaukee,  &c.  Ry,  Go.  v.  Arms} 

"Redress  commensurate  to  such  injuries,"  he  says,  "  should  be  afforded. 

In  ascertaining  its  extent  the  jury  may  consider  all  the  facts  which 

relate  to  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  and  its  consequences  to 

the  plaintiff  ;   but  they  are  not  at  Uberty  to  go  farther,  unfess  it  was 

done  wilfully,  or  was  the  result  of  that  reckless  indifference  to  the 

rights  of  others  which  is  equivalent  to  an  intentional  violation  of 

them The  tort  is  aggravated  by  the  evil  motive,  and  on  this  rests 

the  rule  of  exemplary  damages.^  It  is  insisted,  however,  that  where 
there  is  *  gross  negligence '  the  jury  can  properly  give  exemplary 
damages.  There  are  many  cases  to  this  effect.  The  difficulty  is  that 
they  do  not  define  the  term  with  any  accuracy."  When,  then,  gross 
negligence  amounts  to  doltM,  within  the  meaning  of  the  maxim  Magna 
negligerUia  est,  magna  culpa  culpa  iolm  est,^  or  there  is  an  injury, 
wilful  or  negligent,  which  is  accompanied  with  expressions  of  insolence,' 
then,  and  then  only,  will  it  be  matter  for  exemplary  damages. 

1  Berr^  v.  Da  Costa,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  331  ;  Terry  v.  HxUehinson,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  599. 
Doc  V.  FiUHcr,  13  M.  A  W.  47,  51 ;  Merest  v.  Harvey,  5  Taunt  442;  WhUham  v. 
Kershaw,  16  Q.  B.  D.  613,  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  618.  Vindictive  damages  are  said 
to  be  allowable  in  Denver,  tkc.  R*/.  v.  Harris,  122  U.S.  (15  Davis)  597,  609,  "in 
actions  of  trespass  where  the  injury  has  been  wanton  or  malicious,  or  gross  and 
outrageous  "  ;  see  also  Lake  Shore,  dsc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Prentice,  147  U.S.  (40  Davis)  101, 
107  ;  per  Gray,  J.  "In  this  Court  the  doctrine  is  well  settled  that  in  actions  of  tort 
the  jury,  in  addition  to  the  sum  awarded  by  way  of  compensation  for  the  plaintiff's 
injury,  may  award  exemplary,  punitive,  or  vindictive  damages,  sometimes  called  smart 
money,  if  the  defendant  has  acted  wantonly  or  oppressively,  or  with  such  malice 
as  implies  a  spirit  of  mischief  or  criminal  indifference  to  civil  obligations.  But  such 
guilty  intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is  required  in  order  to  charge  him  with 
exemplary  or  punitive  damages."  This  principle  of  assessment  is  only  justifiable 
in  an  action  against  the  wrongdoer,  and  not  against  persons  who,  on  account  of  their 
relation  to  the  offender,  are  only  consequentially  liable  for  his  acts,  as  the  principal 
is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  factor  or  servant. 

«  Gregory  v.  Sloman,  1  E.  &  B.  360,  370 ;  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  Slowman,  8  C.  B. 
317  329. 

i  Cleghom  v.  New  York  Central  Rd.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  44. 

4  91  U.S.  (1  Otto)  489,  493. 

6  That  is,  negligence  in  the  third  sense  indicated  above.  «  D.  60, 16,  226. 

7  Emblem  v.  Myers,  6  H.  &  N.  64 ;  jBe«  v.  Midland  Ry.Co.,  30  L.  J.  C.  P.,  273,  281. 
In  WUkea  v.  Wood,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1163,  at  1167,  Pratt,  C.J.,  said  :  "  Notwithstanding 
what  Mr.  Solicitor-General  has  said,  I  have  formerly  delivered  it  as  my  opinion  on 
another  occasion,  and  I  still  continue  of  the  same  mind,  that  a  jury  have  it  in  their 
power  to  give  damages  for  more  than  the  injury  received.  Damages  are  designed  not 
only  as  a  satisfaction  to  the  injured  person,  but  likewise  as  a  punishment  to  the  guilty 
to  deter  from  any  such  proceeding  for  the  future,  and  as  a  proof  of  the  detestation 
of  the  jury  to  the  action  itself;"  s.  c.  Lofft  18.  See  per  Lord  Blackburn,  Livingstone 
V.  Rawyards  Coal  Co.,  5  App.  Gas.  39.  The  subject  of  "  nominal  damages  "  and  the 
circumstances  in  which  they  are  applicable  are  considered  in  Stanton  v.  New  York, 
<fcc  Rj.  Co.,  69  Conn,  272,  21  Am.  St.  R.  110.  In  Spokane,  <fec.  Co.  v.  Hdjer, 
26  Am.  St.  R.  842,  84i3-850,  "  punitive  damages  '*  are  discussed,  and  the  awarding 
them  is  stated  to  be  "  unsound  in  principle  and  unfair  and  dangerous  in  practice  "  : 
but  see  the  more  authoritative  statement  in  2  Kent,  Comm.  16  n  (a)  where  the  rule 
is  thus  expressed  :  "  If  a  case  be  free  from  fraud,  malice,  wilful  negligence,  or  oppres- 
sion, the  compensation  is  taken  strictly  for  the  real  injury  or  actual  pecuniary  loss 
to  the  party,  and,  perhaps,  the  natural  and  legal  consequences  of  the  act  complained  of, 
^qd  the  actual  costs  and  expenses  sustain^.  But  if  fraud,  malice,  or  rnala  mer^ 
mingle  in  the  controveisy,  the  claim  goes  beyond  absolute  compensation,  and  [)unitive, 
vindictive,  or  exemplary  damases  by  way  of  pmiiRliment  and  for  example*s  sake 
seem  to  be  admitted.^*    Cp.>«r&  v.  Skinner,  4  G  li^  P.  239. 
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The  general  definition  of  negligence,  that  we  have  adopted,  is  "  absence 
of  care  according  to  the  circumstances."  The  breadth  of  this  general- 
isation manifestly  contemplates  the  formation  of  a  number  of  sub- 
ordinate principles  appUcable  to  the  special  heads  under  which  Ua- 
biUty  for  negligence  may  be  grouped.  To  these  special  heads,  then, 
must  be  referred  the  more  detailed  consideration  of  the  subject.  Yet 
certain  comprehensive  principles  there  are  which  mark  out  the  scope 
within  which  these  subordinate  principles  operate,  and  which  specify 
more  definitely  than  the  general  definition  the  limits  within  which 
legal  negligence  is  to  be  sought. 

At  the  outset,  it  is  clear  that  to  found  a  habihty  for  negligence 
there  must  be  some  person,  as  distinguished  merely  from  some  agency, 
to  whom  legal  liability  may  be  imputed.  The  leading  case  illustrating 
this  position  is  Scott  v.  Shepherd.^  Defendant  threw  a  Ughted  squib 
in  a  market  which  fell  upon  the  standing  of  one  Y ;  a  bystander  W 
"  instantly,  and  to  prevent  injury  to  himself  and  the  said  wares  of  the 
said  Y,  took  up  the  said  lighted  squib  from  o£f  the  said  standing  and 
threw  it  across  the  said  market-house,  where  it  fell  upon  another 
standing  of  one  R,  who  sold  the  same  sort  of  wares,  who  instantly,  and 
to  save  his  own  goods  from  being  injured,  took  up  the  said  lighted 
squib  from  ofE  the  said  standing,  and  then  threw  it  to  another  part  of  the 
said  market-house,  and  in  so  throwing  it  struck  the  plaintifiE,  then  in  the 
said  market-house,  in  the  face  therewith,  and  the  combustible  matter, 
then  bursting,  put  out  dhe  of  the  plaintifiE's  eyes."  That  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  an  actionable  wrong  all  were  agreed.  The  question  was 
whether  trespass  or  case  was  the  proper  form  of  action  in  which  to  sue. 
Blackstone,  J.,  dissenting  from  the  rest  of  the  Court,  was  of  opinion 
that  the  wrong  was  not  a  trespass.  De  Grey,  C.J.,  said  :  "  Every  one 
who  does  an  unlawful  action  is  considered  the  doer  of  all  that  foUows  ; 
if  done  with  a  deliberate  intent,  the  consequences  may  amount  to 
murder  ;  if  incautiously,  to  manslaughter  (Fost.  261).  So,  too,  in  1 
Ventr.  295  :  a  person  breaking  a  horse  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields  hurt  a 
man  ;  held,  that  trespass  lay  ;  and  2  Lev.  172  that  it  need  not  be  laid 
scienter,  I  look  upon  all  that  was  done  subsequently  to  the  original 
throwing  as  a  continuation  of  the  first  force  and  first  act,  which  will 
continue  till  the  squib  was  spent  by  bursting.  And  I  think  that  any 
innocent  person  removing  the  danger  from  himself  to  another  is 
justifiable;  the  blame  hghts  upon  the  first  thrower.  The  new 
1  n  Wilp.  <t03, 1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  464 
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direction  and  new  force  flow  out  of  the  first  force,  and  are  not  a  new 
trespass.  The  writ  in  the  Register  95a  for  trespass  in  maliciously 
cutting  down  a  head  of  water,  which  thereupon  flowed  down  to  and 
overwhelmed  another's  pond,  shows  that  the  immediate  act  needs  not 
to  be  instantaneous,  but  that  a  chain  of  effects  connected  together  will 
be  sufficient.  It  has  been  urged  that  the  intervention  of  a  free  agent 
will  make  a  difference  ;  but  I  do  not  consider  W  and  R  as  free  agents 
in  the  present  case,  but  acting  under  a  compulsive  necessity  for  their 
own  safety  and  self-preservation." 

So  long  then  as  an  injurious  agency  is  operating  through  the  direct  Prinoiple 
and  undiverted  impulsion  of  a  responsible  agent,  so  long  the  liabiUty  deducible. 
of  the  agent  continues,  though  the  force  is  transmitted  through  a 
variety  of  stages.  The  only  condition  seems  to  be  that  ir  none  of 
these  stages  is  an  originating  or  diverting  power  exercised.  There 
has  indeed  been  considerable  discussion  about  Scott  v.  Shepherd, 
turning  not  so  much  on  the  vahdity  of  the  principles  laid  down  therein 
as  on  the  suitabiUty  of  the  actual  facts  to  illustrate  them.  Accepting 
the  view  of  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  that  W  and  R's  acts  were  done  "  under  a 
compulsive  necessity  for  their  own  safety  and  self-preservation," 
his  conclusion  seems  inevitable ;  and  it  has  since  been  generally 
accepted  as  sound  except  in  the  case  of  Fitzsimons  v.  Inglis  ;  ^  where 
the  reporter  remarks,  "  the  Court  sUghted  the  authority  of  this  case." 
It  accordingly  becomes  important  to  consider  who  the  law  regards  as 
responsible  agents. 

I.  Who  are  Responsible  Agents. 

(1)  Dr.  Wharton^  says  positively,  "  neither  an  idiot  nor  a  maniac  Idiots, 
can  be  a  juridical  cause.    And  the  same  reasoning  appUes  to  persons  "?|!^***^'  *^^ 
so  young  and  inexperienced  as  to  be  unable  to  exercise  intelligent  °'®JJ, 
choice  as  tot  he  subject-matter."^    Messrs.  Shearman  and  Redfield * exwoue any 
are  equally  positive  the  other  way.     "  Infants  and  lunatics  are  liable  discretion, 
for  their  wrongful  acts  causing  injury  to  others ;   and  therefore  they 
are  liable  for  tortious  negUgence,  though  not  for  their  negUgence  in 
the  performance  of  a  contract."     "  We  are  unable,"  they  say,  "  to 
find  any  direct  authority  for  holding  infants  responsible  for  the  want 
of  more  care  than  might  reasonably  be  expected  of  their  age ;   but, 
as  no  degree  of  care  could  be  expected  from  violent  lunatics,  who  have, 
nevertheless,  been  held  civilly  responsible  for  their  trespasses,  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  sound  reason  for  making  such  a  distinction  !  "  * 

The  Roman  law  is  pretty  clear.    In  the  7^  Ac[aiUa^  there  is  the  Roman  law. 

I  5  Taunt,  534.  I  do  not  find  that]thiB  case  has  been  subsequently  noticed,  and  it 
has  itself  been  "  slighted  *'  to  the  eictent  of  being  omitted  from  the  Revised  Reports. 
The  principle  of  Scott  v.  Shepherd  is  forcibly  stated  in  Mahogany  y.  Ward,  27  Am.  St.  R. 
753,  755,  citing  Wharton,  §§  134,  145,  999. 

a  Negligence,  §  88. 

s  Dixon  V.  Bell,  5  M.  &  S.  198 ;  Bac'Abr.  Infancy  (H) ;  Simpson,  Infants  (2nd  ed.), 
44,  103 ;  LaU  v.  Booih,  3  C.  &  K.  292 ;  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  62 ;  Valentini  v.  Canali, 
24  Q.  B.  D.  166.  For  the  law  as  to  infants  under  seven  years  of  age,  see  1  Russ. 
Crimes  (5th  ed.),  108 ;  Marsh  v.  Loader,  14  C.  B.  K.  S.  535, 1  Hale,  Pleas  of  the  Crown, 
17-19. 

4  Negligence,  §  121. 

6  Krom  V.  Sehoonmaker,  3  Barb.  (N.Y.)  647,  is  the  case  of  a  lunatic  magistrate 
who  was  held  liable  for  issuing  process  which  had  he  been  sane  would  have  been 
malicious.  There  it  was  said :  "  In  respect  of  the  lunatic,  as  he  has  properly  no  will, 
it  follows  that  the  only  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  against  him  for  a  wrong  is 
the  mere  compensation  of  the  party  injured." 

«  D.  9,2,6,§2. 


46 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[BODfc  ti 


Weaver  v. 
Ward. 


CoiiBid«red. 


following :  "  St  ideo  qucmmus,  si  furioms  datnnum  iedeHi  an  ksfii 
AquUicB  wdio  sit  f  Et  Pegasus  negamt  ;  qucB  enim  ih  eo  eutpa  sit,  cufn 
sum  mentis  non  sit?  Et  hoc  est  ijerissimum.  Cessabit  igitur  AquHi&s 
actio :  quemadmodum  si  quadrupes  damnUfn  d^derit,  Aqmlia  cessat, 
ant  si  tegula  cedderit,  Sed  et  si  infans  damnum  dederit,  idem  erU 
dicendum.  Quod  si  impubes  id  fecerit,  Labeo  ait,  quia  fwrti  tenetUr, 
teneri  et  Aquilia  eum  ;  et  hoc  puto  v^rum,  si  sit  jam  injuries  capax,^^ 
This  follows  naturally  on  the  preceding  fragment ;  which  indicates 
that  legal  injury  may  be  done  by  a  person  who  does  not  intend  to  do 
harm,  and  is  by  way  of  an  exception  to  the  rule  there  stated,  and 
based  on  the  absence  of  any  capcK^ity  to  exercise  intention,  however 
willing. 

The  '  stion  in  English  law  may,  in  the  state  of  the  authorities, 
still  be  looked  at  as  one  of  principle.  The  cades  simply  follow  the 
dictum  in  Weaver  v.  Ward}  To  a  declaration  in  trespass,  the  defen- 
dant set  Up  that  the  plaintiff  and  he  were  skirmishing  in  a  trainband, 
and  that  when  discharging  his  piece  he  wounded  the  plaintiff  by 
acddent  and  misfortune  and  agaiust  his  own  will.  In  giving  judgment 
the  Coiirt  distinguishes  between  a  criminal  act  and  a  civil  trespass  by 
a  lonatic,  pointing  out  that  in  the  former  case  there  is  no  felony  '*  if 
a  lunatic  kill  a  man  or  the  like,  because  felony  must  be  done  animo 
felonico,  yet  in  trespass,  which  tends  only  to  give  damages  according 
to  hurt  or  loss,  it  is  not  so,  and  therefore  if  a  lunatic  hurt  a  man  he 
shall  be  answerable  in  trespass."  Still  it  was  hard  to  see  why,  in  the 
case  of  the  lunatic,  an  exception  should  be  made  to  the  general  rule 
that  one  is  excused  responsibility  for  the  consequences  of  his  act  if, 
in  the  words  of  the  judgment  in  Weaver  v.  Ward,  "  it  may  be  judged 
utterly  without  his  fault "  ;  or  supposing  there  be  no  exception,  why 
"  if  a  man  by  force  take  my  hand  and  strike  you,"  I  should  not  be 
liable  ;  while  if  a  lunatic — ^not  in  the  sense  of  one  merely  of  defective 
intelligence,  but  of  one  wholly  without  intelligence — hurt  a  man  he  is 
answerable.^  The  reason  for  non-liability  that  the  act  is  "  judged 
utterly  without  his  fault  "  in  the  one  case  would  avail  at  least  equally 
in  the  other,  so  long  as  the  law  treats  the  '^  act  of  God  "  as  in  the  case  of 
the  carrier,  as  exempting  from  a  liabiUty  otherwise  absolute.  If  the 
reason  given  is  good,  and  the  illustration  is  in  some  cases  inconsistent, 
it  would  seem  that  the  illustration  should  bend  to  the  reason  and  not . 
contrariwise.^ 

^  Hob.  134.  The  defendant  in  Weaver  v.  Ward  had  no  business  to  let  his  piece  go 
off ;  ])ei-hApH  oven  no  biLsincHS  to  have  had  it  loaded.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  English  law  differs  from  the  Roman.  Where  a  man  is  killed  by  a  javelin 
thrown  by  a  soldier  in  campo  locovi>,  idti  Holitum  est  eJtercitari,  Inst.  4,  3,  4,  the  ctdpa  is 
all  his  own  ;  and  quod  quia  ex  culpa  sua  damnum  sentit  non  intelligiiur  damnum  aentire, 
D.  .50,  17,  203. 

2  In  Vin.  A'br.  Trespass  (D),  4,  it  is  said  :  "  If  a  lunatic  beats  a  man  this  shall  not 
excuse  him  in  trespass,  because  it  is  but  to  repair  him  in  damages  "  ;  Krom  v.  Sthoon- 
Tnaker,  3  Barb.  (HI ;  and  iti  Com.  Dig.  Battery  (A)  note  (d)  ( Hammond's  ed. ) :  "A 
man  mity  in  the  oyc  of  the  IHw  l)e  deprived  of  all  control  over  his  will  in  three  \taTs — 
thither  by  the  motive  of  self-preservation,  by  that  of  preserving  otheis  from  dest motion, 
or  by  the  vi.Hitat1oh  of  Ood,  namely,  in  the  caso  of  idiotcy  and  madness.  It  is  difficult 
upon  principle  to  discover  any  dibtinction  between  the  instance  last  supposed  and  the* 
two  former  cases  ;  however,  authority  has  declared  that  if  a  lunatic  hurt  a  man,  he 
shall  be  answerable  in  trespass.  Hob.  134.*'  But  this  was  merely  an  illustration  and 
a  dictum.  In  Holdom  v.  Ancient  Order  of  United  Workmrn,  50  .Am.  St.  R.  183,  the 
proposition  that  an  insane  pei.«?ort  is  liable  for  his  torts  is  expressly  affirmed. 

a  As  to  the  defence  of  hisanity  ill  ah  action  on  contract  when  btought  agdinst  the 
party  contracting,  see  Imperial  Loan  Co.  v.  StoTie  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  590.  Fof  the  history 
of  the  ohaoge  in  the  law  see  the  judgment  of  Fry,  h.^.,  at  601.    In  2  Kent,  Conlm. 
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In  the  case  of  partial  comprehenfiion  of  his  act  by  the  lunatio  no  Principle  of 
difficulty  can  arise  ;  while  in  the  case  of  uttet  irresponsibility,  where  the  irresponsi- 
alone  the  point  can  arise,  the  lunatic  would  in  most  cases  only  be  able  i^atios. 
to  do  harm  through  the  neglect  of  some  responsible  agent  who  would 
be  answerable  in  propria  persond.  The  injured  person  would,  therefore, 
not  be  remediless  even  where  the  lunatic  {furiosns)  is  without  fault ; 
in  most  cases  the  remedy  against  the  responsible  keeper  of  an  asylum, 
or,  in  the  case  of  patients  under  private  control,  against  him  under 
whose  control  they  are,  would  be  ample.  In  the  event  of  sudden  fitry 
falling  on  a  itian  who  thus  afflicted  kills  another,  no  action  would  he 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act ;  ^  for  there  would  be  "  no  wrongful  act, 
neglect,  or  default "  in  the  sense  in  which  the  law  understands  those 
terms,  neither  would  there  be  any  action  for  various  reasons  at  common 
law.  If  the  injury  were  not  mortal  there  seems  no  greater  reason  that 
damages  should  be  recovered  than  for  an  explosion  Utterly  without 
fault,  or  a  coUision  by  inevitable  accident.  Or  again,  the  rule  of  law 
is  that  loss  falls  where  it  lies  if  ctdpa  is  not  imputable  to  some  other 
petson  ;  the  onus  then  would  be  to  show  a  cause  of  action,  what  Dr. 
Wharton  terms  a  "  juridical  cause  "  ;  and  on  proof  of  the  Utter  irre- 
sponsibiUty  of  the  lunatic,  the  plaintiff  would  have  to  discharge  this 
onus.  Again,  the  better  view  is  that  liabiUty  for  trespass  is  not 
absolute  and  in  any  event,  but  dependent  on  the  existence  of  fault ; 
and  here,  by  hypothesis,  there  is  no  fault.  The  case  is  much  stronger 
than  ^'  if  a  man  by  force  take  my  hand  and  strike  you,"  which  is  an 
exception  from  Uabihty  for  trespass,  according  to  Weaver  v.  Ward, 
for  it  is  the  act  of  God  which  produces  the  injury.^  No  case  concludes 
the  matter  ;  and  the  principle  that  habihty  has  its  root  in  some  personal 
fault,^  points  to  the  exoneration  of  one  irresponsible  for  his  act ;  * 

451,  it  is  said :  "  T^e  principle  advanced  by  Littleton  (sec.  405)  and  Coke  (Beverley* s 
fair,  4  Co.  B.  123,  Litt.  247a),  that  a  man  snail  not  be  heard  to  stultify  himself,  has 
been  prox)erIy  exploded  as  being  tnanifestly  absurd  Afld  agamst  natural  justice." 
See  notes  to  the  13th  edition. 

1  9  &  lO  Vict.  c.  93. 

2  in  the  American  case  of  Long  v.  Chicago,  d:c.  Rd.  Co.,  30  Am.  St.  R.  271,  it  is 
Raid  that  an  ihsatle  peh$on  is  civilly  liable  Mb  make  compensation  in  damages  to  those 
injured  by  his  acts,  and  Crow  y.  AndrtyM,  Cro.  £!lis.  &22,  is  cited  as  aUth^ity  for  the 
proposition.  But  that  case  only  decides  that  an  innkeeper  cannot  plead  insanity  as 
a  discharge  of  liability  for  not  keeping  the  goods  of  his  guest  safely.  This  is  manifest 
efioilgh.  Business  was  catried  on  either  by  6t  for  the  luliatic,  and  \A  either  case  he 
could  not  avoid  responsibility.  The  chief  difficulty  turns  on  the  definition  of  insaiiity — 
a  word  that  is  more  consistent  with  a  slight  aberration  than  with  entire  absence  of 
mental  capacity. 

«  Holmes,  the  Commoh  Law,  81 ;  WiUctts  v.  Stiff  th,  <fec.  Rd.  Co.,  14  Barb.  685,  5»1 
4  Ix>rd  PerisMnce*B  didum  in  Mordaunt  y.  Mordauni,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  109,  129, 
should  be  noticed.  *'  A  lunatic  at  common  law  is  liable  to  be  sued  and  (until  arrest 
was  abolished)  held  to  bail,  just  the  same  as  a  sane  man.  Thel*e  is  no  need  at  common 
law  for  the  appoihtment  of  a  guardian,  or  the  nomination  of  any  one  to  act  in  the 
lunatic's  plade  ;  the  suit  proceeds  in  all  respects  as  if  the  defendant  were  SaUe."  This 
is  obviously  so,  for  sanit}'  is  to  be  presumed  till  the  contrary  is  proved ;  lunacy  may 
be  matter  of  defence,  but  is  clearly  npt  a  bar  to  an  action.  The  case  of  Morddnni  v. 
Mordanni  itself  has  no  analdgy  to  the  question  now  being  considered.  It  k  un- 
doubtedly true  that  a  lunatic  or  insane  persoh  may  from  the  condition  of  his  mind  not 
be  a  competent  witness.  Still  his  incompetency  on  that  ground,  like  incompeteney 
for  any  other  cause,  must  be  passed  upon  by  the  Court,  and  to  aid  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  evidence  of  his  coiicuiion  is  admissibte  ;  consequently  primd  facie  a  lun&tic 
is  a  competent  witness.  Beg  v.  Samuel  Uill,  5  Cox  C.  C.  259-.  As  to  the  true  test  of 
insanity,  see  judgment  of  Sir  John  NichoU,  Dew  v.  Clarhe,  3  Addftms  EIcc.  C.  79,  affirmed 
by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  5  Russ.  169 ;  also  Waring  v.  Wariftg,  6  Moo.  P.  O.  341 ;  the 
judgment  of  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  in  Bank$  v.  GoodfeUoit,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  549  ;  and  per  Sir 
J.  fiannet)  in  BotigMon  v.  Kn^ht,  L.  R.  8  P.  &  D.  73,  and  Srfiee  v.  SineHi  Q  P.  D.  84. 
*t  l^hijr  part  of  the  law,"  toyB.Go«libtini,  a  J.,  ^pret^  at  MS,^ "  has  bMn  tttfemely 
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while  the  authority  of  the  Roman  law  is  clearly  in  the  same  direction. 
Dr.  Wharton's  view,  therefore,  seems  the  correct  one.  Although, 
whatever  may  be  the  legal  conclusions  with  regard  to  lunatics,  there 
is  no  doubt  that  weakness  or  bodily  illness  may  bring  the  con- 
sequences of  negligence.  For  a  weak  man  without  experience  to 
undertake  the  management  of  high-spirited  horses,  or  for  one  debilitated 
from  sickness  to  undertake  the  carrjdng  a  heavy  load  through  a 
crowded  thoroughfare,  in  the  case  of  injury  arising  to  other  persons 
through  their  incompetency  would  be  imputed  to  negligence ;  as 
tne  Roman  law  says :  '^  nee  videtur  iniquum  si  infirmitas  cul/pcB  ad- 
numeretar  ;  cum  affectare  qaisque  non  dd)eat,  in  quo  vel  inteUigit  vel 
intelligere  debet,  infirmitatem  suam  cdii  periculosam  ftUuram.^^^ 
Infants.  The  remainder  of  Dr.  Wharton's  proposition  refers  "to  persons 

so  young  and  inexperienced  as  to  be  unable  to  exercise  intelligent 
choice  as  to  the  subject  matter."  Here,  too,  it  would  seem  that 
culpa  being  an  element  of  liability  there  can  be  none  in  its  absence ; 
and  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  incapacity  till  the  infant  attains 
the  age  of  fourteen,  but  this  presumption  is  rebuttable ;  for  maUtia 
supplet  oBtateim?  A  young  child  blinds  its  nurse,  or  drops  a  toy  and 
breaks  some  valuable  article.  Plainly,  no  action  would  he  against 
the  child  even  though  entitled  to  a  large  property.  Cases  of  this  sort 
are,  however,  so  implicated  with  the  negligence  of  the  person  in  charge 
of  the  child  or  of  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  person  injured  by 
the  child's  act,  that  the  legal  position  of  the  child  is  not  necessarily 
brought  into  sight.  The  case  of  a  child  unable  to  exercise  intelligent 
choice  is  referable  to  the  principle  stated  by  Vaughan,  C.J. :  ^  "A 
duty  impossible  to  be  known  can  be  no  duty ;  for  civilly,  what  cannot 
be  known  to  be,  is  as  that  which  is  not." 
Persons  under  ^^^  ^  person  under  compulsion  cannot  be  viewed  as  a  person 
compulsion,  legally  responsible.  The  illustration  in  Weaver  v.  Ward,^  goes  to 
establish  this.  "  If  a  man  by  force  take  my  hand  and  strike  you  .  .  . 
so  as  it  had  appeared  to  the  Court  that  it  had  been  inevitable,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  committed  no  negligence,"  he  shall  not  be  liable.^ 
The  compulsion  which  discharges  from  liability  is  not  physical  only ; 
but  that  which  arises  from  terror  or  the  instinct  of  seli-preservation. 
We  have  already  seen  an  instance  of  this  in  ScoU  v.  Shepherd^ 
Alternative  ^^  another  case,  a  coach  proprietor  neglected  to  provide  a  proper 

perils.  coupling  rein  ;  and  a  passenger  was  placed  in  such  a  perilous  position, 

in  consequence  of  the  breaking  of  the  one  supplied,  that  he  jimiped  o£E 
the  coach  and  broke  his  leg.  Lord  EUenborough''  directed  the  jury, 
that  "  it  is  sufficient,  if  the  plaintiff  was  placed  by  the  misconduct  of 

well  treated  in  more  than  one  case  in  the  American  Ck)urt8,"  which  he  cites.  To 
those  cited  add  District  of  Columbia  v.  Armes,  107  U.S.  (17  Otto)  619.  By  the  Roman 
Dutch  law  a  contract  made  by  an  insane  person  is  void :  Molffneux  ▼.  Naial  Jxmd,  <frc 
Co.  (1906)  A.  C.  665. 

1  D.  9.  2,  8,  §  1. 

2  1  Bl.  Com.  466.   This  subject  is  discussed  at  length  under  Contributory  Negligence. 
8  Sheppard  v.  Ooanold,  Vaugh.  169,  166,  cited  by  Tindal,  C.J.,  Barrow  v.  Amaud, 

8  Q.  B.  608. 

4  Hob.  134. 

ft  Cp.  Brown  v.  Collins,  63  N.  H.  442,  16  Am.  B.  372,  where  there  is  a  very  instruc- 
tive judgment  by  Doe,  J. 

6  3  Wils.  403 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  464. 

7  Jones  Y.  Boyce,  1  Starkie,  N.  P.  493,  "  which,"  says  Undley,  L.J.,  in  The  City  of 
Lincoln,  16  P.  D.  16,  18,  "  I  have  always  regarded  as  sound  law."  Pennsylvania 
Co.  Y.  Stegemeier,  10  Am.  St.  B.  136 ;  Coulter  v.  American  Express  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  686, 
also  5  Lans.  67.  The  Civil  JLaw  says :  Vani  timoris  justa  excusatio  non  est :  D,  60, 
17,184. 
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the  defendant  in  such  a  situation  as  obliged  him  to  adopt  the  alternative 
of  a  dangerous  leap,  or  to  remain  at  certain  peril ;  if  that  position  was 
occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  defendant,  the  action  may  be  sup- 
ported. On  the  other  hand,  if  the  plaintiff's  act  resulted  from  a  rash 
apprehension  of  danger  which  did  not  exist,  and  the  injury  which  he 
sustained  is  to  be  attributed  to  rashness  and  imprudence,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover."  The  inquiry,  therefore,  is  whether  the  injured 
person  was  placed  in  such  a  situation  as  to  render  what  he  did  a  prudent 
precaution  for  the  purpose  of  self-preservation.  The  law  is  settled  in 
the  same  sense  in  America.^ 

A  consequence  that  follows  is,  that,  had  the  plaintiff  in  leaping  No  liability 
injured  a  person  going  along  the  road  in  the  circumstances  supposed,  Jornijuryto 
he  would  not  be  liable  ;  for  his  act  would  not  be  a  voluntary  act,  but   ^ 
the  consequence  of  a  third  person's  wrongful  act,  and  done  in  the 
effort  to  avoid  injury  to  himself.^    A  further  aspect  of  the  same 
principle  is  given  in  Barton  v.  Springfield,^  where  the  facts  showed  that  Previoua 
as  the  plaintiff  was  walking  along  the  street,  she  was  frightened  by  knowledge  of 
the  attempt  of  a  man  to  molest  her,  and  in  her  eagerness  to  escape  fell  condu^ve 
into  a  hole,  that  was  negligently  left  in  the  side  way,  but  of  whose 
existence  she  was  well  aware.     Contributory  negligence  was  alleged. 
The  Court  held  that  previous  knowledge  of  a  defect,  though  always 
an  important  and  often  a  decisive  circumstance  in  a  case,  was  not 
necessarily  conclusive ;   since  "  it  is  not  required  that  the  traveller's 
thoughts  should  be  constantly  on  the  condition  of  the  way  over  which 
he  passes  or  its  want  of  repair,"  and  that  fright  would  justify  a  momen- 
tary forgetfulness  of  the  remoter  danger,  so  as  not  to  disentitle  a 
plaintiff  to  recover  for  the  defendant's  neglect.* 

Lord  Blackburn  emphasises  this  principle  while  he  defines  its  Lo«i  Bia^ik 
limits  iD  his  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  The  Khedive  ;  *  alluding  ^J^' o/*^^ 
to  the  judgment  of  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  he  says  :   "  I  cipie  in  The  ' 
agree  also  in  what  he  (Brett,  L.J.,)  says,  that  a  man  may  not  do  the  Khedive, 
right  thing,  nay,  may  even  do  the  wrong  thing,  and  yet  not  be  guilty 
of  neglect  of  his  duty,  which  is  not  absolutely  to  do  right  at  all  events, 
but  only  to  take  reasonable  care  and  use  reasonable  s^U  ;  and  I  agree 
that  when  a  man  is  suddenly  and  without  warning  thrown  into  a 
critical  position,  due  allowance  should  be  made  for  this,  but  not  too 
much.     If,  to  take  the  example  Lord  Justice  James  gives,  the  driver 
of  a  van  cracking  his  whip  makes  the  horses  of  a  carriage  suddenly 
unmanageable,  the  fact  that  the  driver  of  the  carriage  pulled  the 
wrong  rein  would  be  much  less  cogent  evidence  of  want  of  reasonable 

1  Stokes  V.  Scdtonstall,  13  Peters  (U.S.)  181 ;  Twomlcy  v.  Central  Park  Rl.  Co., 
69  N.  Y.  158. 

2  Holmes  v.  Mather,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  261  ;  Lowery  v.  Manhattan  Rd.  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  ir»8, 
should  particularly  be  referred  to.  In  Wakeman  v.  Robinson,  1  Bing.  213,  the  facts 
show  **  that  the  defendant  in  his  alarm  pulled  the  wrong  rein."  Messrs.  Shearman 
and  Redfield,  Neg.  §  19  n.  1,  are  of  opinion  that  on  this  account  the  decision  is  not  to 
be  supported,  since  the  defendant  acted  under  sudden  tenor ;  yet  even  if  this  were 
so,  "  the  accident  was  clearly  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  defendant,"  who  would 
therefore  be  liable  for  putting  himself  in  such  circumstances.  Dallas,  C.J., 
clearly  states :  "  If  the  accident  happened  entirely  without  default  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  or  blame  imputable  to  him  the  action  does  not  lie."  This  decision, 
which  is  absolutely  unimpeachable,  is  justified  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  90. 

3  110  Mass.  131. 

*  Cp.  Reg  V.  Pitts,  Car.  &  Mar.  284.  Where  A  by  the  wrongful  a<jt  of  B  loses 
his  presence  of  mind,  and  in  consequence  runs  into  danger  and  receives  an  injury  from 
the  act  of  B,  the  latter  is  not  protected  even  though  he  gave  warning  to  A  immediately 
before  the  accident :   WooUey  v.  Scovell,  3  Man.  &  Ry.  105. 

6  6  App.  Cas.  891. 
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skill  or  of  reasonable  care  on  his  part,  than  if  he  did  the  same  thing 
when  driving  along  in  the  ordinary  way,  but  it  would  still  be  evidence." 
The  same  principle  was  acted  on  in  St.  Louis,  dc.  Ry,  Co.  v.  Murray,^ 
an  action  by  a  passenger  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  received  in 
leaping  from  a  railway  train  to  avoid  a  threatened  peril,  which  it  was 
admitted  would  have  passed  by  harmlessly  had  the  passenger  quietly 
remained  where  he  was.  It  was  there  held  that  the  opinions,  declara- 
tions and  acts  of  other  passengers  at  the  time  are  admissible  in  evidence 
to  show  how  the  situation  appeared  to  the  person  injured  and  to  his 
fellow-passengers,  and  that  he  acted  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
Would  have  acted  in  the  same  circumstances. 

(3)  Closely  akin  to  constrained  agencies  are  unconscious  agencies. 

What  the  position  of  an  intermediate  unconscious  agent  between 
two  conscious  agents  is  in  law  is  illustrated  by  a  leading  American 
case,  Thomas  v.  Winchester.^  The  plaintiff's  wife  being  ill,  plaintiff 
purchased  what  was  believed  to  be  the  medicine  prescribed  from  a 
store  of  a  druggist ;  the  druggist  had  purchased  it  of  a  dealer  in  New 
York ;  the  man  in  New  York  bought  it  of  defendant.  The  jar  from 
which  the  medicine  was  taken  was  labelled  as  "  J  lb.  of  dandelion 
prepared  by  A.  Gilbert,  lOS,  John  St.,  N.Y.  Jar  8  oz."  ;  at  which 
address,  and  under  the  name  of  Gilbert,  the  defendant  carried  on 
business.  The  contents  of  the  jar  proved  to  be  belladonna,  and  the 
plaintiff's  wife  was  seriously  injured  by  taking  it.  The  judge  charged 
the  jury  that  if  either  of  the  intermediate  druggists  was  guilty  of 
negligence  in  not  inquiring  more  particularly  into  the  contents  of  the 
jar,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  The  jury  found  they 
were  not  any  of  them  guilty  of  negUgence.  The  Court  of  Appeals 
declined  to  decide  whether  the  dealer  from  whom  the  plaintiff  im- 
mediately purchased  was  justified  in  selling  the  article  on  the  faith 
of  the  defendant's  label.  The  Court  held  that  so  far  as  the  .plaintiffs 
were  concerned,  it  did  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  defendant  to  aver 
the  negligence  of  the  intermediate  salesmen,  and  thereby  to  avoid 
the  consequences  of  his  own  neglect ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  could 
recover.  Had  any  such  duty  to  test  the  article  sold  existed  on  the 
part  of  the  intermediaries,  it  could  not  have  been  said  that  the  in- 
jurious result  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  would  certainly  have  followed ; 
and  if  the  intermediate  chemists  had  a  duty  of  examination,  their 
failure  to  discharge  the  duty  would  have  absolved  all  antecedent  agents ; 
for  subsequently  to  their  neglect,  there  would  have  been  the  inter- 
vention of  an  independent  volition.  In  which  case  the  neglect  of  the 
defendant  was  not  the  cause  of  the  injury  ;  since  had  it  only  been  his 
neglect  the  spurious  article  would  never  have  reached  the  plaintiff's 
wife  ;  but  the  subsequent  neglects  directed  the  injurious  agency, 
otherwise  innocuous,   against  her.     The  train   which  events  follow 

1  29  Am.  St.  R.  32. 

2  6  N.  Y.  307,  and  Bigelow,  L.C.,  on  Torts,  602.  There  are  many  cases  winch 
cstHbliBh  that  the  act  of  an  mwon.sciou€  agtnt  is  the  act  of  the  party  who  sets  him 
in  motion  :  per  AldtTHon,  B.,  Langridgc  v.  Lay,  2  M.  &  W.  519,  525.  Dmns  v.  Gucur- 
nicriy  4  Am.  i-i.  R.  54S,  is  also  a  cabe  of  the  negligent  sale  of  poison  by  a  druggist 
whereby  plaintiff's  wife  was  injured.  In  Blood  Balm  Co.  v.  Cooper.  20  Am.  St.  R.  324, 
the  medicine  sold  was  not  a  deadly  poison  and  no  label  was  affixed  calculated  to 
deceive,  yet  the  vendor  to  the  drngj^ist  who  sold  it  was  held  liable.  In  Dalzid  v. 
Osborne,  20  Dunlop  55,  the  case  of  a  tradesman  supplying  through  ignorance  or  careless- 
ness a  deadly  poison  in  place  of  a  salutary  medicine,  a  defence  that  he  had  only 
undertaken  to  procure  the  medicine  from  another  party,  was  held  maintainable, 
Bowater  v.  Smith,  3  Tinies  L.  R.  187. 
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seems  to  be — A  sets  B  in  motion  ;  C  receives  B  from  A.  If  C  does  his 
duty  he  arrests  any  irregular  effects  of  A's  action  on  B  ;  if  C  is  negU- 
gent  he  either  gives  an  additional  impulse  to  them,  or  produces  an 
original  irregidar  effect.  C  transmits  B  to  D.  If  D  does  his  duty  he 
arrests  any  irregular  effects  of  A's  or  C's  actions  ;  if  D  is  negligent 
he  again  either  accelerates  the  existing  effects,  or  produces  new  ones 
himself  ;  so  that  if  there  is  no  duty  upon  either  C  or  D  to  do  more  than 
transmit — ^if  they  are  mere  conduit  pipes — A,  who  sets  B  in  motion  is 
Uable  all  through,  on  the  ground  that  no  new  force  has  intervened. 
There  has  been  a  mere  transmission  of  the  effects  of  his  originally 
wrongful  act.  If  there  is  a  duty  of  examination  on  C  and  D,  it  is 
difficult  to  see  any  principle  on  which  their  negligence  can  be  condoned, 
and  A  be  made  liable,  which  would  not,  at  the  same  time,  land  us  in 
obvious  absurdities ;  for  the  act  of  A  does  no  harm  but  for  the 
subsequent  neglect  of  C  or  D  or  both. 

As  a  general  principle  of  jurisprudence,  every  person  pursuing 
his  lawful  affairs  in  a  lawful  way  has  a  right  to  assume  and  act  on  the 
assumption,  that  every  other  person  will  do  the  same  thing.^  In 
general  then  it  is  not  negligence  not  to  anticipate  a  failure  of  duty  on 
the  part  of  those  with  whom  we  co-operate.*^  Nor  if  we  have  gone 
wrong  is  it  to  be  anticipated  that  others  coming  after  will  slavishly 
act  upon  our  wrongdoing.^ 

The  law,  as  laid  down  by  the  judge  in  charging  the  jury,  is  correct.  Correct 
And  the  jury  having  found  that  neither  of  the  intermediate  agents  principle, 
was  more  than  an  irresponsible  conduit,  the  decision  is  a  right  one.* 
Brett,  M.R.,  as  reported  in  Heaven  v.  Pender,^  seems  to  doubt  this ; 
but  it  is  obvious  on  reference  to  the  authority  to  which  he  refers  for 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  the  direction  of  the  judge  of  first  instance 
was  not  before  him,  and  that  his  doubts  are  confined  to  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals.*  While,  on  the  one  hand,  one  knowingly 
putting  on  the  market  a  death-dealing  fluid  cannot  claim  immunity, 
**  because  he  sent  it  through  many  hands,"^  on  the  other,  a  person 
who  knowing  the  perilous  character  of  a  compound  which  he  has  bought, 
yet  hands  on  the  compound  to  a  third  person,®  destroys,  by  his  negli- 
gent act,  the  causal  connection  between  the  first  person  concerned 
and  the  ultimate  injury  sustained.*  Of  course  this  immunity,  by 
reason  of  absence  of  negligence,  only  holds  good  in  actions  ex  delicto  ; 
in  actions  ex  contractu  the  contractual  relation  binds  the  defendant  to 

1  Jctter  V.  New  York,  <S:c.  Rd.,  2  Keyes  154;  Murphy  v.  O.  N.  By.  Co,  (1897) 
2  I.  R.  301. 

2  Davis  V.  New  York,  d-c.  Rd.,  159  Mass.  632. 

3  Cnllcme  v.  London  <t-  Suburban  General  Permanent  Building  Society,  25  Q.  B.  D. 
485,  489.  To  exonerate,  "  anew  wrongful  act  by  independent  pcwons  "  must  bo  "  the 
rea'  cau^e  of  the  loss ;  "  of  course  if  the  neglig  ^nces  co-operate,  it  is  otherwise.  All 
engaged  are  liable. 

4  See,  too.  Brass  v.  Maitland,  6  E.  &  B.  470  ;  Farrant  v.  Bam/;s,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  653. 

6  11  Q.  B.  D.  503,  514.     PhiUi'ps  v.  WiJbers  (1869),  2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  389  ;  ante, 

«  A  similar  view  of  the  law  to  that  taken  in  the  text  and  giving  the  go-by  to  the 
view  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  is  taken  by  Gray,  J.,  in  Wellington  v.  Downer  Kerosine 
Oil  Co.,  104  Mass.  64,  68,  who  limits  the  druggist's  liability  to  the  case  where  "  there 
is  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  intermediate  sellers  or  of  the  iperson  injured."  The 
cause  of  action  was  sellmg  naphtha  without  giving  notice  of  its  aangerous  qualities. 

7  Per  Agnew.  C.J.,  Elhins  v.  McKean,  79  Pa.  St.  493,  502. 

8  There  is  a  duty  cast  on  a  vendor  who  knows  of  the  dangerous  character  of  goods 
which  he  is  supplying,  and  also  knows  that  the  purchaser  is  not,  or  may  not  be,  aware 
of  it,  not  to  supply  the  goods  without  giving  some  warning  of  the  danger  to  the  pur- 
chaser.    Clarke  v.  Army  <fe  Navy  Co-operative  Society  (1903),  1  K.  B.  156. 

»  Carter  v.  Towne,  103  Mass.  507  ;  see  also  98  Mass.  567 ;  Wellington  v.  Downer 
Kerosene  OH  Co.,  104  Mass.  64. 
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the  performance  of  his  contract,  whatever  it  is,  even  if  the  wrong  or 
injury  is  the  work  of  an  intermediary.^ 

A  distinction  may  be  noted  here  also.  The  contract  may  be 
either  for  some  article  supplied  by  the  vendor  out  of  his  ordinary 
stock,  or  for  some  special  brand  obtainable  only  from  the  maker.  If, 
for  example,  bottled  beer  were  ordered  and  vitriol  by  mistake  supplied, 
the  seller  would  not  only  not  have  performed  his  contract,  but  would 
have  rendered  himself  liable  for  any  damages  caused  by  his  mistake. 
If,  however.  Bass's  bottled  ale  being  ordered,  the  vendor  obtained 
properly  labelled  bottles  from  the  proper  source,^  which  in  the  result 
proved  to  contain  vitriol,  from  tasting  which  the  purchaser  was  seriously 
injured,  there  would  seem  to  be  a  difference  in  the  vendor's  Uability. 
He  would  not  have  suppUed  Bass's  bottled  ale,  and  so  on  the  principle 
of  Wider  v.  Schilizzi,^  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  reject  the 
article  ;  or  if  he  had  paid  for  it  to  recover  the  price  as  money  had  and 
received  for  his  use,*  and  also,  if  there  were  a  warranty  in  the  sale, 
damages  arising  as  a  natural  consequence ;  ^  though  not  if  the  con- 
tract, as  seems  most  probable,  were  held  to  be  fulfilled  by  supplying 
an  article  authenticated  by  Bass,  or  the  bottler,  as  Bass's  bottled 
beer.  Setting  this  point  aside,  the  case  now  put  diflEers  from  the  other 
case  in  the  circumstance  that  though  the  vendor  might  be  Uable  for 
the  price,  he  would  not  be  Uable  for  the  serious  consequences  of  the 
mistake.  Since  not  only  is  there  no  duty  on  him  to  examine  and 
satisfy  himself  that  what  he  sells  is  Bass's  bottled  beer,*  but  the  very 
act  of  breaking  the  label  would  be  a  breach  of  his  duty  and  destroy  the 
value  of  the  commodity  he  was  to  supply ."^  This  was  held  in  a  Scotch 
case®  where  an  action  was  brought  against  a  retail  grocer  for  selling 
tinned  salmon  that  proved  inedible.  "  A  grocer  who  gets  a  quantity  of 
tins  of  preserved  food  and  sells  them  to  the  pubHc  as  he  got  them, 
cannot  be  liable  for  the  condition  of  the  contents  of  the  tins  if  he  buys 
from  a  dealer  of  repute."^  Cramb  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.^^  must  be 
noted  in  this  connection.  It  was  an  action  brought  against  carriers 
and  a  grocer  in  respect  of  death  caused  by  eating  poisoned  sugar. 

1  Burrows  v.  March  Oas  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  67 ;  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  7  Ex.  96 ;  Eaton  v. 
Boston,  dbc.  Bd.  Co.,  93  Mass.  600. 

2  The  case  of  a  patent  medicine  with  a  Government  stamp  affixed  is  even  stronger. 

3  17  C.  B.  619;  BnndaU  v.  Niwson,  2  Q.  B.  D.  102. 
*  Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  M.  &  W.  399. 

5  Smiih  V.  Oreen,  1  C.  P.  D.  92 ;  66  &  67  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  53 ;  Jones  v.  Just,  L.  R. 
3  Q.  B.  197  ;  Jones  v.  Padgett,  24  Q.  B.  D.  660. 

6  The  Merchandise  Marks  Act,  1887,  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  28,  s.  17,  does  not  imply  a 
warranty  of  the  beer,  but  only  that  the  "  mark  is  a  genuine  trade  mark  and  not  forged 
or  falsely  applied  "  ;  as  to  this  last  sec  s.  6,  sub-s.  3  ;  and  that  the  trade  description 
is  not  a  false  trade  description,  see  s.  3,  sub-s.  1.  Cp.  Burnby  v.  BollcU,  16  M.  i  W. 
644 ;  Emmerton  v.  MaUhews,  7  H.  &  N.  686 ;  SmUh  v.  Baker,  40  L.  T.  261.  See 
Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893,  56  &  57.  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  14,  and  Ward  v.  Hobbs,  4  App.  Gas.  13. 
Under  s.  14,  sub-s.  1,  whether  the  purpose  for  which  an  india-rubbei  hot  water 
bottle  was  required  was  made  known  to  the  seller  was  held  a  question  of  fact  in  Preist 
V.  Last  (1903),  2  K.  B.  148;  milk  wa«  held  self-descriptive  in  Frost  v.  Ayled)ury 
Dairy  Co.  (1905),  1  K.  B.  608.  Beer  supplied  at  a  tied  house  was  held  a  sale  by 
description,  and  thus  with  an  implied  warranty  under  s.  14,  sub-s.  2  in  Wren  v.  Hdt 
(1903),  1  K.  B.  610 ;  Chaproniere  v.  Mason,  21  Times  L.  R.  633. 

7  The  purchaser  could  sue  the  bottler  on  the  warranty,  contained  on  the  label  and 
recover  all  damages  ;  though  this  was  not  decided  in  George  v.  Skivington,  L.  R.  5  Ex.  1, 
it  was  in  Blood  Balm  Co.  v.  Cooper,  20  Am.  St.  R.  324.  Bostock  v.  Nicholson  (1904), 
1  K.  B.  725,  indicates  the  measure  of  damages  where  on  a  sale  by  description  of 
sulphuric  acid  commercially  free  from  arsenic  the  goods  supplied  were  not  so  free, 

8  Cordon  v.  M' Hardy,  6  Eraser  210. 

9  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Macdonald,  K^.  212. 
0  19  Rettie  1054. 
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The  sugar  had  been  deUvered  to  the  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.  as  carriers ; 
they  had  packed  it  in  proximityto  some  weed-killer  they  were  canying, 
the  properties  of  which  they  were  ignorant  of.  When  the  sugar  was 
delivered  it  was  wet ;  this  was  shown  to  be  a  usual  incident  in  the 
carriage  of  sugar,  and  not  necessarily  injurious.  The  grocer,  to  whom 
the  carriers  delivered  it,  sold  some  to  a  person,  in  respect  of  whom  the 
pursuer  sued.  After  eating  of  the  sugar  those  partaking  were  very 
seriously  affected,  and  two  of  them  died  in  consequence.  It  then 
appeared  that  the  weed-killer  was  an  arsenical  preparation,  the  exuda- 
tion from  which  poisoned  the  sugar.  The  consignors  of  the  weed- 
killer consented  to  pay  damages  (they  had  set  in  motion  a  deadly 
agency  without  warning  those  dealing  with  it),  but  the  Court  was  of 
opinion  that  neither  the  grocer  who  sold  the  sugar  nor  the  carriers  were 
liable  in  the  absence  of  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge  of  the  in- 
jurious ingredients  of  the  weed-ldller.  This  decision  seems  correct  Criticiaed. 
as  the  case  was  presented.  Had  the  grocer  been  sued  in  England 
on  the  warranty  that  the  sugar  was  fit  for  food,  or  under  the  sale 
of  Goods  Act  1893,  s.  14,  sub-s.  1,  which  CoUins,  M.R.,  sajrs  consoU- 
dated  the  law,  ''  which  seems  to  me  to  be  just  the  same  under  the 
statute  as  it  was  under  the  common  law,"  he  would  probably 
not  have  escaped.  At  common  law  "  the  giving  of  any  person 
unwholesome  victuals  not  fit  for  man  to  eat,  Ittcri  causa,  or  from  malice 
or  deceit,  is  undoubtedly  in  itself  an  indictable  offence "  ;^  and 
consequently  actionable  for  any  one  who  sustains  special  and  particular 
damage. 

The  principle  that  to  fix  UabiUty  for  injuries  brought  about  through  Principle  of 
a  compUcated  state  of  facts,  the  last  conscious  agency  must  be  sought ;  ^*^pY  ^^^ 
and  the  consideration  that,  if,  between  the  agency  setting  at  work  the  resp^ible 
mischief  and  the  actual  mischief  done,  there  intervenes  a  conscious  agency  is  to 
agency,  which  might  or  should  have  averted  nuschief,  the  original  ^  sought, 
wrongdoer  ceases  to  be  Jiable,  afford  the  clues  for  the  unravelUng  the 
cases.     On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  though 
there  may  intervene  various  stages  in  the  development  of  the  mis- 
chief, yet,  if  none  of  these  is  due  to  a  conscious  vofition,  the  last  con- 
scious agent  continues  to  be  liable. 

Heaven  v.  Pender^  is  the  case  most  often  cited  on  this  point.  A  Heaven  v. 
dock  owner  suppUed  and  put  up  a  staging  as  incident  to  the  use  of  ^«'*^^' 
his  dock,  so  that  vessels  there  might  be  painted  and  repaired.  The 
ropes  by  which  the  staging  was  slung  were  scorched  and  unfit  for  use, 
and  were  supplied  without  a  reasonably  careful  attention  to  their 
condition.  The  plaintiff,  a  ship-painter  working  under  an  employer  who 
had  a  contract  with  the  shipowner  to  paint  his  ship  in  dock,  while 
engaged  on  the  work,  fell,  and  was  injured.  He  brought  his  action 
against  the  dock  owner.  A  Divisional  Court  held  that  as  there  was 
no  contract  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  no  fraud  on  the  defen- 
dant's part,  and  no  breach  of  duty  to  tell  the  truth,  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  judgment.     The  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  this  judgment ; 

Cotton  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.,  on  the  ground  that  "the  dock  owner  was  Ground  of  the 

decision  of  the 

1  2  East  P.  C,  822.  majority. 

2  1 1  Q.  B.  D.  503  ;   0  Q.  B.  D.  302 ;  distinguished  in  the  H.  L.  in  Caledonian  Ry,  Cotton  and 
Co.  V.  Warwick,  25  Rettie(H.  L.)  li  overruling  the  Court  of  Session,  and  negativing  a  Bowen,  L.JJ. 
duty  on  a  railway  company  to  take  care  that  their  waggons  were  in  good  condition 

after  they  had  been  taken  by  the  consignees  of  the  goods  in  them  by  permission  of  the 
railway  company  beyond  the  place  of  delivery  by  the  company  and  for  the  convenience 
of  the  consignees.     Cp.  King  v.  Q.  W.  Ry,  Co,,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  583. 
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ground  of 
the  decision. 


under  an  obligation  to  take  reasonable  care  that  at  the  time  the  appli- 
ances provided  for  immediate  use  in  the  dock  were  provided  by  him 
they  were  in  a  fit  state  to  be  used — ^that  is,  in  such  a  state  as  not  to 
expose  those  who  might  use  them  for  the  repair  of  the  ship  to  any 
danger  or  risk  not  necessarily  incident  to  the  service  in  which  they 
were  employed." 

Brett,  M.R.,  however,  formulated  the  proposition,  that  "  whenever 
one  person  is  by  circumstances  placed  in  such  a  position  with  regard 
to  another  that  every  one  of  ordinary  sense  who  did  think  would  at 
once  recognise  that,  if  he  did  not  use  ordinary  care  and  skill  in  his  own 
conduct  with  regard  to  those  circumstances,  he  would  cause  danger  of 
injury  to  the  person  or  property  of  the  other,  a  duty  arises  to  use 
onlinary  care  and  skill  to  avoid  such  danger." 

It  is  submitted  that  the  principle  underlying  the  decision  in  Heaven 
V.  Pender  is,  that  the  dock  owner,  having  undertaken  to  supply  the 
staging,  thereupon  undertook  the  obligation  to  supply  a  fit  staging, 
which  obligation  the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  assuming  he  would 
discharge.^  Had  there  been  a  duty  on  the  shipowner  or  on  the  ship- 
painter  to  examine  the  staging,  the  chain  of  connection  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  dock  owner  would  have  been  broken.  The  decision 
must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  imply  that  there  was  no  duty  on  the 
part  of  any  one,  subsequent  to  the  dock  owner,  to  test  the  staging 
supplied  ;  but  that,  when  the  dock  owner  undertook  to  supply  staging, 
there  was  an  obligation  that  the  staging  supplied  should  be  reasonably 
fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  to  be  used  ;  ^  so  that  those  coming 
to  use  it  might  trust  to  the  performance  of  the  dock  owner's  duty 
without  any  independent  examination  of  their  own.  The  difficulty 
of  the  case  is  to  determine  between  those  cases  where  the  obligation 
to  inquire  arises,  and  those  cases  where  there  is  no  such  obligation.  The 
presence  or  absence  of  this  obligation,  in  each  case,  marks  the  inter- 
vention of  that  new  conscious  agency  or  its  absence  which  discriminates 
whether  the  right  of  action  exists  in  the  original  negligent  person  or  is 
diverted.  Tried  by  this  test  the  cases  are  entirely  consistent,  as  may 
be  shown  by  an  examination  of  them. 

One  of  the  earUest  is  Milne  v.  Smiths  A  plasterer  was  employed  on 
a  building  and  in  the  course  of  his  work  cut  an  opening  in  the  staircase 
and  made  a  communication  with  an  adjoining  house.  When  he 
left  his  work  he  neglected  to  protect  the  opening,  and  the  passage 
was  used  by  other  workmen  for  the  purposes  of  their  work.  Plaintiff 
was  a  journeyman  carpenter  who,  going  up  the  staircase  in  the  dark  (the 
point  was  not  taken  that  this  was  contributory  negligence),  fell  through 
the  opening  and  was  injured.  In  giving  his  opinion  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  Lord  Redesdale  said  "  the  injury  did  not  arise  from  the  opening 
of  this  passage,  which  was  lawful,  but  from  not  properly  closing  it  up, 
or  guarding  it  at  night  when  they  left  working."  Defendant  "  had 
quitted  the  premises  and  had  left  others  working  there,  and  it  was 

1  Edwards  v.  UuUheon^  16  Rettie  694,  illustrates  the  same  principle.  A  person 
knowingly  supplying  a  defective  dangerous  machine  is  liable  to  those  injured  by  it, 
who  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their  duty  have  to  work  the  machine  in  the  circumstances 
of  danger  he  has  created.  The  case,  however,  was  apparently  decided  on  the  contract 
to  furnish  a  reasonably  fit  machine,  which  was  not  performed,  whereby  the  farmer, 
the  contracting  party,  was  injured  through  the  injury  done  to  his  daughter.  See 
remarks  of  the  judges  as  to  the  difference  of  English  law. 

2  RandaU  v.  Newson,  2  Q.  B.  D.  102. 

3  2  Dow  390. 
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their  duty  "  to  close  it  up.  Admitting  that  the  making  of  the  hole 
was  wrongful,  so  soon  as  it  was  accepted  and  used  by  others  the 
wrongful  act  ceased  so  far  as  the  original  wrongdoer  went  to  carry  the 
liabiUty  here  contended  for. 

In  Langridge  v.  Levy,^  the  father  of  the  plaintiflE  bought  a  gun  of  LangridgeT. 
the  defendant  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  sons.  The  defendant  ^^y* 
fraudulently  warranted  the  gun  to  have  been  made  by  a  celebrated 
gunmaker.  The  plaintiff  used  it ;  it  exploded  and  injured  him.  On 
suing  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  recovered  on  the  ground  that,  as 
there  was  "  fraud  and  damage  the  result  of  that  fraud,  not  from  an 
act  remote  and  consequential,  but  one  contemplated  by  the  defendant 
at  the  time  as  one  of  its  results,  the  party  guilty  of  the  fraud  is  respon- 
sible to  the  party  injured."  The  case  may  be  put  thus  :  the  plaintiff  Considered, 
having  the  professional  knowledge  of  the  vendor  to  act  on,  was  not 
bound  himself  to  test  the  gun,  and  might  rely  on  the  representation 
of  the  vendor.  If  this  were  so,  the  fraud  of  the  vendor  was  an  ex- 
pression larger  than  was  necessary  to  state  the  ground  of  the  decision, 
that  the  conduct  of  the  gunmaker  was  such  as  to  absolve  the  plaintiff's 
father  and  the  plaintiff  from  making  any  independent  inquiry  ;  ^  and 
since  there  was  no  call  for  an  independent  vohtion  to  intervene  between 
him  and  the  accident,  and  none  in  fact  did  intervene,  the  liabiUty  for 
the  consequences  could  be  referred  back  to  him. 

Longmeid  v.  Holliday^  brings  out  the  point  even  better.  The  Longmeid  v. 
defendfmt,  a  lampseller,  sold  a  lamp  called  the  HoUiday  patent  lamp  ^^^^^V- 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  wife.  The  lamp  was 
defectively  constructed,  though  the  defendant  did  not  know  it ;  and 
the  jury  found  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  any  fraudulent  or  deceitful 
representation,  but  sold  the  lamp  in  good  faith.  The  lamp  exploded, 
and  plaintiff's  wife  was  i  jured.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that 
no  action  lay.  "  It  woull  be  going  too  far,"  said  Parke,  B.,  "  to  say 
that  so  much  care  is  required  in  the  ordinary  intercourse  of  Uf e  between 
one  individual  and  another,  that  if  a  machine,  not  in  its  nature  dan- 

ijerous — ^a  carriage,  for  instance — but  which  might  become  so  by  a 
atent  defect  entirely  unknown,  although  discoverable  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care — should  be  lent  or  given  by  one  person,  even  by  the 
person  who  manufactured  it,  to  another,  the  former  should  be  an- 
swerable to  the  latter  for  a  subsequent  damage  accruing  by  the  use  of 
it."  The  lamp,  without  fraud,  is  handed  from  one  person  to  another, 
and  there  is  no  consciousness  of  any  defect ;  while  the  duty  of  in- 
quiring is  negatived.  So  the  defendant  is  not  Uable  because  he  is  a 
mere  conduit  pipe,  and  has  not  been  required  to  exercise  any  indepen- 
dent voUtion  in  the  matter. 

Had  the  case  occurred  subsequently  to  the  decision  in  Preist  v.  As  affected 
Last^  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  same  conclusion  would  have  been  ^y  Preist 
come  to  ;  for  "  the  fact  that  by  the  very  terms  of  the  sale  itself,  the  ^'       '' 

1  2  M.  &  W.  519,  4  M.  &  W.  337  ;  PUmore  v.  Hood,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  97. 

2  *'  The  father  having  bought  the  gun,  for  the  very  purpose  of  being  used  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  made  representations,  by  which  he  was  induced  to  use  it "  ; 
per  Alderson,  B.,  Winterbotiom  v.  Wright,  10  M.  &  W.  109,  115.  See,  too,  per  Lord 
Cairns,  Peek  v.  Guniey,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377,  412,  approving  Wood,  V.C.,  in  Barry  v. 
Croskey,  2  J.  &  H.  1 17-18-23 ;  Oerhard  v.  BakSy  2  E.  &  B.  476,  491 . 

3  6  Ex.  761,  20  L.  J.  Ex.  430.  Both  the  reports  state  that  the  evidence  was  that 
the  lamp  *'  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  by  him  and  his 
wife."  The  declaration,  however,  states  that  it  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff  himself.  See 
56  &  67  Vict.  c.  71,  B.  14. 

4  (1903)2K.  B.  148. 
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article  sold  purports  to  be  for  use  for  a  particular  purpose  cannot 
possibly  exclude  the  case  from  the  rule  that,  where  goods  are  sold  for 
a  particular  purpose,  there  is  an  imphed  warranty  that  they  are 
reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose."^ 
WinierboUom  WifUerbottom  V.  Wright^  comes  next.  Defendant  contracted  with 
T.  Wright,  the  Postmaster-General  to  provide  coaches  to  convey  the  mails. 
One  Atkinson  was  under  contract  with  the  Postmaster-General  to 
supply  horses  and  coachmen  for  the  coaches  so  suppUed,  and  to  use  no 
others.  The  plaintiff  was  hired  by  Atkinson  as  one  of  the  coachmen. 
Through  failure  of  the  defendant  to  perform  his  contract  properly,  the 
plaintifE  was  injured  and  brought  his  action.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
were  agreed  that  the  plaintifiE  could  not  recover.  Lord  Abinger,  and 
Alderson,  B.,  on  the  unsatisfactory  ground  that  unless  the  operation  of 
such  contracts  was  confined  ^^  to  the  parties  who  entered  into  them 
the  most  absurd  and  outrageous  consequences,  to  which  I  can  see  no 
limit,  would  ensue  ;  "  and  Rolfe,  B.,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
duty  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant.  Lord  Abinger  gives  the  further 
reason  :  "  By  permitting  this  action  we  should  be  working  this  in- 
justice, that  after  the  defendant  had  done  ever)rthing  to  the  satisfaction 
of  his  employer,  and  after  all  matters  between  them  had  been  adjusted, 
and  all  accounts  settled  on  the  footing  of  their  contract,  we  should 
subject  them  to  be  ripped  open  by  this  action  of  tort  being  brought 
against  him." 
Haizery.  In  an  American  case,  Heizer  v.  Kingsland  and  Douglas  Manu- 

Kingalandand  facturing  Co?  the  principle  is  very  clearly  put.  One  who  makes  and 
Manutactur-  ^^^^  *  piece  of  machinery  is  not  Uable  to  persons  other  than  the  vendee 
ingCo.  for  injuries  caused  by  its  breakage,  unless  such  machinery  is  of  an 

inherently  dangerous  character,  and  the  maker  has  failed  to  make 
known  its  true  nature  ;  or  has  sold  it,  knowing  it  to  be  defective, 
without  informing  the  vendee  of  the  defect.  The  fact  that  the  defen- 
dant must  be  charged  with  the  knowledge,  that  the  machinery  would 
be  worked  by  other  people,  is  not  in  itself  a  sufficient  reason  for  holding 
the  vendor  liable  to  them  for  the  consequences  of  mere  negligence,  on 
his  part,  in  using  poor  materials  or  putting  them  together  unskilfully.* 
WinterhoUom  v.  Wrighi^  was  held  to  conclude  Earl  v.  Lubbock,^ 
where  a  wheel  came  off  a  van  and  the  driver  sued  his  employer's 
contractor  for  breach  of  duty  under,  his  contract  to  repair,  from  which 
the  driver  sustained  damage.  The  proposition  of  Brett,  M.R.,  in 
Heaven  v.  Pender  was  cited  only  to  be  definitely  rejected.  A  con- 
tractual obhgation  as  such  is  weighted  with  no  duty  to  the  world  at 
large.  If  fraud  enters  into  it,  the  legal  consequences  of  fraud  attach 
to  the  author  so  far  as  they  flow.  His  conduct  has  bUnded  the  owner, 
and  the  chattel  has  gone  into  the  world  and  worked  mischief  ;  for  this 
the  author  of  the  fraud  is  answerable.  If  the  thing  suppUed  is  danger- 
ous, that  is,  possesses  any  latent  property  that  may  probably  work 
mischief  unless  precaution  is  observed,  the  transferee  must  be  warned  ; 
otherwise  the  liability  of  setting  a  dangerous  agency  in  motion  may 
attach.'    If  the  contract  is  merely  a  contract  to  supply  something 

1  Per  Collins,  M.R.,  l.c,  153. 

2  ( 1842)  10  M.  &  VV.  109.     See  Roddy  v.  Misaouri  Pacific  By.  Co.,  24  Am.  St.  R.  333. 

3  33  Am.  St.  R.  482. 

4  As  to  implied  conditions  as  to  quality  or  fitness  between  the  parties,  56  &  57  Vict. 

C.  71,  S.  14.  *  ^  Mr 

6*  10  m!  &  W.  109.  6  (1905)  1  K.  B.  253. 

7  Cp.  Clarke  v.  Army  and  Navy  Co-operative  Stores  (1903),  1  K.  B.  166. 
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not  intrinsically  dangerous,  and  an  accident  happens  through  its  use, 
no  liability  attaches  to  the  person  who  supplies  it.  The  contract 
may  be  for  the  very  thing  supplied  in  its  plain  condition.  At  any 
rate,  a  Uability  to  all  the  world  for  accidents  arising  through  the 
use  of  low-priced  articles,  or  those  repaired  in  a  particular  or  make- 
shift way,  is  not  to  be  traced  back  beyond  the  person  under  whose 
authorisation  they  are  in  use.  He  has  the  duty  to  examine  and 
approve.^ 

George  v.  Shmngton^  was  treated  in  the  Divisional  Court  in  Heaven  George  v. 
V.  Pender^  as  irreconcilable  with  WifUerbottom  v.  Wright.  It  is  not  so,  Skivington, 
but  quite  consistent.  Moreover,  the  consequences  of  using  the  thing 
were  dangerous  in  the  sense  just  defined.  Plaintiff  purchased  a 
chemical  hairwash  for  his  wife  which  proved  extremely  deleterious, 
and  produced  injury  to  her  health.  "  The  article  was,  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  defendiemt,  suppUed  for  the  use  of  the  wife  and  for  her 
immediate  use."*  The  Court  of  Exchequer  held  an  action  on  behalf  of 
the  wife  maintainable.  The  profession  of  a  special  skill  by  the  defend-  Considered, 
ant,  and  the  description  of  the  hairwash  as  a  chemical  composition, 
which  impUed  that  ordinary  persons  would  be  unable  to  test  it,  even  if 
desirous  to  do  so,  were  circumstances  that  exonerated  the  plaintiff 
from  the  duty  of  any  independent  examination  in  the  matter.  Had 
the  case  gone  to  a  jury,  the  judge  would  probably  have  asked  them 
whether  they  considered  the  plaintiff  or  his  wife  should  have  inquired 
into  the  constitution  of  the  chemical  that  was  given  them.  The 
decision  was,  moreover,  on  demurrer,  and  cannot  be  held  to  establish 
more  than  that  such  a  state  of  facts  as  is  set  out  in  the  declaration 
raises  no  necessary  impUcation  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  wife  had  a  duty 
to  examine  the  goods  suppUed  them ;  and  that,  failing  a  finding  of 
the  jury  to  the  contrary,  they  are  presumed  to  be  justified  in  not 
exercising  their  independent  judgments  in  the  matter,  and  in  trusting 
to  the  chemist  who  suppUed  them.* 

Corby  v.  HiU^  belongs  to  another  class  of  cases.    An  obstruction  Corby  v.  HUl. 
was  placed  on  a  private  road  leading  to  a  house ;  and  the  plaintiff  while 
lawfully  using  the  road  was  injured  by  the  obstruction.     The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  held  that  he  could  recover.     The  opening  the  road 
was  an  intimation  that  it  did  not  differ  from  the  ordinary  condition  of 
similar  roads  ;  the  placing  the  obstruction  was  the  negligent  act  of  a 
conscious  agent  which,  till  counteracted  by  some  subsequent  voluntary 
agency,  rendered  the  actor  Uable  for  the  consequences.    So,  too,  in 
Inderinaur  v.  Dames.''    The  premises  were  not  in  the  condition  of  an  indermaur  v. 
ordinary  safe  warehouse,  though  they  ought  to  have  been.     The  -Dawe*. 
neglect  to  take  some  step  to  make  their  condition,  with  regard  to 

1  Caledonian  Ry,  Co.  v.  MvlhoUand  (1898),  A.  C.  216,  was  commented  on  in  TraiU 
y.  Aclieadakabat  DalbeaUiey  6  Eraser  798,  where  rope  was  supplied  by  shipowner  to 
stevedore,  and  stevedore's  labourer  was  hurt  through  its  insufficiency.  Wood  v. 
Maekay  (1906),  8  Fraser  626. 

2  (1869)  L.  R.  6  Ex.  1.  See,  too.  Pippin  v.  Sheppard,  11  Price,  400 ;  QtadweU  v. 
SteggaU,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  733  ;  StreUon  v.  Holmes,  19  Ont.  R.  286. 

a  9Q.B.D.302. 

^IHeaven  v.  Pender,  11  Q.  B.  D.  603,  per  Brett,  M.R.,  612. 

fi  Chitty,  J.,  followed  George  v.  Skivington  in  the  very  different  case  of  Cann  v. 
WilUon,  39  Ch.  D.  39, 43.  which  was  overruled  in  Le  Lievre  v.  Gould  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  491, 
but  on  another  sround  than  that  raised  here :  I.e.  497,  602,  603,  604.  In  Cavalier  v. 
Pope  (1906),  2  K.  B.  767,  Collins,  M.R.,  761,  after  citing  it  adds  :  "  Even  assuming 
that  the  latter  case  can  be  supported." 

•  4C.B.N.S.656. 

7  (1866)  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  274 ;  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  311. 


58 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  I. 


Smith  V. 
London  and 
St.  KathaHne 
Docks  Co. 


OatUrei  v. 
Egerton. 


CoUisv. 
Selden. 


strangers  lawfully  doing  business  there,  of  suoh  safety  that  no  greater 
than  ordinary  care  would  be  required  to  avoid  accident,  was  the 
negligent  act  whence  flowed  the  UabiUty.  No  conscious  will  inter- 
vened between  the  neghgent  act  and  the  accident,  and  those  respon- 
sible for  the  negligence  were  liable. 

This  is  also  the  explanation  of  Smith  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine 
Docks  Co.^  A  dock  company  provided  gangways  which  afforded  the 
only  access  for  persons  having  business  with  the  ships  in  their  docks. 
The  plaintiff  passed  over  the  gangway  to  a  ship  in  the  dock  in  safety. 
Before  he  returned,  it  had  been  rendered  unsafe  by  the  defendants' 
servants,  and  in  returning  he  was  injured.  Assuming  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  pass  on  to  the  ship  (and  if  he  had  no  such  right  he  would  come 
under  a  different  principle)^  he  was  entitled  to  assume  that  the  means 
of  ingress  and  egress  provided  were  suitable.  The  neghgent  act 
causing  liability  was  the  interfering  with  the  condition  of  the  gang- 
way so  as  to  render  it  insecure,  and  was  the  last  act  of  a  conscious 
will  previous  to  the  accident ;  hence  a  UabiUty  on  those  responsible 
for  it. 

Oautret  v.  Egerton^  illustrates  the  other  side  of  the  rule.  A  duty 
on  canal  proprietors  was  there  averred  to  keep  the  bridges  and  paths 
of  their  canal  in  a  safe  condition  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  chose  to  go 
along  them  and  were  not.  hindered  by  the  canal  authorities.  The 
Court  held  that  the  declaration  was  demurrable,  because  there  was 
no  allegation,  that  the  canal  proprietors  did  anything  to  make  the 
place  dangerous ;  and  mere  Ucensees  must  take  the  places  they  visit 
as  they  find  them.     There  was  no  act  of  the  will,  and  so  no  UabiUty. 

The  next  case  is  Collis  v.  Selden  :  ^  an  action  was  brought  against 
the  defendant  (apparently  a  fitter)  for  negUgently  hanging  a  chandeUer 
in  a  pubUc-house.  The  plaintiff  was  in  the  pubUc-house — ^in  what 
character  did  not  appear  from  the  declaration — and  was  injured  by 
the  fall  of  the  chandelier.  The  Court  held  he  could  not  recover.  He 
might  have  been  a  guest,  and  that  alone  would  not  give  him  a  cause 
of  action  ;  ^  and,  further,  no  breach  of  duty  was  shown.  The  pro- 
prietor might,  consistently  with  the  declaration,  have  contracted  with 
the  defendant  for  a  certain  kind  of  fitting,  or  that  it  should  be  put  up 
in  a  merely  temporary  manner.  The  same  considerations  as  weighed 
in  Winterbottom  v.  Wright  and  Earl  v.  Lulbock  were  present  here  also. 
At  any  rate,  assuming  the  householder's  UabiUty,  there  is  a  duty  on 
every  householder  to  see  to  the  state  of  his  own  premises ;  •  and  between 
the  wrongful  act  of  the  fitter  (if  indeed  his  act  was  wrongful)  and 
the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  there  was  the  opportunity  for  the  inter- 
vention oi  the  will  of  the  proprietor,  and,  may  be,  a  duty  on  him  to 
intervene  ;  thus  on  this,  if  on  no  other  ground,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover. 

1  (1868)  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  326  ;  CampbeU  v.  Morrison  (1891),  19  Rettie  282. 

2  (1862)  Bolch  V.  Smith,  7  H.  &  N.  736. 

3  (1867)  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371.  In  Bulman  v.  Fumess  Ry.  Co.,  32  L.  T.  N.  S.  430,  a 
distinction  was  drawn  between  the  passive  negligence  alleged  in  Oautret  v.  Egerton 
and  *'  active  negligence  "  as  alleged  in  this  case ;  and  a  declaration  was  held  good  on 
demurrer  which  stated  that  plaintiff  was  "  lawfully  "  in  the  place  where  he  sustained 
injury  by  an  act  of  "  active  negligence  "  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

4  (1868)L.  R.3C.  P.496. 

6  Southcote  V.  SUnnUy,  I  H.  &  N.  247. 

c  For  the  defective  repair  of  "  premises  let  to  a  tenant,  the  occupier  and  the  oooupier 
alone  being  Tprima  facie  liable,"  per  Lopes,  J.,  Nelson  v.  Liverpool  Brewery  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D 
311,313. 
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Franou  v.  CockreO}  may  be  cited  in  further  confirmation  of  this  Francis  v. 
principle.  A  stand  was  erected  by  contractors  for  the  defendant,  Oockrdl, 
who  let  out  seats  there  for  hire ;  the  construction  of  the  stand  was 
improper  and  negUgent,  though  there  was  no  want  of  care  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  if  he  had  inspected 
it  he  would  have  found  the  defect.  The  stand  fell :  the  plaintifE  was 
injured,  brought  his  action  and  recovered.  Hannen,  J.,  after  saying  judgment  of 
there  was  no  distinction  between  the  UabiUty  of  the  defendant  and  Hannen,  J. 
that  of  a  carrier  of  passengers,  goes  on  :  ^'  The  passenger  does  not  know 
whether  the  carrier  has  himself  manufactured  the  means  of  carriage 
or  contracted  with  some  one  else  for  its  manufacture.  If  the  carrier 
has  contracted  with  some  one  else,  the  passenger  does  not  usually  know 
who  that  person  is,  and  in  no  case  has  he  any  share  in  the  selection. 
The  UabiUty  of  the  manufacturer  must  depend  on  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  him  and  the  carrier,  of  which  the  passenger  has  no 
knowledge,  and  over  which  he  can  have  no  control ;  while  the  carrier 
can  introduce  what  stipulations  and  take  what  securities  he  may  think 
proper.  For  injury  resulting  to  the  carrier  himself  by  the  manu- 
facturer's want  of  care,  the  carrier  has  a  remedy  against  the  manufac- 
turer ;  but  the  passenger  has  no  remedy  against  the  manufacturer  for 
damage  arising  from  a  mere  breach  of  contract  with  the  carrier."  The 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifE  raised  an  implied  warranty  that  Considered, 
due  care  had  been  used  in  the  construction  of  the  stand.  By  letting 
out  the  work  he,  in  a  manner,  subdivided  his  responsibiUties  without 
affecting  the  total  of  them.  For  aU  his  own  acts  he  remained  as  Uable 
as  if  he  himself  had  done  the  work.  In  addition,  his  undertaking  was 
that  the  contractors  should  not  fall  short  of  the  standard  his  own  work 
was  bound  to  reach.  He  had  a  duty  to  test  the  whole.  The  failure 
of  the  contractor's  work  was  the  breach  of  duty  from  which  damage 
arose  ;  and,  the  defendant  being  responsible  for  it,  the  plaintiff  rightly 
recovered. 

The  same  principle  explains  the  Scotch  case  of  M'GiU  v.  BowmaUy^  3rouiv, 
where  Lord  Young  says  :  "  If  I  have  painters  to  work  in  my  house  and  ^o^^n^^- 
undertake  to  supply  the  ladders  to  the  master's  satisfaction  and  do  so, 
am  I  subject  to  an  action  by  one  of  the  painters  if  the  ladders  prove 
too  weak  ?  Surely  not.  I  think  that  would  be  an  entirely  erroneous 
proposition ;  "  because  the  contract  is  to  supply  ladders  to  be  approved. 
The  approval  impUes  examination  ;  the  person  supplying  is,  therefore, 
not  necessarily  bound  to  the  supplying  of  safe  ladders,  but  only  of 
ladders  to  satisfy  the  person  with  whom  his  contract  is. 

A  stevedore  is  not*  called  on  to  look  to  the  security  of  the  fastenings  stevedore's 

on  board  a  ship  on  which  he  has  to  work.     If  the  charterer  warrants  *?* 

oharterer'fl 

1  (1870)  L.  B.  5  Q.  B.  184,  501,  discussed  Faux  v.  WiUiamstaum  Bathing  Co.,  29  duty  not 
V.  L.  B.  469.    Duncan  v.  Perthshire  Cricket  Club,  42  Sc.  L.  R.  327  (ooUapse  of  a  stand) ;  identioal. 
Olass  V.  Paisley  Race  Committee  ( 1902),  5  Fraser  14  :  the  sub-letting  of  a  portion  of  a  race- 
course for  a  stand  does  not  as  matter  of  law  exonerate  the  lessee  from  liability  for  the 
instability  of  the  stand :  but  in  Philipps  v.  Number,  6  Fraser  814,  the  defendant,  the 

lessee  of  waxworks  to  which  a  shooting  gallery  was  attached  and  sublet,  was  held  not 
liable  for  negligence  of  the  sub- tenant.  Kendall  v.  Boston  {Citif  of)  (1875),  118  Mass. 
234,  does  not  seem  correct. 

2  18Rettie206,  211. 

3  M'Lachlan  v.  S.S.  PeverU,  23  Rettie  753 ;  Simpson  v.  Paton,  23  Rettie  590 ; 
Biddle  v.  Hart,  23  Times  L.  R.  262,  api)ears  t>  be  irreconcilable  with  these.  The 
Courts  seem  to  have  been  at  cross  purposes  in  this  case.  The  Divisional  Court  held 
that  it  was  plain  from  the  evidence  that  the  defective  plant  was  part  of  the  ship^s 
tackle.  But  the  President  of  the  Probate  Division  in  the  C.  A.  appears  to  have 
concluded  that  the  stevedore  borrowed   it,  and  therefore  was  under  a  duty,  and  so 
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the  plant  he  supplies  and  the  plant  proves  inadequate,  the  stevedore  is 
liable  to  his  men  ;  because  there  is  a  duty  on  him  to  see  that  his  plant 
is  adequate.  As  between  himself  and  the  charterer  he  is  entitled 
to  trust  to  his  warranty ;  as  between  himself  and  his  men  he  is  in 
default  in  not  supplying  them  with  proper  plant ;  but  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  charterer  the  amount  which  he  has  to  pay  to  the 
workmen  as  damages.^  The  existence  of  this  warranty  rendered  an 
Mamey  v.  appeal  useless  in  Mamey  v.  Scott}  There  Bigham,  J.,  negatived  a 
Seou,  jy|.y  Qjj  ijjjg  charterer  of  a  ship  "  to  have  the  vessel  surveyed  from 

stem  to  stern  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  that  every  Uttle  appliance 
that  may  come  into  use  is  in  perfect  order  "  before  admitting  the 
stevedore's  men  to  load.  "  Business  would  be  impossible  if  such 
a  duty  were  cast  upon  him."  "  But  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  when 
a  vessel  comes  into  port  after  a  voyage,  though  it  is  only  a  coasting 
voyage  and  though  the  vessel  is  in  ballast,  some  slight  attention  ought 
to  be  devoted  to  the  condition  of  the  tackle  and  appliances  which  the 
stevedore's  labourers  are  to  use."  In  ordinary  course  the  stevedore's 
duty  is  to  see  that  the  ship  is  reasonably  fit  for  his  men  to  work  on — 
the  duty  is  the  same  as  that  of  any  other  employer.  Bigham,  J., 
Bijgham's,  assumes  that  the  charterer's  duty  to  the  stevedore's  men  is  the  same 
c  iticiwd!^"*  as  the  stevedore's  duty  to  them.  But  the  stevedore's  relation  to  the 
charterer  is  contractual  only — to  take  in  hand  a  certain  work  on  a 
certain  thing  on  terms.^  As  to  the  shipowner's  Uability  to  the  workmen. 
Cotton  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.'s,  principle  in  Heaven  v.  Pender^  seems  to 
apply :  there  was  ''  an  obligation  to  take  reasonable  care  that  at  the 
time  the  appliances  provided  for  immediate  use  were  provided  "  "  they 
weie  in  a  fit  state  to  be  used — that  is,  in  such  a  state  as  not  to  expose 
those  who  might  use  them  to  any  danger  or  risk  not  necessarily 
incident  to  the  service  in  which  they  were  employed."  ^ 
BoberUonv  Robertson  v.  Fleming,^  in  the  House  of  Lords,  at  first  sight  may 

Fleming.  j^q^  seem  to  accord  with  our  principle.  "  I  never  had  any  doubt 
of  the  unsoundness  of  the  doctrine,"  says  the  Lord  Chancellor,' 
**  that  A  employing  B,  a  professional  lawyer,  to  do  any  act  for  the 
benefit  of  C,  A  having  to  pay  B,  and  there  being  no  intercourse  of  any 
sort  between  B  and  C,  if  through  the  gross  negUgence  or  ignorance  of 
B  in  transacting  the  business  C  loses  the  benefit  intended  for  him  by  A, 
C  may  maintain  an  action  against  B  and  recover  damages  for  the  loss 
sustained."  The  principle,  however,  determining  the  right  of  action 
is  that  every  man  has  a  property  in  life,  Uberty,  estate,  and  reputation, 
so  that  if  these  are  violated  the  law  gives  a  remedy.  But  the  law 
does  not  recognise  expectations,  except  so  far  as  they  have  their  root 

Law  does  not  in  property.®  Thus,  says  Comyns  :  ®  "  An  action  upon  the  case  does 
recognifie 

expectations,  failed  to  srapple  with  the  decision  in  the  Divisional  Court  that  the  accident  arose 
except  so  far  from  the  things  on  which  the  stevedore  was  engaged  to  work,  not  with  what  he  bor- 
as they  have    rowed. 

their  root  in  i  Motobray  v.  Merryweather  ( 1895),  2  Q.  B.  640.  2  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  986,  993. 

property.  8  Murray  v.  Currie,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  24  ;   Earl  v.  Lubbock  ( 1 905),  1 TL  B.  253.     Ante,  56. 

4  11  Q.  B.  D.  516.     Le  lAewe  v.  QovU  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  491,  per  Bowen,  L.J.  502. 
6  Scott  v.  Foley t  Aikman  <fe   Co.,  5  Com.  Cas.  63,  where  defendant  in  Mamey  v. 
8coU  recovered  in  an  action  against  the  shipowners  on  their  warranty. 

6  4  Maoq.  167.     TuUy  v.  Ingram,  19  Rettie  65. 

7  Lord  Campbell,  177.     Ihe  rest  of  the  Court,  consisting  of   Lord  Cranworth, 


Wensleydale,  and  Chelmsford,  approved. 
'*  It  is  s 

lomething  1 
Y.'N^E,  By,  Co.,  3  C.  P.  D.  168, 175.     ComT  Dig.  Action  (A)  2 ;  Aahby  v.  WhUe,  1  Smith 


It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  no  one  can  maintain  an  action  unless  there  is  some 
injury  to  something  to  which  the  law  recognises  his  title  ** :  per  Cotton,  L.  J.,  Hurdman 


L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  240.^  •  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Caae  (B)  1. 
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not  lie  when  there  is  not  any  temporal  damage  :  as  against  a  woman 
who  pretends  herself  single,  and  inveigles  a  man  into  a  marriage, 
whereby  he  was  disturbed  in  conscience.  Nor  does  it  lie  for  refusing 
to  administer  the  sacrament ;  nor  for  not  reading  divine  service  to 
him  and  the  tenants  of  his  manor.  Nor  for  a  legacy,  for  it  is  only  due 
by  the  spiritual  law."  The  benevolent  intention  of  a  testator  to  a 
legatee  does  not  raise  in  the  legatee  any  legal  right  whatever  ;  for  the 
legatee  has  received  no  injury  to  person,  property,  or  right,  apart  from 
a  probabihty  that,  if  the  course  of  things  had  been  other  than  it  actually 
turns  out,  a  right  would  have  vested  in  him.  The  law  draws  the  Une 
at  a  vested  right,  and  will  not  entertain  expectances  of  rights  as 
importing  obhgations.^  Neither  person  nor  property  is  injured,  only 
hopes  or  calculations  ;  there  is  no  contract  between  the  person  injuring 
and  the  person  injured,  and  no  fraud. 

Hawkins,  J.,^  in  ThrusaeU  v.  Handyside,  cites  with  approbation  Thrtusea  ▼. 
Brett,  M.R.'s,  proposition  ;  though  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  in  the  Handyside, 
learned  judge's  view  of  the  facts,  it  was  sufficient  to  say  that  a  dan- 
gerous business  was  being  carried  on  without  precaution,  and  injury 
resulted.  In  which  case  in  any  view  there  would  be  a  liabiUty  ;  since 
it  is  undoubted  that  a  dangerous  business  is  not  to  be  carried  on  with 
a  neglect  of  any  reasonable  precautions.  In  the  earUer  case  of  Elliott  Elliott  v.  HcM, 
V.  HaU,^  the  Court  seems  studiously  to  avoid  the  invitation  to  adopt  the 
principle  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  least  with  any  of  the 
width  of  interpretation  of  which  the  language  is  susceptible.  Defen- 
dant, a  coUiery  owner,  consigned  coals  sold  by  him  to  the  buyers  by 
rail  in  a  truck  rented  by  him  from  a  waggon  company  for  the  purposes 
of  the  colliery.  Through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servants 
the  truck  was  allowed  to  leave  the  colUery  in  a  defective  state.  In 
consequence  of  the  defect  in  the  truck,  injury  was  caused  to  the 
plaintiff,  one  of  the  buyer's  servants,  who  was  employed  in  unloading 
the  coal.  The  Court  held  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  "  quite 
independently  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Heaven  v. 
Pender  ;  "  because  "  it  was  clearly  part  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of 
the  coal  to  the  plaintiff's  employers  that  it  should  be  conveyed  in  a 
truck  to  the  buyer's,  and  it  must  necessarily  have  been  contemplated 
that,  when  it  arrived  at  its  destination,  the  truck  would  be  un- 
loaded by  the  buyer's  servants,  I  think  it  is  plain  that  under  these 
circumstances  a  duty  arose  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  towards  the 
plaintiff.  If  vendors  of  goods  forward  them  to  the  purchasers,  and 
for  that  purpose  supply  a  truck  or  other  means  of  conveyance  for  the 
carriage  of  the  goods,  and  the  goods  are  necessarily  to  be  unloaded 
from  such  means  of  conveyance  by  the  purchaser's  servants,  it  seems 
to  me  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  vendors 
towards  those  persons  who  necessarily  will  have  to  unload  or  otherwise 
deal  with  the  goods  to  see  that  the  truck,  or  other  means  of  conveyance, 
is  in  good  condition  and  repair,  so  as  not  to  be  dangerous  to  such 
persons."  * 

In  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  some  years  previously  to  the  Coughiryv. 
decision  in  Heaven  v.  Pender,  a  case*  was  decided  on  facts  very  similar  ^*  Woolen 

1  Cp.  Sogers  v.  Rajendro  DvU,  13  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  209. 

2  20  Q.  B.  D.  363. 

3  15  Q.  B.  D.  315. 

4  Per  Grove,  J..  15  Q.  B.  D.  319. 

5  Coughtry  v.  Olobe  Woolen  Co.  (1874),  66  N.  Y.  124.     See  Home  v.  Meakin,  115 
Mass.  326. 
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to  those  in  Heaven  v.  Pender,  and  in  the  same  way,  without  resorting 
to  any  such  proposition  as  that  suggested  by  Brett,  M.R.  A  scafEold 
was  erected  by  the  defendant  upon  his  own  premises  for  the  express 
purpose  of  accommodating  workmen  engaged  under  a  contract  to 
do  work  there.  A  workman  of  the  contractor,  while  using  the  scaffold, 
fell  by  reason  of  its  neghgent  construction,  and  was  killed.  His 
representatives  sued  for  damages  for  his  death.  A  nonsuit  was 
entered  at  the  trial,  and  afiirmed  by  the  general  term  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  The  Court  of  Appeals  unanimously  reversed  this  and  ordered 
a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  actually  furnished  the 
scaffold  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  and  inducing  the  men, 
who  were  to  do  the  work,  to  go  upon  it ;  and  as  it  was  erected  by  the 
defendant,  was  in  his  possession,  and  was  in  use  on  his  premises,  with 
his  permission,  for  the  very  purpose  for  which  it  had  been  furnished, 
and  by  the  persons  for  whose  use  it  had  been  provided,  a  duty  was 
raised  thereby  to  those  who  were  rightfully  using  it.  This  almost  in 
terms  conforms  to  the  test  already  suggested,  that  between  the  time 
when  the  defendant  last  exercises  control,  and  the  time  of  the  occurrence 
of  the  accident,  there  is  no  interval  in  which  a  new  conscious  agency 
operates. 

The  supposed  canon  of  Brett,  M.R.,  has,  however,  been  accepted 
in  the  United  States  as  "  accurately  expressed  ;  "  ^  and  a  disposition 
has  been  shown  there  to  adopt  the  entire  breadth  of  signification  of 
which  the  expression  of  this  generalisation  is  capable ;  yet,  to  judge 
from  Messrs.  Shearman  and  Redfield's  book,  without  an  appreciation 
of  what  was  sought  to  be  enunciated.  They  say  :  *  "As  it  is  admirably 
put  by  Mr.  Horace  Smith,  '  The  true  question  alwa}^  is,  has  the 
defendant  committed  a  breach  of  duty  apart  from  contract  ?  If 
he  has  only  committed  a  breach  of  contract  he  is  Uable  to  those  only 
with  whom  he  has  contracted  ;  but  if  he  has  committed  a  breach  of  duty 
he  is  not  protected  by  setting  up  a  contract  in  respect  of  the  same 
matter  with  another  person.'  This  principle  is  not  stated  positively 
in  any  decision  or  judicial  opinion,  except  the  masterly  opinion  of 
Lord  Esher  in  Heaven  v.  Pender,  which  was  not  concurred  in  by  a 
majority  of  the  Court."  It  may  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  the 
majority  of  the  Court  did  not  withhold  assent  from  the  proposition, 
that  breach  of  contract  imports  liability ;  nor  from  the  proposition, 
that  if  a  man  has  been  guilty  of  a  tort  he  is  not  protected  from  its 
consequences  by  reason  of  having  a  contract  in  the  same  matter.  The 
proposition  the  majority  of  the  Court  would  not  accept,  was  rather 
that  the  test  of  breach  of  duty  towards  the  world  at  large,  is,  whether 
ordinary  people  of  ordinary  prudence  could  foresee  injury  as  likely 
to  arise  from  conduct.* 

The  hmits  of  Heaven  v.  Pender  *  are  indicated  in  Le  Lievre  v.  OouJd  ^ 
as  not  going  beyond  a  duty  to  take  due  care  when  the  person  or  pro- 
perty of  one  is  in  such  proximity  to  the  person  of  another,  that  if  due 
care  be  not  taken  damage  may  be  done  by  the  one  to  the  other ; 
though,  as  Smith,  L.J.,  observed,*  the  case  "  is  often  cited  in  support 
of  all  kinds  of  untenable  propositions."    Lord  Esher,  M.R.'s,  own  state- 

1  Wabash,  dc.  Rf/.  Co.  v.  Locke,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  193,  199 ;  Harriman ▼.  PiUsburg, 
drc,  Rtf.  Co.,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  518. 

2  Negligence,  §  116. 

3  Cp.  Dickson  V.  Renter* a  Telegram  Co.,  3  C.  P.  D.  1. 

4  UQ.  B.  D.  503. 

6  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  491.  e  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  491,  504. 
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ment  may  with  advantage  be  cited  after  the  glossea^  that  have  been  put 

on  his  meaning.    The  case  of  Heaven  v.  Pender  ''  established  that  Lord  Esher, 

under  certain  circum8tances  one  man  may  owe  a  duty  to  another  even  M.R/8,  etats- 

though  there  is  no  contract  between  them.     If  one  man  is  near  to  ^^t  of 

another,  or  is  near  to  the  property  of  another,  a  duty  lies  upon  him  not  Heaven  v. 

to  do  that  which  may  cause  a  personal  injury  to  that  other,  or  may  ^^^^r. 

injure  his  property.     For  instance,  if  a  man  is  driving  along  a  road  it  is 

his  duty  not  to  do  that  which  may  injure  another  person  whom  he 

meets  on  the  road,  or  to  his  horse  or  his  carriage.     In  the  same  way 

it  is  the  duty  of  a  man  not  to  do  that  which  will  injure  the  house  of 

another  to  which  he  is  near.     If  a  man  is  driving  on  Salisbury  Plain, 

and  no  other  person  is  near  him,  he  is  at  liberty  to  drive  as  fast  and  as 

recklessly  as  he  pleases.    But  if  he  sees  another  carriage  coming  near 

to  him,  immediately  a  duty  arises  not  to  drive  in  such  a  way  as  is  likely 

to  cause  an  injury  to  that  other  carriage.     So  too,  if  a  man  is  driving 

along  a  street  in  a  town,  a  similar  duty  not  to  drive  carelessly  arises 

out  of  contiguity  or  neighbourhood.     That  is  the  effect  of  the  decision 

in  Heaven  v.  Pender,^'  ^ 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  instances  given  by  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  Criticised, 
have  no  necessary  relation  whatever  to  the  principle  in  Heaven  v. 
Pender.  That  principle  had  reference  to  a  coming  on  property  or 
the  use  of  property  belonging  to  another,  or  at  least  contact  with  it. 
The  illustrations  given  merely  illustrate  the  principle  that  the  exercise 
of  legal  rights  is  subject  to  equal  enjoyment  of  rights  by  others. 

The  principle  affirmed  in  Heaven  v.  Pender,  says  Collins,  M.R.,^  is, 
"  that  where  a  person  having  a  common  interest  with  another  invites 
that  person  to  use  certain  premises  or  chattels,  the  person  so  inviting 
incurs  a  responsibility  with  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  premises  or 
of  the  chattels  as  the  case  may  be."  In  short,  it  was  only  an  affirma- 
tion of  the  principle  of  Indermaur  v.  Dames.*  The  dock  company  had 
invited  the  workman  to  come  upon  their  staging,  and  "  they  were 
responsible  if  the  man  so  invited  was  led  into  the  trap  by  means  of 
which  he  was  injured."* 

Thus  explained,  Heaven  v.  Pender  falls  in  with  the  current  of  Comment, 
decisions.  In  the  absence  of  contract  or  fraud  one  man  is  not  liable  to 
another  for  injury  sustained  by  such  other  from  reliance  on  his  acts  or 
words.  A  man  places  a  plank  across  a  stream  for  his  own  purposes  ; 
another  uses  it  and  falls  into  the  stream  because  it  is  insecurely  placed  ; 
there  is  no  liability.  One  man  publicly  expresses  his  intimate  con- 
fidence that  certain  securities  are  a  first-rate  investment,  whereby 
another  hearing  him  invests  on  the  faith  of  the  correctness  of  his 
opinion  and  loses  his  money.  The  statement  creates  no  liability.® 
There  is  no  liabiUty  if  one  man  leaves  a  pail  of  dangerous  chemical 
on  the  highway  which  another  accidentally  stumbles  over  and  a  third 
man  is  injured  by  it.  "  If,"  says  Willes,  J.,  "  a  person  undertakes 
to  perform  a  voluntary  act  he  is  liable  if  he  performs  it  improperly, 
but  not  if  he  neglects  to  perform  it.  Such  is  the  result  of  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Coggs  v.  Bernard.'^ ' 

To  this  class  also  belongs  Parry  v.  Smtth,^  where  Lopes,  J.,  heldPorryv. 

1  E.g.,  Cann  v.  Wi'rjton,  39  Ch.  I).  80.  ^"**^ 

«  (1893)  i  Q.  B.'  493,  497.     See  also  per  Bowen,  L,J.,  502. 

8  Earl  V.  Lubbock  (1905).  1  K.  B.  257.  *  L.R.  1  C.  P.  274. 

6  Per  Lord  Herschell,  Caledonian  By.  Co.  v.  MulhoUand  {IS9B),  A.  C.  216,  227. 
«  C^.DelaBere V.Pearson  (1907)1  K.  B.  483. 

7  SkeUon  v.  L.  Jf  N.  W,  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  631,  636.  «  8  C.  P.  D.  326. 
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that :  A  duty  "  attaches  in  every  case  where  a  person  is  using  or  is 
dealing  with  a  highly  dangerous  thing,  which,  unless  managed  with 
the  greatest  care,  is  calculated  to  cause  injury  to  bystanders.  To 
support  such  a  right  of  action,  there  need  be  no  privity  between  the 
party  injured  and  him  by  whose  breach  of  duty  the  injury  was  caused, 
nor  any  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  concealment;  nor  need  what  is 
done  by  the  defendant  amount  to  a  pubUc  nuisance."  An  escape  of 
gas  was  the  particular  negligence  complained  of  in  Smith  v.  Parry. 
Now  there  is  no  absolute  duty  to  prevent  gas  escaping  from  pipes 
under  all  conditions.^  Gas  is  only  greatly  dangerous  in  a  confined 
area  ;  while  a  painting  stage  in  certain  positions,  however  extreme 
its  dilapidation,  might  be  entirely  free  from  possibihty  of  causing 
injury  ;  and  under  other  circumstances  might  be  the  means  of  causing 
equal  injury  with  escaping  gas.  As  the  one  becomes  highly  dangerous 
when  escaping  into  a  confined  area,  so  the  other,  when  used  in  a 
certain  way,  aCs,  for  instance,  in  the  way  it  was  used  in  Heaven  v.  Pender, 
becomes  fraught  with  a  similar  danger,  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  duty 
arising  on  the  part  of  the  person  using  it,  carries  with  it  a  hability  on 
those  through  whom  it  is  used  in  its  insecure  condition. 
O'NeUv.  O'Neil  V.  Everest,^  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  well  brings  out  the 

Everest.  principle  contended  for.     It  was  decided  on  the  ground  of  the  inter- 

vention of  a  responsible  agency  between  the  negligence  (assumed  for 
the  purposes  of  the  decision)  of  the  defendant  and  the  particular 
neglect  which  immediately  preceded  the  accident.  The  action  was 
by  a  stevedore's  man  who  received  injuries  by  falhng  down  into  the 
cabin  of  a  barge  through  the  hatchway  which  had  been  left  open. 
The  defendant,  in  whose  possession  the  barge  was,  had  made  a  sub- 
contract with  another  man,  who  had  control  of  the  barge  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.  The  bre€u;h  of  duty  alleged  was  that  the  defendant 
had  not  provided  a  cabin  top.  It  was  pointed  out  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal  that  in  order  to  recover  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  accident 
was  the  direct  result  of  the  defendant's  breach  of  duty.  "  If,"  said 
Lord  Her-  Lord  Herschell,  C.,^  "the  cover  had  been  there  and  the  hole  was 
schell,  C.  open,  it  is  admitted  that  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  liable. 
But  if  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  the  hole 
being  left  open,  supposing  the  cover  to  have  been  provided,  it  is  difiicult 
to  see  how  there  was  negligence  in  not  providing  a  cover  for  the  hole." 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  barge,  for  whose  acts 
or  defaults  the  defendant  was  not  responsible,  to  see  that  the  hole  was 
properly  protected  at  the  time  of  the  accident ;  it  was  the  neglect  of 
this  duty — the  neglect  by  a  responsible  agent — and  not  by  the  defendant 
— of  a  duty  that  might  have  been  performed  in  many  wajf^  without 
the  existence  of  a  cover — that  caused  the  accident ;  and  therefore 
the  defendant  was  not  hable.  Yet,  further,  it  might  successfully  have 
been  contended  that  no  duty  was  shown  to  exist ;  it  was  not  contended 
that  the  barge  without  a  cabin  cover  was  "inherently  dangerous," 
and  there  was  no  concealment.  "  Everybody  accustomed  to  do 
anything  on  these  barges  knows  perfectly  well  that  there  is  a  cabin, 
knows  perfectly  well  that  there  is  an  opening  by  which  access  is  ob- 
tained to  that  cabin,  and  knows  perfectly  well  that  even  if  there  is  a 
cabin- top  it  might  not  be  on ;  "*   and  anyone  thus  taking  the  risk 

1  Jackson  v.  CarshaUon  Oas  Co.,  5  Times  L.  R.  69. 

2  (1892)  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  453.  8  jp.c.  465. 
*  Per  Cave,  J.,  61  L.  J.  Q,  B.  454. 
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is  disentitled  in  the  case  of  an  accident  happening  to  recover  in  respect 
of  it.^ 

Two  American  cases  must  be  noted.  The  first  is  Ouille  v.  Stvan.^  OuUleY.Swan. 
Defendant,  who  had  gone  up  in  a  balloon,  came  down  in  plaintiff's 
garden.  A  multitude  of  persons  rushed  into  the  garden  to  see  defen- 
dant and  his  balloon,  trampled  down  the  shrubs  and  flowers,  and 
otherwise  injured  plaintiff's  property.  The  New  York  Court  held 
that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  the  damage  done.  This  decision 
does  not  seem  sustainable,  for  it  assumes  the  matter  of  fact  which 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  as. decided  against  the  defen- 
dant— that  is,  whether  the  act  of  the  crowd  in  rushing  into  the  garden 
and  doing  the  mischief  was  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
the  act  of  the  defendant,  and  one  which  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
and  might  have  foreseen.  The  defendant  could  not  justly  be  made  re- 
sponsible for  all  the  acts  of  the  crowd ;  but  for  those  only  of  which  his 
own  acts  were  the  proximate  exciting  cause.  What  the  impulsions  or 
deterrents  urging  or  withholding  persons  from  any  definite  Une  of 
conduct  may  be  cannot  be  matter  of  law.  Whether  a  subsequent 
act  is  the  necessary  sequence  of  a  preceding  one  as  matter  of  causation, 
or  i»  merely  subsequent  in  time  without  causal  connection,  is  most 
generally  matter  for  a  jury,  not  matter  of  law ;  and  on  the  determina- 
tion of  this  precedent  question  the  legal  conclusions,  as  to  which  the 
judge  directs  the  jury,  depend.  This  was  pointed  out  by  Agnew,  J., 
in  the  case  of  Fairbanks  v.  Kerr^  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  Fairhanks  v. 
the  second  of  the  cases  to  be  noticed.  A  man  mounted  a  pile  of  ^«^- 
flagging  stones  placed  in  the  street,  by  the  side  of  the  way,  in  readiness 
to  be  used  in  the  paving  of  the  street,  and  deUvered  a  political  speech. 
A  crowd  of  hearers  gathered  about,  some  of  whom  got  on  a  heap  of 
flagging  stones,  though  not  on  the  heap  on  which  the  speaker  was 
standing,  and  broke  them.  The  speaker  was  held  not  necessarily 
liable  for  the  breakage,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  legal  conclusion 
that  he  was  liable  for  the  trespasses  of  the  crowd  ;  and  that  it  was  a 
question  for  the  jury  whether  the  making  of  the  speech  was  the  proxi- 
mate or  remote  cause  of  the  injury. 

The  First  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  decided  in  accordance  ScoU'a  Trua- 
with  this  view  in  ScotCs  Trustees  v.  Moss,^  where  the  facts  were  very  ^^^  ^'  *' 
hke  those  in  Ouille  v.  Swan,  with,  however,  an  important  difference. 
The  proprietor  of  certain  gardens  advertised  that  a  balloon  would 
ascend  from  his  grounds,  and  that  a  descent  from  the  balloon  by 
parachute  would  also  take  place  in  the  grounds  at  a  certain  time.  A 
crowd  collected  outside  the  gardens  to  see  the  descent,  which,  instead 
of  being  made  in  the  gardens,  took  place  in  a  field  of  turnips  on  a 
farm  adjoining  the  gardens.     The  crowd  broke  do¥ni  the  fences, 

1  In  Loader  v.  London  and  India  Docks  Joint  CommiUee,  8  Times  L.  R.  6,  the 
breach  of  duty  alleged  was  the  non- performance  of  a  voluntary  act,  which  was  held  not 
to  import  liability.  Lord  Esher ,  M.  R. ,  said  that  in  order  to  recover  the  plaintiff  would 
have  to  show  "  that  he  had  been  induced  by  the  defendants  to  believe  that  they  were 
going  to  do  it  (the  act  in  question)  again  (though  he  doubted  whether  even  that  would 
render  them  liable." 

a  19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  381 ;  Oibnetj  v.  State,  33  Am.  St.  R.  690.  An  attempt  to  assert 
a  similar  liability  to  that  in  Ouille  v.  Swan,  was  made  in  Scholes  v.  N.  Lond.  Ry,  Co., 
21  L.  T.  N.  S.  835,  and  was  supported  by  a  reference  to  The,  King  v.  Moore,  3  B.  &  Ad. 
184  ;  but  Keating,  J.,  distinguishing  the  cited  case  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  case 
of  indictment,  refused  to  make  the  defendants  "  liable  for  the  wrongful  act  of  other 
persons."  (?) 
•      3  70  Pa.  St.  86, 10  Am.  R.  664.  i  17  Rettio  32. 
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rushed  upon  the  field  and  did  damage.  The  Lord  Ordinary  held  that 
the  facts  raised  no  case  of  liability  against  the  proprietor  of  the  gardens. 
The  Court  of  Session  reversed  his  decision  and  laid  down  the  principle, 
that  "  if  the  collection  of  the  crowd  and  the  actings  of  the  crowd  are 
the  na  tural  and  probable  consequences  of  the  action  of  the  defender — 
a  consequence  which  the  defender  ought  to  have  foreseen — then  the 
case  is  relevant."  This  seems  correct.  The  distinction  between 
Guilie  V.  Swan  and  the  present  case  appears  to  be  that  in  the  former 
there  was  no  attempt  to  collect  a  body  of  people  ;  and  the  place  of  the 
balloon's  descent  was  a  matter  of  entire  uncertainty  depending  upon 
the  shifting  of  air  currents  and  other  matters  as  uncertain  ;  in  the 
latter  people  were  collected  by  advertisement  and  the  place  of  descent 
was  precisely  indicated — ^the  collection  of  people  in  the  neighbourhood 
was  thus  premeditated.  The  facts  therefore  raised  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  the  damage  that  resulted  was  the  natural  and  probable 
consequence  of  the  train  of  events  prepared  by  the  defendant. 

"  Much  consideration,"  it  is  said  in  a  Canadian  case,^  "  has  been 
given  in  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  to  the  subject  of  *  intervening 
cause,'  and  it  has  been  held  there  that  the  intervening  cause  must  be 
culpable,  and  if  the  intervening  person's  act  is  innocent,  the  inter- 
vention is  no  defence ;  "  "  nor  is  it  if  the  intervener  is  a  child  of  tender 
years  and  inmiature  intellect,  or  a  person  of  weak  mind  ;  "  "  or  not 
a  free  agent — agoing  back  to  the  old  case  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bl. 
893." 

The  question  of  whether  the  intervention  of  a  conscious  or  respon- 
sible agency  may  be  inferred,  is  a  question  for  the  judge ;  whether  it 
ought  to  be,  is  for  the  jury  in  each  case  as  it  arises.^ 

(4)  The  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Victorian  Ry.  Commissioners 
v.  CouUa^  must  be  considered  with  some  care.  The  gate-keeper 
of  a  crossing  over  a  railway  negUgently  opened  a  gate  over  the  line  so 
that  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  who  were  driving  in  a  buggy,  might  cross  ; 
they  were  ahready  on  the  farther  line  when  a  train  was  seen  approaching. 
The  gate-keeper  directed  Coultas  to  go  back,  but  he  shouted  to  the 
gate-keeper  to  open  the  opposite  gate  and  went  on.  He  got  the  buggy 
across  the  hne  so  that  the  train  passed  close  to  the  back  of  it  and  did 
not  touch  it.*  The  wife  fainted,  and  the  medical  evidence  showed 
that  she  "  received  a  severe  nervous  shock  "  which  produced  a  mis- 
carriage,^ and  "  that  the  illness  from  which  she  afterwards  suffered 
was  the  consequence  of  the  fright."  The  judgment  of  the  Privy 
Coxmcil  continues,  "  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses  said  she  was 
suffering  from  profound  impression  on  the  nervous  system,  nervous 
shock,  and  the  shock  from  which  she  suffered  would  be  a  natural 
consequence  of  the  fright.  Another  said  he  was  unable  to  detect  any 
physical  damage  ;  he  put  down  her  symptoms  to  nervous  shock." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria  held  that  an  action  was  maintain- 
able by  plaintiff  and  his  wife  for  the  injuries  caused.  The  Privy 
Council  reversed  this  decision  on  the  ground  that  "  Damages  arising 
from  mere  sudden  terror  unaccompanied  by  any  actual  physical 

1  McKdvin  v.  The  City  of  London,  22  Ont.  R.,  per  Falconbridge,  J.,  77. 

2  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  3  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Cairns,  C,  197. 
8  13  App.  Cas.  222. 

*  In  the  report  of  the  case  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria,  it  is  said  the 
•evidence  showed  that  "  a  train  came  past  and  ju^t  scraped  the  wl^ee}^  9I  the  vehicle 
in  which  the  plaintiffs  were  "  :  12  Vict.  L.  R.  895. 

A  See  the  Victorian  Law  Report  as  above. 
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injury,  but  occasioning  a  nervous  or  mental  shock,  cannot  under  such 
circumstances  "  "  be  considered  a  consequence  which,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things,  would  flow  from  the  negUgence  of  the  gate-keeper. 
If  it  were  held  that  they  can,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  it 
would  be  extending  the  liabiUty  for  negligence  much  beyond  what 
that  liabiUty  has  hitherto  been  held  to  be.  Not  only  in  such  a  case 
as  the  present,  but  in  every  case  where  an  accident,  caused  by  negli- 
gence, had  given  a  person  a  serious  nervous  shock,  there  might  be  a 
claim  for  damages  on  account  of  mental  injury.  The  difficulty  which 
now  often  exists,  in  case  of  alleged  physical  injuries,  of  determining 
whether  they  were  caused  by  the  negUgent  act  would  be  greatly  in- 
creased, and  a  wide  field  open  for  imaginary  claims."*  Their  decision 
is  expressed  to  be  "  that  the  first  question,*  whether  the  damages  are 
too  remote,  should  have  been  answered  in  the  affirmative,  and  on 
that  ground,  without  saying  that  '  impact '  is  necessary,  that  the 
judgment  should  have  been  for  the  defendants." 

The  starting-point  of  this  reasoning  is,  that  nervous  shock  and  Reaaoning 
mental  shock  are  identical,^  and  that  they  are  opposed  to  actual  examined. 
ph3rBical  injury.    Now,  it  is  undoubted  law  that  mental  pain  or  anxiety 
alone,  unattended  by  any  injury  to  the  person,  cannot  sustain  an 
action.*    What  the  law  understands  by  mental  suffering  may  be 
gathered  from  what  was  said  in  Blake  v.  The  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  by 

i  In  the  judgment  in  The  Corsair,  145  U.  S.  (38  Davis)  335,  348,  it  ia  incidentally 
remarked :  **  Fright  for  a  few  minutes  is  too  unsubstantial  a  basis  for  a  separate 
estimation  of  damages."  A  statement  that  looks  as  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  fright  might  be  an  element  of  legal  damage. 

2  The  points  reserved  were :  (1)  Whether  the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury  to  the 
plaintiffs  or  either  of  them  are  too  remote  to  be  recoveretl.  (2)  Whether  proof  of 
**  impact "  is  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action.  (3)  W  hcther 
the  female  plaintiff  can  recover  damages  for  physical  or  mental  injuries,  or  both, 
occasioned  by  fright  caused  by  the  negligent  acts  of  the  defendant. 

3  As  to  this  as  a  scientific  position,  see  Sir  William  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Meta- 
physics, vol.  i.  lect.  XV.  n.  a,  and  App.  II.  ;  as  a  legal  position,  per  Palles,  C.B.,  Bell  v. 
O,  N.  By.  Co.,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  428, 441. 

4  Lynch  V.  Knight,  9  H.  L.  C.  577,  598.  See  a  very  full  examination  of  the  cases 
in  John&on  v.  WdU,  3  Am.  R.  245.  It  has  sometimes  been  assumed  that  a  person 
injured  cannot  recover  for  mental  suffering.  This  is  not  correct.  The  ordinary 
direction  to  a  jury  in  a  personal  injury  case  is,  that  they  must  allow  something  for 
pain  and  suffering.  And  the  distinction  between  the  damages  allowed  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Aat  and  those  recoverable  in  a  common  law  action  for  personal  injury  is, 
that  in  the  former  case  the  jury  "  cannot  take  into  consideration  the  mental  suffering 
of  the  survivors  or  loss  of  society  which  they  have  sustained  "  :  Roscoe,  Nisi  Prius 
(16th  ed.),  767  ;  in  the  latter  the  wrongdoer  is  responsible  ''  for  all  the  mischievous 
consequences  that  may  reasonably  be  exi^ccted  to  result,  under  ordinary  circumstances, 
from  such  misconduct  "  :  Bighy  v.  IlewiU,  5  Ex.  240,  243.  The  expression  is  j)erha[)s 
not  minutely  accurate,  although  for  present  purposes  it  is  sufficient.  In  nlakc  v. 
Midland  By.  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  93,  111,  Coleridge,  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
said :  *'  When  an  action  is  brought  by  an  individual  for  a  personal  wrong,  the  jury, 
in  assessing  the  damages,  can  with  little  difficulty  award  him  a  solatium  for  his  mental 
sufferings  alone,  with  an  indemnity  for  his  pecuniary  loss."  He  seems  there  to  refer 
to  the  common  law,  which  in  the  succeeding  passage  is  contrasted  with  the  law  under 
Lord  Campbell's  Act.  In  Kennon  v.  Oilmer,  131  U.  S.  (24  Davis)  26,  (iray,  J.,  said  : 
*'  The  action  is  for  an  injury  to  the  person  of  an  intelligent  being ;  and  when  the 
injury,  whether  caused  by  wilfulness  or  by  negligence,  produces  mental  as  well  as 
bodily  anguish  and  suffering,  independently  of  any  extraneous  consideration  or  cause, 
it  is  impossible  to  exclude  the  mental  suffering  in  estimating  the  extent  of  the  personal 
injury  for  which  compensation  is  to  be  awarded."  This  was  said  in  affirmance  of  an  in- 
struction to  a  jury  wliich  had  been  questioned — that  they  were  to  take  into  considera- 
tion the  plaintiff's  ^'  bodily  and  mental  pain  and  suffering  both  taken  together,  but  not 
hiB  mental  pain  alone,"  and  such  as  *'  inevitably  and  necessarily  resulted  from  the 
original  injury."  There  seems  to  be  an  analogy  to  the  cases  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  1845,  which  distinguish  between  compensation  for  lands  taken,  when  compensa- 
tion \a  also  given  for  consequential  damage  to  other  lands  of  the  same  owner  injured 


68  NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW.  [book  i. 

Coleridge,  J.  :  "  If  the  jury  were  to  proceed  to  estimate  the  relative 
degree  of  mental  anguish  of  a  widow  and  twelve  children  from  the 
death  of  the  father  of  the  family,  a  serious  danger  might  arise  of  damages 
being  given  to  the  ruin  of  the  defendants."^  The  notion  at  the  bottom 
of  this  has  evidently  relation  to  the  moral  or  intellectual  sense.^  The 
law  will  not  compensate,  cannot  compensate,  for  mental  suffering  in 
this  sense  ;  because  it  is  not  a  consequence  that  in  the  long  run  has 
any  objective  symptoms,  or  can  be  submitted  to  any  reasonable  tests. 
If  "  mental  suffering  "  is  not  limited  to  suffering  caused  to  the  in- 
tellectual or  moral  sense,  and  is  used,  interchangeably  with  nervous 
shock,  to  signify  the  same  class  of  effect,  then  "  nervous  shock  "  in 
animals,  apart  from  physical  contact,  Uke  "  nervous  or  mental  shock  " 
in  human  beings  (for  the  Privy  Council  treats  the  two  states  as  co- 
extensive), will  not  give  ground  for  action.  Now  a  negligent  act, 
apart  from  '*  impact "  or  actual  physical  contact,  which  frightens  a 
horse  and  causes  him  to  bolt  so  that  he  is  injured,  is  a  ground  of  action.^ 
"  Mental  shock,"  then,  and  "  nervous  shock  "  do  not  cover  precisely 
the  same  ground  ;  else  we  should  be  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
law  laid  down  that  nervous  shock,  which  would  found  an  action  when 

but  not  taken,  and  damage  done  to  the  property  of  an  owner,  none  of  whose  land  is 
taken,  and  who  therefore  cannot  recover  tor  injuries  merely  consequential  on  the 
improvement ;  and  this  (as  is  said  by  Lord  Bramweil  in  Cowper-Essex  v.  Local  Board 
for  Acton,  14  App.  Cas.  153,  171)  is  so  as  not  to  "give  opportunity  for  vague  and 
unfounded  claims."  There  is  a  power  to  order  a  personal  examination  of  the  injured 
person  in  railway  cases  under  31  and  32  Vict.  c.  119,  s.  26.  No  such  power,  how- 
ever, exists  apart  from  the  Act.  In  the  Gardner  Peerage  Case  (LeMcut^hant,  Gardner 
Peerage  Claim,  78, 172, 175),  it  is  taken  for  granted  that  the  statements  of  a  patient  to  a 
physician  of  symptoms  and  complaints  are  competent  and  admissible.  In  Aveson 
V.  Kinnaird,  6  East,  188,  196,  Lord  Ellenborough  says  :  "  What  were  the  complaints, 
what  the  symptoms,  what  the  conduct  of  the  parties  themselves  at  the  time  are 
always  received  in  evidence  upon  such  inquiries,  and  must  be  resorted  to  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  thing." 

1  21  L.  J.  Q,  B.  233.  238. 

2  Sir  William  Hamilton,  Lecture8,''as  above. 

3  Blower  v.  Adam,  2  Taunt.  314  ;  Manchester  South  Junction,  drc.  Ry.  v.  FuUarton, 
14  C.  B.  N.  S.  54 ;  Harris  v.  Mobbs,  3  Ex.  D.  268  ;  WUkina  v.  Day,  12  Q.  B.  D.  110 ; 
Brown  v.  Eastern  and  MidUmds  Ry.  Co.,  22  Q.  B.  D.  391.  In  Simkin  v.  L.  d:  N.  W. 
Ry.  Co.,  21  Q.  B.  D.  453,  there  was  no  action,  not  because  the  horse  was  only  frightened, 
biit  because  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  defendant's  part  in  frightening  him. 
Oaler  v.  Rawson,  6  Times  L.  R.  17.  In  New  York  Rd.  Co.  v.  EstiU,  147  U.  S.  (40 
Davis)  591,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  pregnant  cattle  could  recover  for  damages 
caused  by  abortion,  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a  railway  company.  The  onus 
was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  abortions  were  the  direct  result  of  the  accident. 
That  being  done,  "  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  defendant 
had  notice  at  the  time  of  shipment  that  the  heifers  were  in  calf,  in  order  to  render  it 
liable  for.  the  depreciation  in  their  market  value  in  consequence  of  the  abortions."  "  It 
was  not  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  that  on  account  of  the  heifers  being  with  calf  any 
special  care  was  necessary  in  transporting  them  ;  and  the  suits  were  not  brought  on 
account  of  the  absence  of  any  such  special  care." 

In  Wilkinson  v.  Doumton  (1897),  2  Q.  B.  67,  61,  Wright,  J.,  says  :  "  Some  English 
decisions— such  as  Jones  v.  Boyce,  1  Stark,  493,  Wilktns  v.  Day,  12  Q.  B.  D.  110, 
Harris  v.  Mobhs,  3  Ex.  D.  268 — are  cited  in  Beven  on  Negligence  as  inconsistent  with 
the  decision  in  Victorian  Railuxiy  Commissioners  v.  Coulkt^.  But  I  think  that  those 
cases  are  to  be  explained  on  a  different  groimd,  namely,  that  the  damage  which 
immediately  resulted  from  the  act  of  the  passenger  or  of  the  horse  was  really  the 
result  not  of  that  act,  but  of  a  fright  which  render^  that  act  involuntary,  and  which, 
therefore,  ought  to  be  regarded  as  itself  the  direct  and  immediate  cause  of  the  damage." 
I  fail  to  follow  the  learned  judge's  reasoning.  A  fright  is  a  nervous  shock,  not  the 
less  because  it  results  in  an  involuntary  act.  The  involimtary  act  is  plainly  not  a 
cause  of  action  {Gibbons  v.  Pepper,  1  Ld.  Raym.  38),  neither  is  the  fright  which  pro- 
duces it.  There  is  no  legal  duty  not  to  be  frightened.  Only  the  unlawful  act,  the 
cause  of  the  fright,  remains.  Possibly  Wright,  J.,  had  not  in  mind  the  judgments  of 
the  majority  in  S^ott  v.  Sheppard,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.),  454.  Cp.  per  Kennedy,  J., 
Dulieu  V.  White  (1901),  2  K.  B.  669,  674,  679. 
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communicated  to  a  horse,  would  not  found  one  when  it  affected  a 
human  being,  though  the  cause  was  in  both  cases  the  same.  There  is, 
so  far,  no  evidence  of  a  distinction  so  arbitrary.  The  differentiation 
is  manifestly  between  those  shocks  which  naturally  produce  physical 
deterioration,  and  those  shocks  which  primarily  work  on  the  moral 
nature,  to  the  exclusion  of  actual  physical  injury. 

Perchance  it  may  be  urged  that  the  possession  and  non-user  or 
mis-user  of  intellectual  or  moral  faculties  may  differentiate  the  cases, 
and  take  away  the  right  of  action  where  a  human  being  is  concerned, 
and  leave  it  where  a  horse  is  concerned.  This,  however,  is  well  estab- 
lished not  to  be  so.^ 

The  loss  of  friends  or  fortune,  or  those  results  ordinarily  associated  Distinction 
with  the  notion  of  mental  shock,  do  not,  on  a  comparison  of  the  long  run  .^*^®^, 
of  cases,  produce  appreciable  injury  to  the  physical  health ;  and,  ghjoc^**  and 
where  they  do,  would  not,  on  the  ground  that  this  result  is  not  the  "  nervous 
ordinary  and  reasonably  to  be  looked-for  result,  be  the  subject  of  shock." 
damages.  This  consideration  is  independent  of  the  other  ground,  of 
the  impossibility  of  fixing  a  standard  for  their  estimation.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  effect  of  terror  is  nervous  disorder ;  as  the  judgment 
of  the  Privy  Council  says  :  "  The  shock  from  which  she  suffered  would 
be  a  natural  consequence  of  the  fright ; "  not  through  the  action  of 
intelligent  or  moral  feehngs  on  the  bodily  frame,  but  directly  and  in 
regular  sequence.  Nervous  disorder,  manifesting  itself  by  a  mis- 
carriage and  a  long  illness,  is  somewhat  ludicrously  described  as 
*'  mental  shock."  A  main  distinction  between  mental  shock  and 
nervous  shock  may  be  indicated  as  being  that,  where  "  mental  shock  " 
is  produced,  the  operation  on  the  nervous  system  is  through  a  distinct 
set  of  causes.  The  mind,  the  intellectual  principle,  is  afiected,  and 
may  press  on  the  health.  Where  nervous  shock  is  produced,  the  terror  is 
merely  another  expression  for  a  direct  effect  on  the  nervous  system — a 
portion  of  the  physical  organisation.  Yet  injury  which  a  man  inflicts 
on  himself,  through  fright,  may  import  an  actionable  wrong  for  which 
damages  are  recoverable,  as  in  Jones  v.  Boyce}  Then,  whether 
the  subject  of  terror  be  man  or  beast,  where  the  terror  is  fol- 
lowed by  physical  consequences,  an  action  would  seem  to  lie.  If, 
in  the  case  under  discussion,  the  wrongful  and  negUgent  act  of  the 
defendant  had  caused  the  plaintiff's  wife  to  fling  herself  from  the  buggy, 
and  a  miscarriage  had  been  produced,  and  a  long  illness  attendant 
thereon,  the  plaintiff  could  have  recovered.®  While,  because  the 
terror  was  so  great  that  she  fainted,  instead  of  springing  out  of  the 
buggy,  though  identical  consequences  may  have  been  produced  by 
the  defendants'  act,  the  learned  judges  in  the  Privy  Council  are 
of  opinion  that  she  cannot  recover.  The  damages,  say  they,  are 
occasioned  "  by  a  nervous  or  mental  shock." 

But  if,  in  natural  and  ordinary  sequence,  physical  illness  is  produced  Actual  physi- 
through  the  action  of  the  nervous  system  cQsorganising  the  condition  ^^  incommo- 
of  the  physical  frame,  it  is  a  strange  conclusion  to  be  compelled  to  nervous 
arrive  at   that  what,  when  done  in  relation  to  a  horse  or  an  ox,  is  shock, 
actionable,  may  be  done  with  impimity  in  relation  to  a  human  being, 

1  Jones  V.  Boyce,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  493  ;  Bud  v.  N.  7.  Ctniral  Bd.  Co.,  31  N.  Y.  314 ; 
CouUer  v.  The  American  Union  Express  Co.,  6  Lans.  67,  66  N.  Y.  686. 

2  1  Stark.  (N.P.)  493. 

3  Jones  V.  Boyce,  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  493.     See,  per  Martin,  B.,  Wilson  v.  Newport 
Dock  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  177, 187. 
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because  to  the  physical  e£Eects  an  agony  not  produced  in  the  other  case 
is  superadded.^  On  principle,  accordingly,  a  cause  of  action  seems  to 
exist.* 

To  approach  the  subject  from  another  point  of  view ; — ^in  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria  the  following  case  is  put : 
'*  If  a  person  were  wantonly  and  mischievously  to  come  close  behind 
another  person,  who  was  suffering  from  heart  or  nervous  disease,  and 
discharge  a  gun,  causing  a  severe  shock  to  such  person's  nervous 
system,  could  it  be  said  that  an  action  would  not  lie  for  damages  in 
respect  of  the  physical  and  mental  injuries  arising  from  that  wanton 
and  mischievous  act  ?  "'^ 
Stephen,  The  same  line  of  illustration  is  adopted  by  Sir  James  Stephen.* 

Sir  J.  Again,  as  far  as  intentional  wrongs  go,  the  law  is  plain,  that  actual 

fnnn^thekw  ^^"^^^^  ("  impact")  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  give  a  right  of  action 
of  trespass,     for  trespass ;  and,  since  in  trespass  the  intent  is  immaterial,^  it  follows 
that "  impact  "  is  not  necessary  to  enable  a  person  injured  by  neghgence 
to  recover.     In  the  case  under  discussion,  the  defendants  were  ad- 
mittedly guilty  of  neghgence,  which  produced  fright  or  nervous  shock, 
which  manifested  itself  as  a  "  natural  consequence  "  in  miscarriage 
and  illness.     It  is  thus  exceedingly  difficult  to  maintain  Victorian 
Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas  by  reference  to  principles  of  law 
extraneous  to  the  case  and  apart  from  the  authority  of  the  Court  as 
constituted  when  it  was  decided.® 
Irish  decisions       In  Ireland  the  Exchequer  Division,  after  having  the  question  very 
^^^'y^^n  fully  argued  in  Bell  v.  Greal  NoHhern  Ry.  Co.,''  refused  to  follow  Vic- 
Ry.  Commis-   torian  Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas.    Palles,  C.B.,  pointed  out 
sionera  v.        that  the  Same  question  raised  before  the  Privy  Council  had  been 
CovUas.  considered  four  years  previously  in  Ireland  and  decided  in  a  sense 

1  ConUin  v.  Thompson,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  218. 

2  In  Fitzpatrick  and  Wife  v.  The  Oreat^WesUrn  Ry.  Co.,  12  U.  C.  Q.  B.  646,  the 
declaration  stated  that  plaintiff,  being  pregnant,  at  the  request  of  defendants  became 
a  passenger  in  one  of  their  carriages  to  be  safely  conveyed  by  them  for  reward ;  that 
the  defendants  received  her  as  such  passenger,  and  it  was  their  duty  to  use  due  care 
in  conveying  her,  yet  the  defendants  not  regarding,  &c.,  so  negligently  conducted 
themselves  that  a  collision  took  place  with  another  train,  by  means  whereof  the 
carriage  in  which  the  plaintiif  was,  was  broken,  &c.,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  was 
much  affrighted  and  alarmed,  whereby  she  became  sick,  sore,  and  disordered,  and  so 
continued  from  thence,  hitherto  and  thereby  also  by  reason  of  the  terror  and  alarm 
occasioned  to  her  by  the  said  collision  and  of  such  sickness  caused  thereby,  she  had  a 

J)remature  labour  and  bore  a  still-born  child.  This  was  held  on  general  demurrer  to 
Lisclosc  a  cause  of  action. 

3  12  Vict.  L.  R.  895. 

4  History  of  the  Criminal  Law,  vol.  iii.  5.  And  see  The  Queen  v.  Halliday, 
61  L.  T.  701  ;  Bex  v.  Evans,  O.  B.  Sept.  1812,  MS.  ;  Bayley,  J.,  cited  1  Russ.  Crimes 
(5th  ed.),  651  ;  Bex  v.  Hickman,  6  C.  &  P.  151  ;  Beg.  v.  PiiU,  C.  &  M.  284  ;  Bishop, 
Crim.  Law,  vol.  i,  (6th  ed.),  §  664  ;  Hawk,  P.C,  bk.  1,  ch.  13,  §  7.  A  fortiori  there  is 
a  civil  liability.  Mogul  Steamship  Company  v.  McGregor,  23  Q.  B.  D.  698;  (1892) 
A.  C.  25. 

6  Stephens  v.  Myers,  4  C.  &  P.  349,  per  Tindal,  C.J. ;  Addison,  Torts  (4th  ed.), 
569 ;  Bead  v.  Coker,  13  C.  B.  850 ;  Y.  B.  21  Hen.  VII.  27,  pi.  5,  a.d.  1506,  cited  by 
Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  87  ;  Covell  v.  Laming,  1  Camp.  497. 

«  Cp.  per  Channell,  B.,  Smith  v.  L.  dc  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  21,  adopting 
what  was  said  by  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Blyth  v.  Birmingham  Waterworks  Co.,  11  Ex. 
781,  785.  Seger  v.  Toum  of  Barkhamsled,  22  Conn.  290.  In  Huxley  v.  Berg, 
1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  98,  the  action  was  by  the  husband  for  trespass  and  battery.  The 
wife  was  dead,  and  therefore  any  possible  right  of  action  died  with  her  ;  and  if  it  did 
not,  damage  for  personal  injury  to  her  was  not  claimed.  In  Shearman  and  Redfield, 
Negligence  (4th  ed.),  §  742,  note  2,  is  a  collection  of  American  cases  that  may  bo 
referred  to  in  this  connection. 

7  26L.R.Ir.42S. 
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adverse  to  the  Privy  Council's  decision,  "  first  in  the  Common  Pleas 
Division,  then  presided  over  by  the  present  Lord  Morris,  and  afterwards 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  a  judgment  delivered  by  the  late  Sir  Edward 
SuUivan  "  in  an  unreported  case  of  Btfrne  v.  Great  Southern  and  Western 
Ry.  Co,  In  that  case,  adds  the  Chief  Baron,  "  there  was  nothine  in 
the  nature  of  impact."  This  decision  of  Byrne  v.  Great  Southern  and 
Western  Ry,  Co.y  the  Irish  Exchequer  Division  preferred  to  Victorian 
Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas.  Palles,  C.B.,  thus  sums  up  his  Palles,  C.B.'8, 
opinion  :  "  As  the  relation  between  fright  and  injury  to  the  nerve  and  ^®^- 
brain  structures  of  the  body  is  a  matter  which  depends  entirely  upon 
scientific  and  medical  testimony,  it  is  impossible  for  any  Court  to  lay 
down  as  matter  of  law,  that  if  negligence  cause  fright,  and  such  fright 
in  its  turn  so  affects  such  structures  as  to  cause  injury  to  health,  such 
injury  cannot  be  a  '  consequence  which  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things 
would  flow  from  the '  negligence,  unless  such  injury  '  accompany  such 
negligence  in  point  of  time.'  " 

The  later  Enghsh  cases  run  strongly  against  accepting  Victoria/n  English 
Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas  as  a  case  to  be  followed.    In  Pugh  v.  ^f®®*- 
London,  Brighton  and  South  Coast  Ry.  Co,,^  the  plaintiff  in  the  discharge  ^  clRy, 
of  his  duty  as  signalman  endeavoured  to  prevent  an  accident  to  a  Co. 
train  by  signalling  to  the  driver.     The  excitement  and  fright  arising 
from  the  danger  to  the  train  produced  a  nervous  shock  which  in- 
capacitated him  firom  employment.     He  sued  his  employers  on  a 
contract  of  insurance  to  pay  him  a  weekly  allowance,  on  the  ground 
of  his  being  '^  incapacitated  from  employment  by  reason  of  accident 
sustained  in  discharge  of  his  duty  in  the  Company's  service."     Vic- 
torian Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas  was  much  discussed  during 
the  argument.     In  giving  judgment  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  distinguishes 
the  case  before  the  Court,  pointing  out  that  the  Privy  Council  case    . 
turned  on  negligence,  while  the  case  before  the  Court  was  on  the  con- 
struction of  an  insurance  pohcy ;  he  then  says :  "I  should  not    ke  to 
express  an  opinion  as  to  whether  we  ought  to  follow  it  until  I  am 
forced  to  do  so  ;  "  and  presently  adds :  the  plaintiff  "  was  incapacitated 
from  employment  by  reason  of  a  shock  which  operated  physically  to 
prevent  him  from  doing  his  work.     That  physical  disease  was  caused 
by  the  excitement  and  fright  which  arose  in  consequence  of  the  im- 
mediate and  serious  responsibiUty  which  was  thrown  upon  him.    The 
fright  which  he  underwent  seems   to  me  to  be  the  accident  which 
happened  in  this  case." 

Shortly  after,  Wright,  J.,  distinguished  Victorian  Railway  Com-  WUhirison 
missioners  v.  CouUas  in  Wilkinson  v.  Doumton,^  Defendant  as  a  ^- ^*^''''*'^- 
practical  joke  told  the  plaintiff  that  her  husband  had  met  with  a 
serious  accident.  The  plaintiff  beheved  the  statement,  and  was  so 
affected  that  she  became  seriously  ill.  The  inquiry  Wright,  J.,  pro- 
posed to  himself  was  '*  whether  the  defendant's  act  was  so  plainly 
calculated  to  produce  some  effect  of  the  kind  which  was  produced, 
that  an  intention  to  produce  it  ought  to  be  imputed  to  the  defendant, 
regard  being  had  to  the  fact  that  the  effect  was  produced  on  a  person 
proved  to  be  in  an  ordinary  state  of  health  and  mind."  He  answers 
his  question  :  "  I  think  that  it  was." 

A  more  elaborate  examination  into  the  principle  applicable  was  Dulieu 
made  in  Dulieu  y.  White.^   Plaintiff  was  behind  the  bar  of  her  husband's  ^-  White, 

1  («896)  2  Q.  B.  24S,  a  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  57. 

a  (1901),  a  K.  B.  669.     Cooper  v.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  4  Praser  880. 
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public-house  when  a  pair-horse  van  was  so  negligently  driven  by  the 
defendant's  servant,  that  it  went  into  the  pubUc-house.    The  shock 
caused  to  the  plaintiff  rendered  her  seriously  ill,  and  she  was  prematurely 
confined.      Kennedy  and  PhiUimore,  JJ.,  held  that  she  was  entitled 
to  damages  ;    Kennedy,  J.,  on  the  ground  that  nervous  shock  occa- 
sioned by  negligence  producing  injury  and  arising  from  a  reasonable 
fear  of  immediate  personal  injury  to  oneself,  may  ground  an  action 
if  the  jury  are  satisfied,  upon  proper  and  sufficient  medical  evidence, 
that  physical   injury  follows  the    shock  as  its   direct  and  natural 
effect ;  PhilUmore,  J.,^  because  "  terror  wrongfully  induced  and  inducing 
physical  mischief  gives  a  cause  of  action."     "  Once  get  the  duty  and 
tlie  physical  damage  foUowing  on  the  breach  of  duty,  and  I  hold  that 
the  fact  of  one  link  in  the  chain  of  causation  being  mental  only  makes 
no  difference."    PhiUimore,  J.,  tries  to  evade  the  force  of  vidorian 
Bailway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas  rather  than  to  go  counter  to  it,  and 
suggests  that  ^'  it  is  not  certain  that  as  between  people  traveUing  on 
highways  there  is  any  duty  so  carefully  to  conduct  yourself  or  your 
vehicle  as  not  to  frighten  others."     The  duty  of  travellers  on  highways 
is  stated  in  a  well-kno¥ni  passage  by  Blackburn,  J.,  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands  f   but 
nowhere  is  so  unUmited  a  right  to  be  careless  hinted  even.     If  negligence 
"  according  to  the  circumstances  "  is  proved,  UabiUty  attaches.     The 
distinction  seems  to  be  this  :  In  the  case  of  an  accident  on  a  highway 
negligence  must  be  proved  affirmatively  ;  the  maxim  res  ipsa  loquitur 
has  no  apptication  :  where  the  accident  is  on  private  property  it  has. 
The  unreported  case    of  Smith   v.  Johnson  &  Co.y^  decided  in 
January,  1897,  by  a  Divisional  Court  consisting  of  Wright  andBruce,  JJ., 
must  be  noted.    A  man  was  killed  by  the  defendant's  negUgence  in 
the  sight  of  the  plaintiff.    The  shock  of  seeing  the  man  killed  made 
the  plaintiff  ill.    The  Court  held  the  damage  was  too  remote.    The  con- 
sequence was  manifestly  an  extraordinary  and  non-natural  sequence. 
The  only  objection  in  principle  to  a  recovery  for  injuries  occasioned, 
without  physical  impact,  seems  to  be  the  difficulty  of  testing  the 
statements  of  the  sufferers  alleging  them.    An  allowance  of  recovery 
of  damages  in  respect  of  such  nervous  injuries  affords  opportimities 
for  simulation  very  difficult  to  be  dealt  with,  and  considerations  of 
poUcy  may  well  disallow  any  claim  in  respect  of  injury  purely  sub- 
jective.   When  the  physical  frame  is  visibly  affected  considerations 
of  this  kind  are  no  longer  paramount.    The  objection  goes  rather  to 
the  proof  of  the  injuries  than  to  the  legal  appraisement  of  damages  in 
respect  of  them  when  proved.    Medical  science  can  deal  with  them  as 
it  is  constantly  doing  with  alleged  nervous  affections  arising  in  railway 
coUision  cases.     A  safeguard    against  imposition  seems  to  be  to 
bear  steadily  in  view  the  elementary  rule  that  before  a  plaintiff 
can  recover  he  must  show  a  damage  naturally  and  reasonably  arising 
from  the  negUgent  act — the  onus  is  on  him,  aud  the  absence  of  objective 
symptoms  is  a  circumstance  of  suspicion.^ 

1  L.c  683. 

3  L.  B.  1  Ex.  265,  286.  Cp.  the  same  judge  in  H.  L.,  River  Wear  Commiasionera 
V.  Adamaon,  2  App.  Cas.  743,  767.  3  (1901)  2  K.  B.  676. 

4  Sedgwick  (Damages,  8th  ed.,  §  861)  regards  Victorian  Commiaaionera  v.  CouUas 
as  a  wrone  decision.  Coiiltas's  case  was  distinguished  and  observed  on  in  Rea  v. 
Balmain  New  Ferry  Co.^  17  N.  8.  W.  L.  B.  92 — a  plank  used  as  a  gangway  tilted, 
causing  plaintiff  a  severe  shock  to  her  nervous  system,  which  afterwards  developed 
into  a  serious  disease  called  exophthalmic  goitre.  Pelmothe  v.  PhiUipa,  20  N.  S.  W.  L.  B. 
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In  this  place  an  extraordinary  Irish  case  may  be  noted.     Walker  Walko'v, 
V.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.   of  Irdard^   is   an   action   for   damages ^^^^^ 
against  a  railway  company.    The  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  at  Ireland, 
the  date  of  the  injuries  complained  of  the  plaintiff's  mother  was 
quick  with  child,  namely,  with  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  she  afterwards 
gave  birth,  that  being   so  quick  with   child   the   plaintiff's   mother 
was   received   by  defendants   as   a   passenger,    &c.  ;    but  that   the 
defendants  so  negligently  and  unskilfully  conducted  themselves  in 
carrying  the  mother  and  the  plaintiff,  being  then  in  ventre  sa  nUre, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  wounded,  permanently  injured    and 
crippled.     To  this   there    was    a    demurrer,   which  was    sustained. 

58.  In  North  British  Ry.  Go.  v.  Wood,  18  Rettio  (House  of  Lords)  27,  the  question 
was  raised  but  not  decided.  Ewing  v.  PiU^mrg,  dsc.  Sd.  Co.,  147  Pa.  St.  40,  30  Am. 
St.  R.  709,  is  an  unflinching  upholding  of  the  view,  that  mere  fright  or  mental  agony 
caused  by  a  railway  accident,  unaccompanied  by  some  physical  injury  to  the  person, 
is  too  remote  to  sustain  an  action  for  negligence,  although  it  produces  permanent  injury 
to  the  nervous  system.  The  wrongful  acts  alleged  were  a  collision  of  cars  upon  the 
railway  of  the  defendants,  by  which  the  cars  "  were  broken  overturned  and  thrown 
upon  the  track  and  fell  upon  the  lot  of  ground  and  premises  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
against  and  upon  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintifiFs,  and  thereby  and  by  reason 
thereof  greatly  endangered  the  life  of  the  said  Eva  Ewing  then  being  in  said  dwelling- 
house  and  subjected  her  to  great  fright,  alarm,  fear,  and  nervous  excitement  and  distress, 
whereby  she  then  and  there  became  sick  and  disabled  and  continued  to  be  sick  and  dis 
abled  from  attending  to  her  usual  work  and  duties  and  suffered  and  continues  to  suffer 
great  mental  and  physical  pain  and  anguish  and  is  thereby  permanently  weakened  and 
disabled.^*  The  decision  was  on  demurrer  to  this  declaration.  A  similar  result  has 
followed  in  other  American  cases.  In  Hailta  Curator  v.  Texas,  dec.  Ry.  Co.,  60 
Fed.  Rep.  567,  a  passenger  rendered  insane  by  a  railway  accident,  waa  held  to  have 
no  cause  of  action,  because  the  result  was  "  not  a  probable  or  ordinary  "  one.  The 
reason  is  conclusive  Ea  qux  raro  accidunt,  non  temere  in  agendis  negotiis  comptUaniur, 
says  the  Civil  Law,  D.  50,  17,  64.  Ad  ea  qux  frequcnJtius  accidunt  leges  adaptantur, 
says  the  English  Law,  4  H.  L.  C.  406,  9  H.  L,  C.  62 ;  Hawtayne  v.  Bourne,  7  M.  &  W. 
698.  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  Ry.  Co.,  151  N.  Y.  107  is  referred  to  at  length  by  Kennedy, 
J.,  Dulieu  V.  While  (1901),  2  K.  B.  669,  678.  A  woman  waiting  for  a  tram  car  was 
nearly  run  over  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants'  servants ;  she  fainted,  and 
subsequently  had  a  miscarriage.  The  judgment  is  based  on  a  petitio  principii. 
"  Assuming,"  says  Martin,  J.,  "  that  fright  cannot  form  the  basis  of  an  action,  it  is 
obvious  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  injuries  resulting  therefrom."  The  next 
ground  advanced  is  also  one  not  lightly  occupied  by  English  lawyers.  Speaking  of  a 
right  to  recover  in  cases  where  "  shock  "  is  the  foundation  of  the  claim,  Martin,  J., 
holds  "  that  such  a  doctrine  would  be  contrary  to  principles  of  public  policy."  The 
next  ground,  if  the  facts  supported  it,  is  fully  adequate  to  sustain  the  decision  :  "  The 
injuries  to  the  plaintiff  were  plainly  the  result  of  an  accidental  or  unusual  combination 
of  circumstances,  which  coufd  not  have  been  reasonably  anticipated,  and  over  which 
the  defendant  had  no  control,  and  hence  her  damages  were  too  remote  to  justify  a 
recovery  in  this  action."  The  preferable  way  of  stating  this  would  be  that  the  occasion 
beinff  extraordinary  there  was  no  duty.  The  question  of  remoteness  is  not  reached.  In 
Spade  ▼.  X^n,  dsc,  Rd.  Co.,  168  Mass.  285,  a  drunken  man  in  a  tram  by  his  reeling 
and  conduct  frightened  a  woman.  The  jury  were  charged  "  that  a  person  cannot 
recover  for  mere  fright,  fear  or  mental  distress  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  another 
which  does  not  result  in  bodily  injury ;  but  that  when  the  fright  or  fear  or  nervous 
shock  produces  a  bodily  injury,  there  may  be  a  recovery  for  that  bodily  injury  and 
for  all  the  pain,  mental  or  otherwise,  which  may  arise  out  of  that  bodily  injury."  An 
exception  was  taken  to  this,  that  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  such  physical  injuries 
as  may  be  caused  solely  by  mental  disturbance  where  there  is  no  injury  to  the 
person  from  without.  This  was  allowed.  The  judgment  of  Allen,  J.,  seems,  how- 
ever, directed  to  another  aspect  of  the  c€ise :  "  The  general  conduct  of  business  .  .  . 
must  be  done  on  the  assumption  that  persons  who  are  liable  to  be  affected  thereby 
are  not  peculiarly  sensitive,  and  are  of  ordinary  phvsical  and  mental  strength."  '*  As 
a  general  rule,  a  carrier  of  passenffers  is  not  bound  to  anticipate  or  guard  against  an 
injurious  result  which  woula  only  happen  to  a  person  of  peculiar  sensitiveness."  The 
case  came  again  before  the  Court  arter  a  second  trial  (172  Mass.  488).  Holmes,  J., 
decided  against  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  on  the  ground  that  the  injuries  were 
sustained  through  plaintiff's  exceptional  sensitiveness.  Exceptional  sensitiveness 
plainly  does  not  raise  a  legal  duty  in  circumstances  like  these. 

i  28  L.  R.  Ir.  69.     See  L.  Q.  R.,  vol.  xz.  156  :  The  status  of  the  fcetus  en  ventre  sa 
mtre.    Sir  Robert  Burdet  v.  Hopegood,  1  P.  Wms.  486. 
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The  contention  was  that  the  infant  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
a  person  in  rerum  nalwra^  and  therefore  could  not  sustain  the  action ; 
that  the  hability  of  the  railway  company  depended  on  contract  express 
or  imphed,  and  there  was  neither  with  the  plaintiff ;  and  that  the  case 
of  the  George  and  Richard^  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  was  governed 
by  the  principles  which  apply  to  cases  of  an  infant's  property  or  rights 
as  the  child  of  its  parents. 

The  Chief  Justice  O'Brien  disposed  of  the  case  "upon  a  single 
ground,  namely,  that  there  are  no  facts  set  out  in  the  statement  of 
claim  which  fix  the  defendants  with  liabihty  for  breach  of  duty  as 
carriers  of  passengers.  This  is  not  a  case  of  trespass.  It  is  now 
settled  law  that  railway  companies  do  not  warrant  the  absolute  safety 
of  passengers  ;  all  they  undertake  with  regard  to  passengers  is  a  duty 
to  carry  with  due  and  reasonable  care,  and  their  hability  is  for  negli- 
gence arising  from  a  breach  of  that  duty."^  Harrison,  J.,  while 
concurring  that  "  no  cause  of  action  as  against  the  defendants  could 
.  .  .  then  exist  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  arise  after  the  plaintiff 
was  bom  from  the  mere  fact  that  her  mother  had  been  received  by 
the  defendants  as  a  passenger,  being  at  the  time  enceinte  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  while  she  was  a  passenger  an  accident  occurred  through  the 
defendant's  negligence,  which  after  the  plaintiff's  birth  it  appeared 
had  injured  her,"  yet  on  the  assumption  that  such  a  cause  of  action 
could  exist,  was  of  opinion  that  in  the  case  before  the  Court  "  the 
plaintiff  is  not  averred  or  shown  to  have  been  on  the  defendants' 
railway  'with  the  defendants'  authority'  when  the  accident  oc- 
curred."* "  In  the  present  case  it  is  not  even  averred  that  the  defen- 
dants knew  of  the  pregnancy  of  the  plaintiff's  mother  when  they 
received  her  as  a  passenger."  O'Brien,  J.,  decided  that  two  elements 
necessary  to  a  contract  were  wanting — *'  the  right  and  the  considera- 
tion ;  "*  and  Johnson,  J.,  in  a  judgment  in  which  a  great  mass  of 
authorities  is  reviewed,  comes  to  the  conclusion — "  at  that  time  (i.e, 
of  the  accident)  the  plaintiff  had  no  actual  existence  ;  was  not  a  human 
being ;  and  was  not  a  passenger — in  fact,  as  Lord  Coke  says,^  the 
plaintiff  was  then  pars  mscerum  matris,  and  we  have  not  been  referred 
to  any  authority  or  principle  to  show  that  a  legal  duty  has  ever  been 
held  to  arise  towards  that  which  is  not  in  esse  in  fact,  and  has  only  a 
fictitious  existence  in  law  so  as  to  render  a  neghgent  act  a  breach  of 
that  duty."* 

The  point  of  the  particular  form  of  the  pleading  in  this  case  need 
not  take  time  to  examine.  The  inquiry  is  rather,  assuming  proper 
pleading,  is  there  any  and  what  liability  from  a  railway  company  to  an 
infant  injured,  while  en  ventre  sa  nUre,hj  the  railway  company,  and 


1  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  466. 

3  28  L.  R.  It.  78.  3  L.e.  80. 

*  L,c.  83.  The  closing  sentence  of  O'Brien,  J.'s,  judgment  merits  reproduction  : 
"  In  law,  in  reason,  in  the  common  language  of  mankind,  in  the  dispensations  of 
nature,  in  the  bond  of  physical  union,  and  the  instinct  of  duty  and  solicitude,  on 
which  the  continuance  of  the  world  depends,  a  woman  is  the  common  carrier  of  her 
unborn  child,  and  not  a  railway  company."  Assuming  the  above  to  be  an  argument 
and  not  a  joke,  the  answer  is,  a  common  carrier  is  answerable  for  the  loss  of  a  package 
of  goods  though  he  is  ignorant  of  its  contents  and  though  its  contents  are  ever  so 
valuable  if  he  does  not  make  a  special  acceptance :  Kenrig  v.  Egghaton,  Aleyn  93 ; 
Hart  V.  Pennsylvania  Rd.  Co.,  112  U.  S.  (5  Davis)  331,  340.  True,  the  case  in  point 
is  the  case  of  a  passenger  ;  but  then  the  carrier  is  guilty  of  negligence.  Cp.  New  York, 
Ac,  Rd.  Co.  V.  EstiU,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  591,  617. 

6  Earl  of  Bedford^s  case,  7  Rep.  7  b.,  8  b.  o  28  L.  R.  Ir.  88. 
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whcNse  injuries  are  developed  subsequently  at  birth  ?  One  of  the 
judges^  objected :  "  the  inherent  and  inevitable  difficulty  or  impossi- 
bility of  proof."  This  consideration  has  already  been  gone  into  in  the 
discussion  on  Victorian  Railway  Commissioners  v.  CouUas.  It  is  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case  ;  if  he  does  so  there  is  no  difficulty  ;  if 
he  does  not  there  is  no  liability.  The  case  therefore  may  be  considered 
unfettered  by  difficulties  of  that  kind.  The  civil  law  is  clear.  Qui  in  Texts  of  the 
tUero  est,  ferinde  ac  si  in  rebus  humanis  esset,  custoditur,  quoties  cfe  Civil  Law. 
commodis  ipsius  partus  quceritur  ;  quanquam  alii,  cMtequam  nascatur, 
nequaquam  prosit  ,^  and  again,  qui  in  vtero  sunt  in  toto  pcene  jure 
civili  intdligufUur  in  return  natura  esse.  Nam  et  legitimoB  hereditates 
his  restituuntur.^  Si  quis  prcegnantem  uxorem  rdiquit,  non  videtur 
sine  liberis  decessisse*  In  the  case  of  Blasson  v.  Blasson,'^  moreover, 
Lord  Westbury,  C,  cites  the  civil  law  as  affording  a  guide  to  the 
Engtish  law ;  while  in  VUlar  v.  OiJbey  *  the  Court  of  Appeal,  dissenting 
from  Lord  Westbury 's  proposition  that  "  the  fiction  or  indulgence 
of  the  law  which  treats  the  unborn  child  as  actually  horn  applies  only 
for  the  purpose  of  enabUng  the  unborn  child  to  take  a  benefit  which 
if  bom  it  would  be  entitled  to,"  affirms  the  wider  one  "  that,  prima 
facie,  in  the  absence  of  sufficiently  weighty  considerations  to  the 
contrary,  for  the  purposes  of  devolution  of  property  in  connection 
with  intestacies  or  wills,  no  distinction  ought  to  be  drawn  between  a 
child  bom  at  a  particular  time  and  a  child  at  that  time  en  ventre  sa 
mere  and  subsequently  bom  alive." 

Some  of  the  Irish  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  Richards  v.  Richards'^  Bichardsv. 
is  in  favour  of  their  view.     This  is  a  mistake  ;  for  the  decision  was  not  Ricf^rda  dis- 
on  the  ground  that  the  infant  en  ventre  sa  rrUre  was  '*  considered  not  in  *"^«^"^®<^* 
existence,"  but  on  purely  feudal  reasons  ;  that  as  "  the  posthumous 
heir  was  not  in  existence  to  perform  the  duties  of  tenant  the  person 
on  whom  the  law  threw  the  burden  was  in  consequence  held  entitled 
to  that  which  flowed  from  the  burden,  namely,  the  enjoyment  of  the 
rents  and  profits."® 

It  may  be  pointed  out  in  answer  to  the  Chief  Justice  that  the  Question  of 
railway  company,  quite  apart  from  any  theory  of  contracts,  are  bound  contract. 
to  carry  on  their  business  without  negUgence ;  and  in  the  present  case 
were  in  default  by  their  negligence.  Since,  then,  the  company  were 
in  default,  they  become  liable  to  any  one,  injured  through  a  natural 
and  necessary  consequence  of  their  default,  who  was  not  contributory 
to  the  injury  by  being  also  in  default.  True,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
carried  with  "the  defendants'  authority,"*  if  by  that  is  signified 
the  direct  authorisation  of  the  defendants.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
plain  that,  whatever  her  rights,  she  was  not  in  default;  while  the 
injury  was  caused  by  the  wrongdoing  of  the  defendants.  The  point 
of  contract  then  on  which  the  majority  of  the  Court  seems  to  decide 
becomes  inapplicable.    The  case  may  be  put  better  that  the  child 

1  O'Brien,  J.,  I.e.  81.  2  D.  1,  5,  7.  3  D.  1,  6,  26. 

4  D.  50,  17,  187. 

5  2  De  C^x,  J.  ft  S.  665,  670.  See  TheUusson  v.  Woodford,  4  Yes.  227,  11  Ves. 
112  ;  6  Cruise,  Digest,  430,  451,  458  ;  and  the  authorities  cited  in  a  note  by  Blunt  to 
Bennett  v.  Honyt^od,  Amb.  712 ;    1  Spenee  Eq.  Jur.  617  ;    2  Spence  Eq.  Jur.  164 ; 

2  Wms.  Saund.  380,  387.     Nurae  v.  Yertoorth,  from  Lord  Nottingham's  MSS.  printed 

3  Swans  608  (App.) ;  Troicer  v.  Butts,  1  Sim.  &  St.  181 ;    Pearce  v,  Carringkm,  L.  R. 
8  f!h-  969 

«  (1906),  1  Ch.  583;  reversed  in  H.  L.  23  Times  L.  P.  392. 

7  Johns.  (Ch.)  764.  »  L.r.  per  Page  Wood,  V.C,  762. 

»  Cp.  O.  N.  By,  Co.  V.  Harrison,  10  Ex.  376 ;  Skinner  v.  1.  dr  B,  By,  Co.,  5  Ex,  787. 
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when  bom  is  injured  without  fault  by  the  default  of  the  railway 
company.  As  was  said  in  argument  in  Darley  Main  Colliery  Co.  v. 
Mitchell,^  "  an  injury  has  not  occurred  till  it  is  known  to  be  an  injury." 
The  wrongful  act  of  the  railway  company  produced  its  injury  on  the 
birth  of  the  child ;  and  even  if  the  right  of  action  was  not  vested 
before,  it  became  so  then,  there  being  a  breach  of  the  duty  of  the 
company  not  to  be  negligent  followed  at  birth  with  damage  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  free  from  fault.  This  would  seem  the  sufficient 
answer  to  Johnson,  J.  Further,  the  want  of  authority  from  the 
defendants  for  the  child  to  be  where  it  was,  if  in  truth  there  was  any 
such  want  of  authority,  would  not  in  this  case  disentitle,  because 
the  element  which  alone  makes  want  of  authority  material  is  absent — 
i.e.,  fault  in  the  person  there  without  authority.  If  a  person  were 
bound  and  placed  by  a  railway  line  against  his  will,  and  were  there 
injured  by  the  neghgence  of  the  railway  company's  servants,  it  would 
be  no  answer  to  an  action  to  say  "  the  plaintiff  was  not  there  by  the 
defendants'  authority."  Or  if  it  were,  the  point  would  be  sufficiently 
answered  by  showing  the  plaintiff  was  where  he  was  without  his  fault. 

"  Then,"  says  Johnson,  J.,  "  it  is  contended  that  this  action  Hes 
in  analogy  to  the  criminal  law,  that  if  a  child  bom  alive  afterwards 
dies  of  injuries  received  in  utero,  there  is  murder  in  the  person  who 
infficted  them  ;^  but  I  think  that  there  is  no  true  analogy  between  crime 
and  tort  in  this  case  ;  "  because,  in  short,  the  punishment  of  crime  is 
for  the  public  benefit,  while  the  remedy  in  tort  is  for  private  redress. 
So  far  from  there  being  no  analogy,  crime  and  tort  are  in  any  in- 
dividual case  merely  different  aspects  of  the  same  set  of  facts.  "  In 
all  cases,"  says  Comyns,^  "  where  a  man  has  a  temporal  loss  or  damage 
by  the  wrong  of  another,  he  may  have  an  action  upon  the  case  to  be 
repaired  in  damages,"  and  admitting  Johnson,  J.'s,  assumption,  that 
in  some  cases  there  is  no  analogy,  in  many  cases  the  analogy  is  so  close 
that  something  more  than  the  bare  assertion  is  necessary  in  the  case 
in  question  to  carry  conviction  of  the  justice  of  the  assertion.* 

In  Dtdieu  v.  White,^  a  claim  that  in  consequence  of  the  shock 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  the  child  with  which  she  was  pregnant  was 
bom  an  idiot  was  treated  as  untenable  ;  and  rightly  so,  for  the  causa- 
tion does  not  seem  to  have  been  traced  ;  the  idiocy  may  have  been  a 
concomitant  of  the  shock  and  not  a  result.  In  Walker^s  case  the 
demurrer  admitted  the  causation.  The  author  received  a  letter  from 
one  of  the  counsel  in  this  case,  informing  him  that  it  was  taken  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal  and  that  "  after  a  prolonged  argument  the  Couxt 
reserved  judgment  and  allowed  some  considerable  time  to  elapse, 
when  the  child  (the  plaintiff)  died.  Judgment  on  the  appeal  was 
never  pronounced." 

(5)  The  case  may  arise  of  the  co-operation  of  two  or  more  influ- 
ences in  producing  a  result  injurious  to  some  person  to  whom  a  duty 
is  owing.  The  question  then  comes,  how  far  is  each  Uable  ?  To 
quote  an  instance  given  by  Dr.  Wharton :  Where  an  injury  to  a 
passenger  on  a  highway  is  occasioned  partly  by  ice  with  which  the 
road  is  covered,  and  partly  by  a  defect  in  the  structure  of  the  road, 

1  11  App.  Cas.  127, 130.     Sec,  also,  per  Lord  Blackburn,  at  142. 
a  1  Ru88.  Crimes  (5th  ed.),  646  n  (e). 

3  Action  upon  the  case  (A).     See  Doe  dem.  Lancashire  v.  Lancashire,  6  T.  R.  49, 
per  Grose,  J.,  63. 

4  Cp.  Wells  V.  Abrahams,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  554,  and  that  class  of  cases. 
6  (1901)  2  K.  B.  669,  670. 
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the  parties  responsible  for  the  defectiveness  of  the  road  are  Uable, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ice  contributed  to  the  injury.  The 
ice  was  a  condition  of  the  injury ;  the  negUgent  construction  of  the 
road  its  cause.^ 

Again,  one  person  may  be  negUgent,  and  by  the  negligent  or  n.  Where 
wilful  act  of  another,  the  negUgent  act  of  the  first  may  cause  injury  one  negligent 
to  a  third  ;   then  a  distinction  is  to  be  taken.     If  the  first  negUgent  ^  the^"her. 
act  is  not  in  its  nature  such  that  the  second  might  be  looked  for,  as  a 
natural  and  probable  sequence,  then  the  first  negUgent  person  is  not 
responsible.^    If  the  subsequent  negUgence  is  Ukely  to  follow  from 
the  antecedent  negligence,  then  the  first  negUgent  person  is  Uable ;' 
and  the  question  must  be  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  first  wrongdoer's 
act  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiflE's  injury.     Even  though 
the  first  wrongdoer  may  be  Uable,  the  second  is  not  therefore  dis- 
charged,* since  each  is  Uable  for  the  total  results  of  the  joint  wrong — 
that  is,  where   the    consequences  are  not  referable  to  the  separate 
agency  of  each  in  their  just  proportions.^ 

The  decision  in  Burrows  v.  Marsh  Gas  Co.^  in  the  Court  of  Ex-  Burrows  ▼. 
chequer  was  impUcitly  based  on  this  ground.     "  The  defendants,"  ^^^^  ^^ 
said  Kelly,  C.B.,   "  having  been  guilty  of  negUgence  by  which  the    ^^^^^' 
accident  was  caused,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  his  action  to 
recover  compensation."    Yet,  as  is  pointed  out  in  a  treatise  of  autho- 
rity,' the  true  ground  for  the  decision  is  that  which  is  taken  by  Cock- 
burn,  C.J.,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber      *'  The  action  is  not  for  negU- 
gence in  its  ordinary  sense,  but  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  whereby  the 
defendants  promised  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with  a  proper  and  sufficient 
service  pipe  from  their  mains  to  a  gas-meter  within  his  premises,  and 

1  He  cites  (§  86)  Oily  of  Atchison  v.  King  {IS12),  9  Kan.  650.  Plato  happily  illus- 
trates the  distinction  between  causes  and  conditions  in  the  Phaedo  (Bek.  ed. ),  §  108  ei  seq. 
Socrates  explains  that  the  cause  of  his  sitting  talking  to  his  friends,  instead  of  avoiding 
death  by  escaping  to  Megara,  is  not  his  having  body  and  sinews :  they  are  but  the 
conditions.  The  cause  is  his  obligation  to  obey  the  laws  of  the  State.  Hume*s  com- 
ment on  the  duty  to  obey  founded  on  a  promise  is  :  "  The  only  passage  I  meet  with  in 
antiquity,  where  the  obligation  of  obedience  to  government  is  ascribed  to  a  promise, 
is  in  Plato's  Crito,  where  Socrates  refuses  to  escape  from  prison  because  he  had  tacitly 
promised  to  obey  the  laws.  Thus  he  builds  a  Tory  consequence  of  passive  obedience 
on  a  Whig  foundation  of  the  original  contract."  Hume,  Essays :  Of  the  Original 
CJontract.  "  That  condition,"  says  Appleton,  C.J.,  Moulton  v.  Sandford,  51  Me. 
127,  134,  "  is  usually  termed  the  cause  whose  share  in  the  matter  is  the  most  con- 
spicuous and  is  the  most  immediately  preceding  and  proximate  to  the  event."  The 
distinction  between  a  cause  and  a  condition  was  brought  out  in  the  Pennsylvanian  ca«e 
of  Berry  v.  Sugar  Notchy  191  Pa.  St.  345,  in  which  breach  of  a  borough  by-law  regulat- 
ing the  speed  of  electric  cars  was  alleged  in  defence  by  the  borough  authority  as  the 
cause  of  injury  to  a  motor-car  driver  on  whom  a  tree  fell  as  his  car  passed  under  it. 
If  the  speed  of  the  car  had  conformed  to  the  ordinance  and  had  gone  slower,  it  was 
urged,  the  car  would  not  have  been  under  the  tree  when  it  fell.  Other  American 
illustrations  are  collected  in  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant,  806.  The  judgment  of 
Finch,  J.,  Taylor  v.  Yonkers,  105  N.  Y.  202,  contains  a  very  valuable  examination  of 
the  principle  of  law  applicable  *'  when  two  causes  combine  to  produce  cm  injury  to  a 
traveller  upon  a  highway,  both  of  which  are  in  their  nature  proximate." 

2  Clark  V.  Chambers,  3  Q.  B.  D.  327  ;  Cdlins  v.  Middle  Level  Commissioners, 
L.  R.  4  C.  P.  279  ;  Carter  v.  Towne,  103  Mass.  507  ;  Hofnagle  v.  N.  Y,  Central  Rd., 
56  N.  Y.  608.  The  Roman  law  on  this  point  is  : — Si  vulneratus  fueril  servus  non 
mortifere,  negligentia  atUem  perieril,  de  wlnerato  actio  erit,  non  de  occiso  (D.  9,  2,  30, 
§4). 

3  Lanev.  Aa<intic  Works,  111  Mass.  136,  139. 

4  Lake  v.  MiUiken,  62  Me.  240,  242. 

6  Co.  Litt.  232  a.  Sutton  v.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  29  ;  The  Bemina,  12  P.  D.  58,  93, 
per  Lindley,  L.J.  ;  The  Avon  and  Thomas  Jolife,  per  Butt,  J.  (1891),  P.  7,  8. 

e  L.  R.  5  Ex.  67,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  96.  OU  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Robinson,  99  Pa.  St.  1  ;  Gulf, 
die,  Rd.  Co.  V.  McWhirter,  19  Am.  St.  R.  755. 

7  Bigelow,  L.  C,  on  Torts,  611. 
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the  question  is  whether  there  has  been  a  breach  of  this  contract." 
The  accident  arose  from  a  defect  in  the  pipe  causing  an  .escape  of  gas, 
which  exploded  when  the  servant  of  a  tUrd  person  negligently  took 
a  lighted  candle  into  the  room  where  the  escape  was.  Dr.  Bigelow 
points  out  that  the  negligence  in  the  case  was  not  joint  but  successive, 
and  states  the  true  principle,  on  which  to  determine  the  hability,  as 
"  not  whether  the  defendants'  conduct  afforded  the  means  for  the 
intervening  party  to  do  the  act  which  resulted  in  the  injury,  but 
whether  the  plaintiff  can  prove  that  the  defendants'  conduct  caused  the 
Cresswellj's.,  damage."  As  Cresswell,  J.,  puts  the  point  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  :^ 
'  "  It  seems  strange  to  say  that  A  shall  not  be  responsible  for  his  negli- 
gence because  B  has  been  negligent  likewise,  C  being  the  party  injured  ;" 
or  as  Maule,  J.,^  in  summing  up  in  a  case  of  manslaughter  says  :  ""  It 
is  no  defence  for  one  who  was  negligent  to  say  that  another  was  negli- 
gent also,  and  thus,  as  it  were,  to  try  to  divide  the  negligence  among 
them."  The  distinction  has  been  already  indicated.  It  is  between  a 
cause  and  a  condition.  If  the  conduct  impugned  is  a  cause,  even 
though  not  the  cause — ^in  the  sense  of  the  sole  cause  of  the  accident — 
the  author  of  it  continues  liable.  But  if  the  first  negligence  has,  so 
to  speak,  fallen  dead  and  is  inoperative  without  the  second  agency 
working,  the  first  negligence  has  ceased  to  be  a  cause ;  it  has  be- 
come a  condition — the  material  with  which  the  second  chooses  to 
work. 

The  decision  in  Paterson  v.  The  Mayor ,  &c.  of  Blackbum,^  is 
important  in  this  connection.  In  disconnecting  the  supply  of  gas 
from  a  meter,  the  gas  authorities'  workmen  merely  plugged  their  own 
pipe  ;  though  it  was  held  they  had  knowledge  that  the  owner  of  the 
meter  was  going  to  have  it  removed,  so  that  there  would  be  no  necessity 
for  the  continued  existence  of  their  pipe.  In  the  course  of  the  work  of 
removing  the  meter,  the  pipe  got  broken,  gas  escaped  in  large  quantities, 
and  a  terrible  explosion  ensued  ;  for  the  consequences  of  which  the 
gas  authorities  were  held  Uable.  Assuming  there  was  no  negligence 
in  those  removing  the  meter  this  decision  is  obviously  right ;  as,  by 
assuming  neglect  of  ordinary  precautions  on  their  part,  it  seems  very 
dubious.  There  is,  however,  an  intermediate  state  in  which  the 
consequences  may  be  regarded  as  naturally  and  probably  arising  from 
the  want  of  care  in  the  company,  without  scrutinising  minutely  the 
conduct  of  those  removing  the  meter,  to  see  whether  all  ^as  done  that 
could  be  required  of  them.  As  in  Burrows's  case,  the  thoughtlessly 
taking  a  candle  into  a  room  with  knowledge  of  a  gas  escape  there 
results  in  a  consequence  a  prudent  person  might  reasonably  anticipate, 
so  in  the  present  case  the  blundering  of  common  workmen,  oblivious  to 
a  danger  not  actually  manifest,  is  a  consequence  against  which  a 
diligent  gas  authority  ought  to  guard.  The  distinction  is  that  in 
Burrows^s  case  there  was  a  wrongful  agency,  attributable  to  the  gas 
company,  actually  in  operation  and  progressively  increasing  its  in- 
fluence ;*  while,  in  the  other  case,  there  was  no  active  cause  of  harm 

1  8  C.  B.  115.  121.  Cp.  Hai  V.  New  River  Company.  9  B.  &  S.  303  ;  CoUin^  v. 
Middle  Level  Commissioners,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  279  ;  Nield  v.  L.  «i-  N.  W.  Ry.  Co., 
L.  R.  10  Ex.  4 ;   Wha'.ietf  v.  LfinM.9hire  and  Yorhshirf  Ry.  Co,,  13  Q.  B.  D.  131. 

2  Reg,  V.  Ha  nes,  2  C.  &  K.  368  ;  Reg  v.  SwindaU,  2  C.  &  K.  230. 

3  9  Times  L.  R.  55.     See  post.  Gas  and  Water  CompanieB. 

4  In  the  first  place,  the  negligence  of  the  gas  company  must,  unless  checked,  ulti- 
mately^ cause  an  explosion — e.g.,  come  in  contact  with  fire.  In  the  second  place,  up 
explosion  can  occur  without  the  intervention  of  another  agency. 
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till  one  was  set  in  motion  by  a  person  over  whom  the  gas  authority 
had  no  control ;  but  the  consequence  attendant  on  the  gas  authority's 
servants'  act  was  so  probably  that  they  are  not  to  be  exonerated  from 
its  consequences.  The  familiar  doctrine  of  the  "  trap "  will  also 
explain  the  case.  The  workmen  might  reasonably  be  held  to  have 
concluded  that  the  pipe  might  be  taken  off  with  impunity. 

In  this  connection  Engdhart  v.  Farrant  *  may  be  considered.  The  Engelhart 
driver  of  a  horse  and  cart  left  it  for  a  temporary  purpose,  and  a  lad  v.  Farrant. 
in  the  cart,  while  wrongfully  and  against  orders  attempting  to  drive, 
ran  into  the  plaintiff's  carriage.  The  point  taken  for  the  defendant 
was  that  leaving  the  cart  was  not  negUgence  of  the  driver  ;  and  that, 
if  it  were,  the  intervention  of  the  lad's  act  by  which  the  injury  was 
brought  about  was  not  a  consequence  raising  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  master.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  driver  was  negligent 
in  leaving  the  cart ;  and  that  the  consequence  of  the  negligence  did 
not  cease  to  flow  by  the  lad's  intervention,  which  was  a  probable 
sequence  of  the  original  wrongful  act.  The  act  of  the  driver  was  thus 
an  "  effective  cause,"  in  the  opinion  of  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  of  the 
subsequent  damage  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  made  the  master  liable. 
Rigby,  L.J.,  denounced  as  "not  law"  the  proposition  that  "wherever  Rigby,L.J.*8, 
between  the  neghgence  of  a  servant  and  the  incident  the  act  of  some  dictum. 
third  person  intervenes  and  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident, 
the  employer  is  not  Uable."  Probably  stated  in  this  bare  manner, 
no  competent  person  ever  alleged  that  it  was.  The  very  negligence 
chargeable  to  the  servant  may  be  admitting  the  intervention  or  afford- 
ing faciUties  for  it.*^  But  to  take  ordy  one  case — if  the  servant's 
duty  is  to  forward  non-poisonous  material  to  one  to  be  analysed  and 
tested  before  being  circulated  in  commerce  and  instead  he  negligently 
sends  poisonous  material,  which  through  the  negUgence  of  the  chemist 
gets  into  circulation,  the  master  is  not  hable,  becauae  "  the  act  of  some 
third  person  intervenes."^  But  this  proposition  has  already  been 
fully  considered. 

Once  more,  the  negUgence  may  consist  in  concurrent  acts  or  m.  where 
omissions ;    then,  unless  the  injuries  caused  by  the  concurrent  acts  the  negligent 
can  be  plainly  separated  (when  the  author  of  each  will  be  Uable  oiily  ^^current 
for  what  he  has  himself  caused),*  each  wrongdoer  is  liable  jointly  or 
severally  for  the  whole  damage.^    The  case  just  cited®  also  lays  down 
that  "  it  is  no  defence  for  a  person  against  whom  negUgence,  which 
caused  damage,  is  proved  to  prove  that  without  fault  on  his  part  the 
same  damage  would  have  resulted  from  the  act  of  another."    And 
this  is  certainly  good  sense.     If  I  had  not  injured  you  some  one  else 
would,  is  scarcely  an  available  defence  either  in  criminal  or  civil  law. 
My  duty  is  to  observe  towards  you  a  particular  course  of  conduct ; 

1  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  240. 

2  Op.  lUidge  v.  Goodwin,  6  C.  A;  P.  190  ;   Whatman  v.  Pearson,  L.  R.  3  0.  P.  422. 

3  The  remarks  of  the  judges  in  the  C.  of  A.  on  Mann  v.  Jf  wrd,  8  Times  L.  R.  699, 
become  more  important  in  view  of  the  practice  of  leaving  motor  cars  unattended  on  the 
street. 

*  NitrO' phosphate,  <Sec.  Company  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks,  9  Oh.  D.  503. 
As  to  the  damages  recoverable  where  owing  to  the  negligence  of  defendants,  plaintiff's 
estate  is  in] area  by  a  flood,  see  Bust  v.  Victoria  Graving  Dock  Company  arid  London 
and  St.  Kaihirine  Dock  Company,  36  Oh.  D.  1 13. 

«  Slatery.Mersereau,e4Jif.Y.\3S;  5vr/t;  v.  Tf' iZaon,  15lr.  0.  L.  R.  332. 

•  Slater  v.  Mersereau,  64  N.  Y.  147.  On  the  authority  of  Webster  v.  Hudson 
Biver  Mi.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  260 ;  which,  however,  does  not  touch  the  proposition : 
since  there  is  no  attempt  to  allege  even  that  the  same  injury  would  have  resulted 
apirt  from  the  negligence  of  the  defendant.     ' 
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Nature. 


somebody  else's  conduct  is  hardly  in  point  when  mine  has  done  the 
damage. 

The  rule.  To  revert  to  the  first  instance  given  on  this  point — ^the  illustration 

from  Dr.  Wharton's  book.^  If  both  the  defect  of  the  road  and  the 
existence  of  the  ice  were  due  to  responsible  agents,  then  an  action  is 
maintainable  against  either.  The  fact  of  only  one  of  the  two  being 
due  to  a  responsible  agent  does  not  lessen  his  liability ;  though  the 
difference  between  responsible  and  irresponsible  agency  may  make 
all  the  difference  in  those  who  can  be  proceeded  against ;  so  that  it 
may  be  taken  as  a  rule  that  when  the  act  of  a  responsible  agent,  in 
ordinary  circumstances  and  not  interrupted  by  causes  independent 
of  the  actor's  will,  directly  tends  to  produce  the  event  in  question  in 
the  natural  sequence  of  events,  the  agent  who  sets  the  force  in  motion 
is  Uable  for  such  of  its  consequences  as  may  be  reasonably  anticipated 
to  arise  in  ordinary  course.  Or,  to  vary  the  expression  :  if  a  responsible 
agency,  in  conjunction  with  irresponsible  agencies,  produces  an  effect 
not  in  ordinary  course  produced  without  the  operation  of  the  responsible 
agency,  then  the  responsible  agent  is  Uable  for  the  effect  produced ; 
and  the  responsible  agent  continues  Uable  for  the  natural  consequences 
of  his  act  (though  not  for  more  than  such  consequences)  until  the 
intervention  of  some  other  responsible  agency.  When  a  new  agent 
is  introduced  with  a  capacity  to  will,  and  who  does  will,  or  refrain  from 
willing,  if  there  be  a  duty  on  him  to  will,  the  UabiUty  of  the  antecedent 
responsible  agent  ceases.^ 

Operations  of  For  the  operations  of  Nature,  purely  as  such,  undirected  by  human 
power,  it  is  manifest  no  one  can  be  legally  accountable.  The  tendency 
of  heavy  bodies  to  fall,  of  Uquids  to  flow,  of  fire  to  bum,  and,  generally, 
of  the  forces  of  Nature  to  follow  out  their  laws  of  working,  imposes 
UabiUty  on  no  one.^  The  ordinary  and  accustomed  workings  of 
Nature  form  the  conditions  imder  which  alone  human  action  is  possible  ; 
and,  while  they  impute  UabiUty  to  no  one,  form  the  basis  from  which 
all  imputabiUty  must  arise.  Yet  a  further  distinction  must  be  taken, 
between  those  operations  of  Nature  which  are  occasioned  by  the 
elementary  forces  of  Nature  wholly  unconnected  with  the  agency 
of  man,  and  those  which  owe  their  injurious  influence  on  man  to  the 
agency  of  man.* 

"  The  rain  which  fertiUses  the  earth,  and  the  wind  which  enables 
the  ship  to  navigate  the  ocean,"  says  Cockbum,  C.J.,®  "  are  as  much 
within  the  term  *  act  of  God,'  as  the  rainfall  which  causes  a  river  to 
burst  its  banks,  and  carry  destruction  over  a  whole  district,  or  the 
cyclone  that  drives  a  ship  against  a  rock  or  sends  it  to  the  bottom. 

1  Negligence,  §  86,  and  ante,  76. 

2  See  Marble  v.  City  of  Worcester,  70  Mass.  395.  As  to  "  concurring  negligence," 
see  Worrnddorf  v.  Detroit  City  Ry.  Co.,  13  Am.  St.  R.  463. 

3  May  V.  Burdelt,  9  Q.  B.  101  ;  Card  v.  Case,  5  C.  B.  622  ;  Smith  v.  Kenrick,  7 
C.  B.  515  ;  Baird  v.  Williamson,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  376  ;  Eylands  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  3  H.  L. 
330;  CarstairsY.  Taylor,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  2i7;  Smithy.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  305;  Ex. 
Ch.  L.  R.  9  Ex.  64  ;  Ross  v.  Fedden,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  661  ;  Hurdman  v.  North  Eastern 
i?(i.  Co.,3C.P.D.  168. 

4  '*  Inanimate  objects  may  bear  to  one  another  all  the  same  relations  which  we 
observe  in  moral  agents  ;  though  the  former  can  never  be  the  object  of  love  or  hatred, 
nor  are  consequently  susceptible  of  merit  or  iniquity.  A  young  tree  which  overtops 
and  destroys  its  parent  stands  in  all  the  same  relations  with  Nero  when  he  murdered 
A^ppina ;  and  if  morality  consisted  merely  in  relations,  would  no  doubt  be  equally 
criminal." — Hume,  Essays  :  An  Inouiry  concerning  the  Principles  of  Morals,  Appendix 
I.  ;  Concerning  Moral  Sentiment,  I V. 

5  Nugent  v.  Smith,  1  C.  P.  D.  423, 435. 


Remarks  of 
Ck)ckbum, 
C.J.,  in 
Nitgenl 
V.  Smith, 
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Yet  the  carrier,  who  by  the  rule  is  entitled  to  protection  in  the  latter 
case,  would  clearly  not  be  able  to  claim  it  in  case  of  damage  occurring 
in  the  former.  For  here  another  principle  comes  into  play.  The 
carrier  is  bound  to  do  his  utmost  to  protect  goods  committed  to  his 
charge  from  loss  or  damage,  and  if  he  fails  herein  he  becomes  Uable, 
from  the  nature  of  his  contract.  In  the  one  case  he  can  protect  the 
goods  by  proper  care,  in  the  other  it*  is  beyond  his  power  to  do  so." 
The  liability  that  arises  in  the  case  of  the  rain  or  the  wind  is,  however, 
not  a  UabiUty  arising  from  the  operations  of  Nature.  In  themselves, 
the  fall  of  rain  and  the  blast  of  wind  bring  liabihty  to  no  one ;  liabihty 
arises  where  duties  have  been  undertaken  that  involve  guardianship 
against  these  elements,  and  it  is  from  the  failure  to  discharge  these 
duties  that  negligence  is  imputed. 

As  to  the  other  class  of  natural  agencies,  James,  L.J.,^  thus  ex-  James,  L.J.'8, 
presses  himself  :  "  The  '  act  of  God  '  is  a  mere  short  way  of  expressing  definition  of  ^^ 
this  proposition  :  A  common  carrier  is  not  liable  for  any  accident  as    **^*^^^^ 
to  which  he  can  show  that  it  is  due  to  natural  causes  directly  and 
exclusively,  without  human  intervention,  and  that  it  coidd  not  have 
been  prevented  by  any  amount  of  foresight,  and  pains,  and  care, 
reasonably  to  have  been  expected  from  him." 

This  exception  may  be  referred  under  a  principle  already  alluded 
to  that  the  law  provides  only  for  that  which  is  common,  not  for  that 
which  is  unusual.  In  extraordinary  cases  the  principle  that  loss  lies 
where  it  faUa  prevails. 

All  purely  natural  forces  being  thus  excluded,  a  responsible  agency  Responsible 
for  the  purpose  of  inferring  liability,  comprehends  all  those  with  agency, 
capacity  to  exercise  moral  choice,  that  is — ^with  certain  exclusions, 
which  have  been  already  noticed^-7-all  human  beings,  and  none  but 
them.  Yet  one  more  distinction  must  be  noted  before  we  part  from 
this  aspect  of  our  subject.  Where  the  negUgence  of  a  person  concurs 
with  some  ordinary  cause,  and  the  conjunction  produces  an  effect 
injurious  to  some  other  person,  it  is  manifest  from  what  has  been  said, 
that  the  operation  of  such  an  ordinary  cause  extraneous  to  the  negUgent 
person  will  not  excuse  his  habUity  for  the  whole  of  the  joint  effect. 
The  law  is  otherwise,  where  an  extraordinary  cause  is  the  primary 
means  of  setting  in  motion  an  injurious  agency  and  by  co-operating 
with  the  negUgence  of  a  person  produces  injury  to  some  other  person. 
In  this  case  the  negUgent  person  is  not  Uable  ;  for  not  only  would  his 
negUgence  alone  fail  to  produce  the  injurious  effect  (this  circumstance, 
however,  is  common  to  the  two  cases,  and,  notwithstanding  this,  in 
the  former  there  is  no  immunity  from  UabiUty),  but  the  exciting 
cause  being  an  "  extraordinary  occurrence  "  or  an  "  act  of  God  "  was 
not  reasonably  to  be  anticipated,  nor  guarded  against.®  The  negUgent 
act  is  not  followed  by  injurious  results  in  natural  and  probable  sequence, 

1  Nugent  v.  Smiih,  1  C.  P.  D.  423,  444.  In  Nitro-phosphate  Co.  v.  St,  Kath-rine 
Docks  Co,,  9  Ch.  D.  503,  616,  Fry,  J.,  says  :  "  I  do  not  think  that  the  mere  fact  that 
a  phenomenon  has  happened  once,  when  it  does  not  carry  with  it  or  import  any 
probability  of  a  recurrence — when,  in  other  words,  it  does  not  imply  any  law  from 
which  its  recurrence  can  be  inferred — places  that  phenomenon  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  rule  of  law  with  regard  to  the  act  of  God.  In  order  that  the  phenomenon 
should  fall  within  that  rule,  it  is  not  in  my  opinion  necessary  that  it  should  be  unique, 
that  it  should  happen  for  the  first  time  ;  it  is  enough  that  it  is  extraordinary,  and 
such  as  could  not  reasonably  be  anticipated.  That  appears  to  me  the  view  which 
has  been  taken  in  all  the  cases,  and  notably  by  Lord  Justice  Mellish  in  the  recent 
case  of  Nichols  v.  Marsland"  2  Ex.  D.  6. 

2  Ante,  45.  3  -Sc^oB^er  v.  JocJfe*on,  30  Am,  St.  E.  792. 
VOL.  I.  F 
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but  only  by  the  occurrence  of  Bomething  abnormal  and  not  to  be 
anticipated. 
No  liability  A  witness  in  a  Court  of  justice  is  absolutely  privileged  in  anything 

for  statement  j^^  jj^j^y  ^^y  g^  g^  witness  having  reference  to  the  matter  in  hand.*  In 
Bynoe  v.  Oovernor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  ^  the  plaintiff 
had  been  convicted  of  forgery  despite  an  alibi  he  set  up,  on  the  evidence 
of  an  officer  of  the  bank  ;  which  evidence  plaintiff  alleged  "  to  have  been 
erroneous  and  given  from  erroneous  and  negligently  prepared  records," 
and  given  "  falsely,  negligently  and  in  breach  of  their  duty."  The 
Court  of  Appeal  affirmed  an  order  striking  out  the  claim  on  the  ground 
that  so  long  as  the  conviction  stood,  *  no  one  against  whom  it  is  pro- 
ducible shall  be  permitted  to  aver  against  it ; '  ".*  but  assuming  no 
conviction,  the  principle  of  Seaman  v.  Netherdift  is  equally  conclusive. 
This  does  not  affect  the  case  of  expert  witnesses.  For  example,  a 
surveyor,  requested  to  give  evidence  as  to  estate  value,  makes  a  con- 
tract with  the  party  for  whom  he  gives  evidence  that  he  will  "  quaUfy," 
that  is  inform  himself  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  and  apply  reasonable 
scientific  professional  knowledge  for  their  elucidation.  If  he  does 
not  do  so,  an  action  on  his  contract  lies  against  him.  If,  however,  he 
gives  evidence  against  the  person  calling  him,  he  does  so  with  impunity, 
provided,  that  is,  his  evidence  does  not  suffer  from  lack  of  knowledge. 
It  was  the  fault  of  the  party  calUng  him.  Even  if  he  perjures  himself, 
there  is  no  private  remedy  ;  he  \b  answerable  to  public  justice  ;  but 
the  highest  interest  of  the  suitor  is  that  testimony  given  in  the  witness- 
box  should  be  wholly  free  from  fear  of  private  suits. 

II.  Causal  Connection. 

Proximate  We  are  next  to  inquire  for  how  long,  and  in  what  circumstances, 

and  remote     the  law  imputes  responsibility  for  the  consequences  of   a  wron^ul 
cause.  ^^  ^j  negligence. 

Lord  Bacon's  The  starting-point  in  these  inquiries  is  most  usually  the  maxim  : 
paraphrase.  In  jure  non  remota  causa  sed  proximo  ipectatur  ;  with  Lord  Bacon's 
paraphrase  :  '  "It  were  infinite  for  the  law  to  consider  the  causes  of 
causes  and  their  impulsions  one  of  another,  therefore  it  contentetii 
itself  with  the  immediate  cause,  and  judgeth  of  acts  by  that  without 
looking  for  any  further  degree." 

What  is  a  proximo  causae  or  immediate  cause,*  in  law  is  a  matter 
so  largely  dependent  on  the  individual  facts,  that  any  formula  seems 
unattainable.  It  is  accordingly  advisable  to  trace  the  principle 
through  the  chief  cases  where  it  has  entered.* 

As  far  back  as  the  time  of  James  I.'  it  was  recognised  law  that  if 
a  horse  escape  from  a  field  through  a  gap  in  a  fence  permitted  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  come  to  injury,  the  owner  can  recover. 

1  Semnan  v.  Netherdift,  2  C.P.  D.  53.  2  (1902)  I  K.  B.  467. 

3  Bftc.  Max.  Reg.  1.  There  is  an  article  on  the  maxim,  4  Am.  Law  Review,  201  ; 
see  also  the  exhaustive  note  on  "  Proximate  and  Remote  Cause  "  to  Oilson  v.  Deiawars 
dr  Hudson  Cmial  Co.,  36  Am.  St.  R.  807-861. 

*  Wharton,  Criminal  Law,  bk.  1,  ch.  vii.  Causal  Connection,  §§  152, 169. 

6  Poraoollectionof  cases  on  the  law  generally  on  this  subject,  see  Vicars  v.  W^- 
cockSf  2  8m.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  519.  The  various  aspects  of  the  maxim  in  its  reference 
to  insurance  law  are  illustrated  by  Erie,  C.J.,  loniies  v.  Universal  Marine  Insurance 
Company,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  259.  See  also  the  remarks  of  Lord  Selborne,  Inman  Steamship 
Company  v.  Bisckoff,  7  App.  Cas.  €70,  676  ;  also  per  Lord  Blackburn,  683  ;  and  Story, 
^.'s,  judgment  in  Peters  v.  Warren  Insurance  Company,  14  Peters  99,  111,  where  Dc 
Vaux  V.  Salvador,  4  A.  &  £.  420,  is  examined  and  questioned. 

«  Holb(»eh  V.  IFomer,  Cro.  Jao.  665.  ,   .  . 
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The  law  wasagain  stated  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case 

of  Booth  V.  WUson,^  where  a  gratuitous  bailee  sued  for  dama^  in-  J^oM  ▼. 

curred  from  the  death  of  a  horse  caused  by  the  neglect  of  the  de&ndant  ^*^^^^ 

to  fence  ;  and  in  Powell  v.  Saliehury,^  where,  in  similar  circumstaofies, 

a  horse  was  killed  by  the  fall  of  a  haystack  on  defendant's  land.    But 

the  first  case  where  a  general  principle  is  laid  down  to  govern  in  all 

cases  where  injury  resmts,  not  immediately  and  obviously  arising  out 

of  the  wrongful  act,  is  Dams  v.  OarreU^    Defendant's  barge  had  ^^^  ^* 

deviated  from  her  course  without  justifiable  cause,  and  whi^t  out    ^'*^'^* 

of]  her  course,  met  with  stormy  weather  and  water  washad  over 

amongst  the  hme  which  formed  her  cargo  and  caused  a  fixe.    The 

master  was  compelled,  for  the  preservation  of  himself  and  the  crew» 

to  run  the  barge  on  shore,  where  both  the  Ume  and  the  barge  were  lust. 

Tindal,  G.J.,  pointed  out  that  the  legal  conaequenoes  must  be  the 

same,  whether  the  loss  is  immediate,  as  by  the  sinking  of  the  baige  in 

a  heavy  sea,  when  out  of  her  course,  or  by  a  connected  chain  of  causes 

producing  the  same  event.    The  defendant  objected,  that  thare  was 

no  natural  and  necessary  connection  between  the  wrong  of  the  master 

in  taking  the  barge  out  of  her  course  and  the  loss  itself.    The  CSinei 

Justice  answers  this  thus :  ^  "No  wrongdoer  can  be  allowed  to  apportion 

or  qualify  his  own  wrong ;  and  as  a  loss  has  actually  happened  whilst 

his  wrongful  act  was  in  operation  and  focce,  and  which  is  attributable 

to  his  wrongful  act,  he  cannot  set  up  as  an  answer  to  the  action  the 

bare  possibility  of  a  loss  if  his  wrongful  act.  had  never  been  done. 

It  might  admit  of  a  different  construction  if  he  could  show  not  only  that 

the  same  loss  might  have  happened,  but  that  it  must  have  happened, 

if  the  act  complamed  of  had  not  been  done." 

Walker  v.  Goe^  illustrates  the  other  aspect  of  the  princtpla.  Com-  Walker v, Got. 
missioners  were  empowered  by  an  A^t  of  Parliament  to  lease  a  eaoal ; 
and  were  required  to  give  notice  to  the  lessees  if  during  the  continuance 
of  the  lease  the  navigation  was.  allowed  to  get  out  of  repair ;  and  in 
case  the  lessees  should  make  default  in  executing  the  repaits  pointed 
out,  the  Commissioners  were  further  authorised*  to  take  possession  of 
the  tolls  and  themselves  to  do  the  repairs.  The  lease  having  been 
granted,  during  its  continuance  cme  of  the  locks  of  the  canal  became  out 
of  repair ;  yet  the  Commissioners  gave  no  notice  of  it  to  the  lessee 
though  a  sud&sient  time  had  elapsed  for  the  giving  of  such  notice.  A 
barge  entered  the  canal  while  the  lock  wa?  so  out  of  repair,  but  was 
prevented  from  getting  out  again  by  the  falling  in  of  the  lock.  On 
these  facts  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  affirmed  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  that  no  action  lay  by  the  owner  of  the  barge 
against  the  Navigation  Commissioners.  "  To  say,"  says  Pollock,  C.B.,  ^^^^^ 
"  that  the  damage  could  be  the  consequence  of  the  wrongful  act  or  j^dment. 

1  (1817)lB.&Ald.59. 

3  (1828)  2  Y.  &  J.  391.  Lawrence  v.  Jenkina  (1873)  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  274.  There 
is  an  oblii^ioa  for  the  owner  of  minerals  so  to  fence  that  the  horsa  or  cattle  of  the 
owner  of  the  surface  are  not  injured  through  falling  into  exoarations  :  OroueoU  v. 
WiUiatM,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  237.  There  is  no  implied  obligation  on  the  part  of  a  lessor 
to  keep  up  the  fences  of  closes  which  he  retains  in  his  own  hands,  and  which  abut 
upon  the  tenant's  land,  to  prevent  the  tenant's  cattle  from  straying  :  Erakine  v. 
Adean^t  L.  B.  8  Ch.  756.  He  must  keep  his  cattle  on  his  land,  but  is  not  bomid  to 
prevent  his  neighbour's  cattle  from  straying ;  HiUon  r,  AnkMson,  27  L.  T.  N.  S.  61i^. 
ParUing  v.  NotJets  (1894),  2  Q.  B.  281. 

3  (1830)  6  B^ng.  716,  approved  and  followed  in  LUley  v.  D<yMeday,  7  Q.  B.  D.  6U  i 
Smeed  v.  Fwrd,  !£.&;£.  602.  «  6  Bing.  724. 

«  ( 18fi8)  3  H.  &  N.  39d,  in  the  Ex.  Ch.  4  H.  A;  N.  350.^  ^ 

0  '*  It  shall  be  lawful  foe  the  Commiasianers,  and  they  are  hereby  authorised.'^ 
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omission  is  in  our  judgment  to  assert  a  false  proposition  of  law.  The 
surmise  is — ^if  the  notice  had  been  given  the  repairs  woidd  have  been 
done  and  the  lock  would  not  have  fallen  in,  and  so  not  giving  notice 
caused  the  lock  to  fall  in.  As  we  have  said,  this  is  not  proved ;  but  it  is 
not  the  proximate,  necessary,  or  natural  result  of  not  giving  notice. 
The  not  giving  of  notice  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  about  the  result ;  the 
giving  of  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  hinder  it."  Wightman,  J.,  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  thus  deals  with  the  same  point :  '^  It  is 
argued  that  if  notice  had  been  given  the  repairs  would  have  been  done, 
and  if  they  had  been  done  the  lock  would  not  have  fallen  in.  Suppose, 
however,  the  Conmiissioners  had  given  notice,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  lessee  would  have  repaired,  and  if  he  did  not  the  Commissioners 
were  not  bound  to  repair.  Therefore  the  falUng  in  of  the  lock  cannot 
be  considered  as  the  natural  and  necessary  consequence  of  the  omission 
of  the  Conmiissioners  to  give  the  lessee  notice  to  repair."  ^ 

The  two  above-quoted  cases  give  the  contrasted  aspects  of  what  is  a 
natural  and  probable  consequence.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient in  order  to  escape  liability  to  show  that  the  same  consequence 
might  have  happened  without  the  negligence  that  founds  the  liabiUty. 
On  the  other  huid,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  negligence,  and 
;  the  injury  that  might  flow  from  it,  did  exist,  without  showing  that  the 
'.injury  would  in  ordinary  course  flow  from  the  negUgence.* 

Cases  of  straying  horses  have  been  already  noticed.  In  Lee  v. 
JBifey*  a  more  compUcated  state  of  facts  existed.  Defendant's  duty 
was  to  repair  the  fences  of  a  field  where  he  kept  a  mare.  This  duty  he 
neglected,  and  the  mare  got  through  a  gap  into  a  field,  where  the 
plaintiff  had  a  horse,  which  was  kicked  by  the  defendant's  mare,  and 
so  injured  that  he  had  to  be  slain.  The  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  his  value,  on  the  ground  that  the  foundation  of  the  action  was 
the  negUgence  of  the  defendant  in  omitting  properly  to  keep  up  this 
fence  ;  and  that  it  was  through  this  negligence  the  defendant's  mare 
strayed  from  her  own  pasture  ;  and  that  it  was  impossible  her  owner 
could  know  how  she  would  act  when  coming  suddenly  in  the  night- 
time into  a  field  among  strange  horses.  The  distinction  drawn  by 
the  Court  between  this  and  those  cases  where  the  question  of  a  ferocious 
or  vicious  disposition  was  raised  *  is — ^in  those  cases  a  knowledge  is 
presumed,  from  the  nature  of  animals,  as  to  their  probable  conduct ; 
in  the  present  case  such  knowledge  was  impossible.  This  distinction 
appears  at  best  very  ffimsy  and  unsatisfactory.  If  an  animal  is 
fMmsuetoi  naturcBy  and  gives  an  '*  unexplained  kick,"  the  owner  is  not 
hable,^  on  the  ground  that  the  general  disposition  of  the  animal  is  such 
that  the  owner  can,  without  negUgence,  assume  that  it  will  not  act  in 

1  Very  like  this  in  principle  is  Olover  v.  L,  dj  S,  W.  Ry.  Go,,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  26,  where 
plaintiff  was  wrongly  ejected  from  a  railway  carriage,  and  left  behind  his  opera  glasses 
which  he  lost,  but  was  disentitled  to  recover  in  respect  of,  because  the  loss  "  was  not 
the  necessary  consequence  of  the  defendant's  act,  but  owing  to  the  plaintiff's  own 
negligence  or  carelessness.'* 

a  See  remarks  at  the  end  of  judgment  of  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  Harrison  v.  The  O.  N, 
Ry.  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  231,  238. 

«  (1866)  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  722.  In  EUis  v.  Loftua  Iron  Co.,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  10,  the 
the  defendant  was  held  liable  in  trespass  for  the  injuries  done  by  his  horse  in  biting 
«nd  kiokinff  the  plaintiff's  mare  through  a  fence  which  separated  the  plaintiff^ 
and  defendant's  fields,  irrespective  of  any  question  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants.  , 

4  Cox  V.  Sufhidpe,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  430.     Read  v.  Edwards,  17  C.  B.  N.  8. 246. 

»  Cox  V.  Burhidge,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  430,  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  434.  The  ouestion  here  is, 
whether  the  owner  of  an  animal  mansuetas  natures  is  liable  for  an  unexplained  kick. 
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a  ferocious  maoner.  If,  then,  he  may  assume  that,  surely  he  cannot 
reasonably  be  held  liable  when  the  assumption  proves  unwarranted, 
and  when  there  was  nothing  to  lead  him  to  suspect  the  act  to  be 
possible.  "It  was  impossible,"  says  Erie,  C.J.,  "that  her  owner 
could  know  how  she  would  act ; "  if  so,  the  animal  being  mansuetcB 
naturcB,  the  owner  was  discharged  from  more  than  ordinary  precautions. 
The  true  ground  of  the  distinction  between  this  and  the  other  cases 
seems  to  be  that  here  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  an  act  of  neghgence, 
a  result  of  which  was  that  his  mare  trespassed  on  the  land  of  }ns  neigh- 
bour, and,  while  a  trespasser,  did  an  injury  which  would  certainly  have 
been  avoided  had  the  defendant  not  been  negligent ; — an  injury,  too, 
not  so  remotely  connected  with  the  neghgence  as  to  be  other  than  a 
consequence  probably  arising  out  of  it  in  a  case  where,  apart  from 
defendant,  only  irresponsible  agencies  were  involved.  The  defendant's 
mare  being  a  trespasser  through  the  defendant's  neghgence,  a  pre- 
sumption arises  that  the  defendant  is  Uable  for  all  acts  done  during 
the  trespass,  unless  they  are  such  that,  looking  to  the  nature  of  the 
trespassing  animal,  they  could  be  said  not  to  be  natural  or  probable 
consequences  of  its  disposition.  Although,  when  a  horse  is  in  a  place 
where  it  has  a  right  to  be,  any  disposition  to  kick  that  it  may  suddenly 
manifest  does  not  import  a  Uabihty  on  its  owner  ;^  when  the  horse  is 
where  it  should  not  be,  and  kicks,  the  kicking  is  not  so  far  remote  from 
what  is  to  be  expected  from  the  natural  disposition  of  horses  that  the 
injury  cannot  be  said  to  follow  in  the  natural  and  obvious  sequence 
from  the  original  wrongful  act  which  allowed  the  horse  to  get  where 
an  opportimity  of  doing  injury  is  given.^ 

If  this  is  the  explanation  of  the  case,  the  decision  becomes  note-  Distinction 
worthy  as  indicating  a  distinction  all-important  for  understanding  between  con- 
this  branch  of  the  law  ;  between  acts  from  which  injurious  consequences  ^^tSu^ig  a 
in  the  result  flow  to  others,  but  which  are  not  neghgent  in  law,  because  negligent  act, 
these  consequences  would  not  antecedently  have  been  anticipated  to  ^  conae- 
flow  as  natural  results  ;   and  acts  which  carry  Uability  because  their  ^^wiog  a 
probable  outcome  is  injurious  acts,  though,  in  fact,  the  consequences  negligent  act 
which  flow  are  not  those  anticipated.    As  will  be  pointed  out  later,  and  the  snb- 
an  act  is  negUgent  if  the  doer  of  it  by  thinking  might  anticipate  loss  j^^Mes" 
and  injury  as  a  natural  and  probable  consequence  to  some  third  person 
with  regard  to  whom  or  his  property  he  has  a  duty  not  to  be  negligent. 
Further,  the  doer  of  a  negUgent  act  is  responsible  for  the  consequences 
flowing  from  it  in  fact,  even  though  antecedently,  to  a  reasonable  man, 
the  consequences  that  do  flow  seemed  neither  natural  nor  probable. 
As  Tindal,  C.J.,  shortly  states  the  principle  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
in  Barrow  v.  Amaud,  the  defendant  "  should  answer  for  all  the  loss 
resulting  from  his  act."^    But  a  man  is  not  responsible  for  the  con- 
sequences of  an  act  (not  a  trespass)  from  which  the  ideal  reasonable  man^ 

1  Hammock  v.  WhUe,  1 1  C.  B.  N.  S.  688. 

a  The  converse  case— the  duty  to  refrain  from  injuring  horses  trespassing— is  con- 


sidered in  Hurd  v.  (hand  Trunk  Ry,  Co.y  15  Ont.  App.  68,  where  horses  being  on  a 
railroad  line,  the  driver  started  his  engine  so  soon  as  they  were  clear  of  the  line  and 
before  they  were  beyond  the  influence  of  fright  caused  by  the  noise  of  the  engine. 


It  was  held  there  was  no  duty.  Hagarty,  C.J.,  asks  (at  63) :  Because  the  engine- 
driver  "  miscalculated  the  extent  of  the  horse's  nervousness,  and  damages  resulted, 
does  his  conduct  therefore  amount  to  actionable  negligence  7  *'  and  adds  :  "  This  is 
one  of  the  strongest  illustrations  that  I  remember  of  the  foei  hoe  propter  ?u)c  doctrine  "  : 
he  means  one  of  the  strongest  illustrations  of  the  thus  named  fallacy. 

3  8  Q.  B.  604, 610. 

*  /.c,  a  person  of  ordinary  common  sense  using  it  and  his  opportunities  of  observa- 
tion, in  the  particular  matter. 
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would  not  anticipate  injnrioiiB  consequences,  even  thongli  in  fact  each 
conseqaences  in  fact  f c^ow.  The  doing  of  l^e  act  is  not  negligent ; 
therefore  the  oonseqnenoes  are  irrelevant. 

In  HiU  V.  New  River  Co.,^  an  open  ditch,  insufficiently  fenced  and 
protected,  ran  along  the  highway.  The  New  River  Company  caused 
a  stream  of  water  to  spout  on  the  highway  to  a  height  of  about  four 
feet  above  the  level  of  the  road.  This  jet  was  left  unguarded  by  the 
servants  of  the  company.  The  plaintifi's  carriage  was  being  driven 
along  the  highway  between  the  spouting  stream  and  the  ditch ;  the 
horses  took  fright  at  the  spouting  stream  and,  swerving  aside,  fell 
into  the  ditch.  The  defendants  resisted  the  plaintiff's  claim  on  the 
ground  that  the  unfenced  excavation  was  the  causa  proxima  ;  but  the 
Court  ^  were  of  opinion  that  the  spouting  water  was  really  the  causa 
catufons  of  the  accident,  and  that  without  the  negUgence  of  the  defen- 
dants the  accident  would  not  have  happened ;  and  so  they  were 
responsible  for  its  consequences.^ 

CoUiiu  V.  Middle  Level  Commissioners  is  a  curious  case.^  An  Act 
of  Parliament  authorised  conmiissioners  to  construct  a  cut  with 
proper  gates  and  sluices  to  keep  out  the  waters  of  a  tidal  river,  and  a 
culvert  under  the  cut  for  the  purpose  of  draining  the  lands  of  the 
plaintiff  and  others  on  the  east  side  of  the  cut.  The  Act  of  ParUament 
required  the  culvert  to  be  kept  open  at  all  times.  In  consequence  of 
negUgent  construction  the  waters  of  the  river  flowed  into  the  cut  and, 
bursting  the  western  bank,  flooded  the  adjoining  lands.  The  plaintiff 
closed  the  lower  end  of  the  culvert  and  thus  prevented  a  considerable 
extent  of  damage  ;  thereupon  the  occupiers  of  the  lands  on  the  west 
side  removed  the  obstruction,  and  caused  a  large  addition  to  the 
water  on  the  plaintiff's  land.  The  defendants  contended  that  the 
increase  being  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  those  who  removed  the 
obstruction  which  the  plaintiff  had  rightfully  placed  there,  the  defen- 
dants were  not  liable  for  the  enhanced  damage.  The  Court,^  held 
otherwise,  upon  two  grounds : 

(1)  The  culvert  by  Act  of  ParUament  was  to  be  kept  open  at 

all  times  ;  consequently,  those  who  removed  the  obstruction 
were  no  more  wrongdoers  than  those  who  placed  it  there. 

(2)  Assuming  that  those  removing  the  obstruction  were  wrong, 

^*  the  primary  and  substantial  cause  of  the  injury  was  the 

negtigence  of  the  defendants  ;  and  it  is  not  competent  to 

them  to  say  that  they  are  absolved  from  the  consequence  of 

their  wrongful  act  by  what  the  plaintiff  or  some  oneelse  did." 

The  second  ground  is  too  broadly  expressed.    Had  the  owners  on  the 

west  removed  the  obstruction  wantonly,  their  conduct  could  scarcely 

be  regarded  as  a  natural  or  probable  consequence  flowing  from  the 

negligent  act.    Their  act  takes  its  colour  from  the  consideration  that 

they  were  owners,  and  "  imagining  that  if  the  neighbouring  lands  on 

the  east  were  also  overflowed  the  injury  to  themselves  would  be 

diminished."  *    A  man  mav  be  guilty  of   a  breach  of  his  statutory 

duty — ^that  does  not  justily  another  who  is  only  affected  by  the 

common  loss  of  all  the  realm  to  set  things  right  forti  manu. 

1  ( 1868)  0  B.  A  8.  303.  «  Mellor,  Luah,  and  Hannen,  J  J. 

>  For  the  difference  between  causa  eausins  and  cauaa  causaia,  see  Earl  of  Shrews- 
bury's (a  ?<?,  9  Co.  Rep.  50  b. 

4  (1868)  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  279.  Cp.  Corporation  of  Raleigh  v.  Williams  (1893),  A.  C. 
540.  5  Montague  Smith  and  Brett,  J  J. 

«  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  279,  287,  per  Montague  Smith,  J. 
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SmiUi  V.  London  and  South-Western  Ry.  Co}  is  the  leading  case  on  Smith  v.  L. 
the  matter  we  are  now  dealing  with.     The  company's  servants  had  ^  ^'  ^^'  ^^' 
cut  the  grass  and  trimmed  the  banks  and  hedges  at  the  side  of  their 
hne.     The  cut  grass  and  hedge  trimmings  were  then  raked  into  heaps 
between  the  rails  and  the  hedge,  and  there  left  for  a  fortnight  in 
extremely  hot  weather.     The  heaps  became  very  dry  and  inflammable, 
and  were  set  on  fire  by  sparks  from  one  of  the  company's  engines.     A 
high  wind  prevailed  at  the  time  :  the  fire  burnt  up  the  hedge,  passed 
over  a  stubble  field  and  a  pubUc  road,  and  destroyed  the  plaintiff's 
cottage  about  two  hundred  yards  from  the  hne.     Brett,  J.,  in  the  Brett,  J.*8, 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  thought  there  was  no  case  to  leave  to  the  jury  ;  ^®^* 
for  "  no  reasonable  man  could  have  foreseen  that  the  fire  would 
consume  the  hedge  and  pass  across  a  stubble  field  and  so  get  to  the 
plaintiff's  cottage  at  the  distance  of  two  himdred  yards  from  the 
railway,  crossing  a  road  in  its  passage."     Bovill,  C.J.,  and  Keating,  J.  Judgment  of 
held  there  was  evidence  :    "  Under  ordinary  circumstances  it  may  be  (^^^*^  ^^ 
that  hedges  are  not  expected  to  ignite  ;  but,  if  there  be  collections  of  pieas. 
grass  and  hedge  trinmiings  near  them  in  a  very  dry  and  inflammable  Bovill,  C.J., 
condition,  and  these  by  some  means  become  ignited,  it  may  fairly  be  Kiting  J. 
presumed  that  the  hedges  will  be  in  danger,  and  who  is  to  say  where 
the  danger  will  stop  ?  "     "  It  is  not,  however,  for  us  to  decide  whether 
the  injury  complained  of  was  a  probable  consequence  of  the  conduct 
of  the  defendants'  servants."    The  dissent  of  Brett,  J.,  is  to  the  pro- 
position that  admitting  the  negUgence  that  produces  the  fire,  the 
destruction  of  the  cottage  at  a  distance  of  two  hundred  yards  was  a 
natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the  fire.     The  two  other  judges 
held  that  the  negUgent  act  was  cutting  grass  and  hedges  and  leaving 
the  cuttings  to  dry  in  heaps  in  a  position  where  when  dry  they  would 
most  readily  take  fire.    If  from  this  negUgent  act  injurious  consequences 
naturally  and  ordinarily  flowed,  a  habiUty  to  answer  for  them  was 
shown. 

In  the  argument  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  much  stress  was  laid  judgments 
by  the  defendants  on  the  dictum  of  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Blyth  v.  Birming-  in  the 
ham  Waterworks  Co.  '}  "  It  would  be  monstrous  to  hold  the  company  ^amber^^ 
Uable  for  negUgence  because  they  did  not  foresee  an  event  that  was 
so  remote  from  probabiUty  that  for  many  months  it  could  not  be  found 
out  what  was  the  cause  of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  premises."     This 
Channell,  B.,  in  giving  judgment,  explained  thus :  "  I  quite  agree  that  channell,B.'p, 
where  there  is  no  direct  evidence  of  negUgence,  the  question  what  a  ex^anation 
reasonable  man  might  foresee  is  of  importance  in  considering  the  ^^^^' 
question  whether  there  is  evidence  for  the  jury  of  negUgence  or  not, 
and  this  is  what  was  meant  by  Bramwell,  B.,  in  his  judgment  in  Blyth 
v.  Birmingham  Waterworks Co^  ;  "but  when  it  has  been  once  deter- 
mined that  there  is  evidence  of  negligence  the  person  guilty  of  it  is 
equally  Uable  for  its  consequences,  whether  he  could  have  foreseen 

them  or  not."'    And  this  opinion  was  adopted  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Channell, B.*8. 

view  adopted 

1  (1870)  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  98,  in  the  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  14.     In  Admiralty,   The  by  Black- 
Mellana,  3  W.  Rob.  7,  where  Dr.   Lushington  ruled  that  the  presumption  is  that  bum,  J. 
eventual  loss  is  to  be  presumed  due  to  the  collision,  and  not  to  any  new  cause  in- 
tervening.   Canada  Southern  By,  Co.  v.  Phelps,  14  Can.  S.  C.  R.,  per  Henry,  J.,  148. 

3  25  L.  J.  Fx.  214  :  ''  Reasonable  and  probable  "  consequences  are  considered  in 
Bellamy  v.  Wells,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  150,  where,  in  consequence  of  pugilistic  entertainments 
at  a  club  late  at  night,  crowds  collected  and  noise  was  occasioned  ;  see  also  Barber  v. 
Pen/ey(  1893),  2  Ch.  447. 

3  L  R.  6  C.  P.  21.  The  Irish  case  of  O'Cforman  y.  0' Gorman  {1903),  2  I.  R.  573,  is 
noteworthy  here.    Defendant  kept  bees,  and  ha4  twenty  hives  of  them  oa  the  border 
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And  the  rest 
of  the  Ck)urt, 
Blackburn, 
J.*8,  doubt. 


Considered. 


his  judgment :  "  What  the  defendants  might  reasonably  anticipate  is," 
said  he,  "  only  material  with  reference  to  the  question  whether  the 
defendants  were  negUgent  or  not,  and  cannot  alter  their  UabiUty  if 
they  were  guilty  of  neghgence."  **  If  the  negligence  were  once  estab- 
lished, it  would  be  no  answer  that  it  did  much  more  damage  than  was 
expected.  If  a  man  fires  a  gun  across  a  road,  where  he  may  reasonably 
anticipate  that  persons  will  be  passing,  and  hits  some  one,  he  is  guilty 
of  negligence,  and  liable  for  the  injury  he  has  caused  ;  but  if  he  fires 
in  his  own  wood,  where  he  cannot  reasonably  anticipate  that  any  one 
will  be,  he  is  not  Uable  to  any  one  whom  he  shoots,  which  shows  that 
what  a  person  may  reasonably  anticipate  is  important  in  considering 
whether  he  has  been  negligent ;  but  if  a  person  fires  across  a  road 
when  it  is  dangerous  to  do  so  and  kills  a  man  who  is  in  the  receipt  of  a 
large  income,  he  will  be  liable  for  the  whole  damage,  however  great, 
that  may  have  resulted  to  his  family  and  cannot  set  up  that  he  could 
not  have  reasonably  expected  to  have  injured  any  one  but  a  labourer." 
On  this  all  the  Court  were  agreed.  Blackburn,  J.,  however,  doubted 
"  whether,  since  the  trimmings  were  on  the  verge  of  the  railway  on 
the  company's  land,  if  the  quickset  hedge  had  been  in  its  ordinary 
state  they  might  not  have  been  burned  only  on  the  company's  premises, 
and  done  no  further  harm,  and  whether  the  injury,  therefore,  was 
not  really  caused  by  the  hedge  being  dry,  so  that  it  caught  fire,  and 
by  the  fire  thus  spreading  to  the  stubble  field  and  thence  to  the  plain- 
tiff's cottage."  ^ 

This  decision  establishes  that,  when  negligence  is  once  shown  to 
exist,  it  carries  a  Uability  for  the  consequences  arising  from  it  whether 
they  be  greater  or  less  until  the  intervention  of  some  diverting  force, 
or  until  the  force  put  in  motion  by  the  negligence  has  itself  become 
exhausted.'^  In  discussing  it  confusion  has  been  caused  by  not  separat- 
ing the  two  points  which  were  mainly  argued  :  (1)  Was  there  any 
evidence  of  negligence  to  leave  to  the  jury  ;  (2)  if  there  was  evidence 
of  negligence  to  go  to  the  jury,  for  how  many  of  the  consequences 
flowing  from  the  negligence  were  the  defendants  liable  ?  It  was  with 
respect  to  the  first  point  only  that  any  doubt  was  felt  by  the  judges — 
excepting  Brett,  J.  The  doubt  may  be  thus  stated — the  defendants 
being  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  run  engines  on  their  line, 
and  the  emission  of  sparks  being  necessarily  incidental  to  doing  so,  the 
mere  fact  of  fire  thence  arising  would  not  afiect  them  with  liability 
apart  from  negligence  f  while,  in  an  ordinary  season,  the  heaping 
of  cuttings  along  the  line  would  not  in  natural  and  probable  sequence 

of  his  land  near  plaintiff's  stables,  but  remote  from  his  own.  Defendant  "  smoked  *' 
his  bees  at  a  time  that  plaintiff  was  **  tackling  "  his  horses.  The  bees  stung  the 
horses,  which  starting,  dragged  plaintiff  along,  threw  him  violently  against  a  wall, 
and  injured  his  spine.  The  jury  found  that  the  bees  were  kept  negligently.  The 
Court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict.     The  damage  was  not  too  remote. 

1  Cp.  Dennis  v.  Vdciorian  By.  Commissioner,  28  V.  L.  R.  676. 

2  The  American  case  of  Havcrli/  v.  State  Line,  d-c,  Rd.  Co.,  135  Pa.  St.  50 ;  20 
Am.  St.  R.  848,  is  very  similar.  See,  too.  Ehrgott  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  264,  where 
a  man  recovered  for  injuries  suffered  from  a  defect  in  a  highway,  resulting,  months 
after,  in  a  spinal  disease.  Wharton,  §  77,  is  clear  and  precise  in  his  statement  of  the 
j)rinciple,  and  cites  Higgins  v.  Detvey,  107  Mass.  494,  which  is  similar  in  its  facts  t^ 
Smith  V.  L.  dk  8.  W,  By.  Co.,  Gray,  J.,  there  saying  that  one  who  negligently  sets 
fire  to  his  land  is  liable  for  injury  done  to  his  neighbour's  property,  "  whether  he 
might  or  might  not  have  reasonably  anticipated  the  particular  manner  in  which  it  is 
a<;tually  communicated." 

3  See  now  Bailtoay  Fires  Act  ( 1906),  6  Edw.  VII.,  c.  1 1.  The  Act  is  limited  to  agri- 
oultural  land  or  to  agricultural  crops. 
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produce  the  fire.     Bearing  these  two  facts  in  mind,  was  the  heaping 
of  cuttings  along  the  line  in  a  way  that  in  ordinary  circumstances 
would  not  kindle  fire  from  sparks  alighting,  evidence  of  negligence 
when  done  in  a  season  of  exceptional  dryness,  when  fire  might  be 
caused  by  them  in  ordinary  course,  if  a  spark  aUghted  ?     And  again, 
it  being  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  engines,  do  emit  sparks, 
was  there  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the  fire  originated  in  sparks  from 
one  of  the  company's  engines  ?     Was  the  duty  of  the  railway  com- 
pany limited  to  taking  ordinary  precautions,  or  did  the  knowledge  Duty  to  take 
of  extraordinary  circumstances  bind  them  to  use  greater  precautions?^  greater  oare 
On  the  second  point,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  at  any  rate,  there  was  Z^bLt^ 
no  doubt  at  all.    Yet  some  writers,  by  transferring  the  doubt  on  the  danger, 
first  point  to  the  decision  on  the  second,  have  been  landed  in  perfectly 
unnecessary  difficulty  in  discriminating  the  natural  consequences  of 
a  negligent  act,  for  which  a  wrongdoer  is  liable  in  damages  ;^  since 

1  SeeDanid  v.  Melropol%tanBy.Co.,l,,R,  5H.  L.  45,  per  Lord  Hatherley,  C,  56. 

3  The  expressions  used  by  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  stating  the  rule  of  law,  applied 
indeed  to  a  very  different  class  of  cases,  do  not  seem  accurate.  In  In  re  London, 
Tilbury  and  Southend  By.  Co.  and  Trustees  of  Oower's  Walk  Schools,  24  Q.  B.  D.  326, 
329,  he  is  reported  as  saying,  "  the  rule  seems  to  me  to  be  that  whore  a  plaintiff  has 
a  cause  of  action  for  a  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
for  all  the  damage  caused  which  was  the  direct  consequence  of  the  wrongful  act,  and 
so  probable  a  consequence  that^  if  the  defendant  ha  I  considered  the  matter,  he  must  hat^ 
foreseen  that  the  whole  damage  would  result  from  that  act."  This  is  the  very  proposition 
he  laid  down  and  which  was  overruled  in  Smith  v.  L.  d:  S.  W.  By.  Co.  It  has  been 
pointed  out  before  that  there  are  two  inquiries  in  the  application  of  the  tost  of  what 
is  a  natural  and  ronsonable  consequence :  1st,  an  inquiry  whether  the  act  causing 
injury  was  wrongful ;  that  being  established,  then,  2nd,  what  are  the  actual  con- 
tinuous consequences  of  the  wrongful  act  T  The  liability  is  determined  by  looking 
a  post  not  ab  ante.  The  defendant's  view  of  the  possibilities  of  his  act  is  very  material 
to  determine  whether  his  act  is  negligent  or  not ;  it  is  utterly  immaterial  to  limit 
liability  when  once  negligence  has  been  established.     Cp.  The  Linc^h,  15  P.  D.  15.  , 

According  to  the  formula  in  the  Oower's  Walk  Schools  case,  it  would,  for  example, 
have  been  hard  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  recovered  in  QUbcrtson  v.  Bichardson,  5  C.  B. 
502.  Defendant's  carriage  was  driven  against  the  wheel  of  plaintiff's  chaise,  the 
collision  threw  a  person  who  was  in  the  chaise  upon  the  dashing  board,  the  dashing 
board  fell  on  the  oack  of  the  horse,  the  horse  kicked  and  injured  the  chaise  ;  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  the  whole  series  of  misadventures.  Of  course, 
the  comment  on  such  a  case  as  this  is,  that  liability  is  to  be  considered,  not  from  the 
probable  anticipation  of  particular  consequences,  but  from  the  probability  of  an 
injurious  consequences  resulting.  Again,  in  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  States 
in  Smith  v.  BoUes,  132  U.  S.  (25  Davis)  125,  130,  it  was  laid  down  that  damages  must 
always  be  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  act  complained  of  ;  and  the 
test  was  adopted  "  that  those  results  are  proximate  which  the  wrongdoer  from  his 
position  must  have  contemplated  as  the  probable  consequence  of  his  fraud  or  breach 
of  contract."  This  does  not  seem  satisfactory  if  for  no  other  reason,  yet  for  that 
given  in  the  Year  Book,  17  Edw.  IV,  2,  pi.  2,  car  comen  erudition  est  qw,  Ventent  d'vn 
home  ne  serra  trie,  car  le  diablc  n^ad  conusance  de  Ventent  de  Iwme.  Who  can  say  what 
the  wrongdoer  contemplated  ?  and,  if  a  stupid  wrongdoer,  he  probably  contemplated 
nothing  or  little.  The  rule  in  Pasley  v.  Freeman,  3  T.  R.  51,  seems  less  open  to  objec- 
tions :  "  If  a  man  wickedly  asserts  that  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  and  thereby 
draws  his  neighbour  into  a  heavy  loss,"  he  is  responsible  for  it,  or  for  so  much  of  the  loss 
as  teas  the  necessary,  natural,  or  probable  and  known  consequences  of  the  misrepresenta- 
tion ;  or  as  it  has  been  otherwise  expressed,  ''  all  the  loss  naturally  and  necessarily 
flowing  from  the  wrongful  act  or  default."  Harrison  Aiitslic  <fc  Co.  v.  Muncaster 
(1891),  2  Q.  B.  680.  A  railway  company  in  the  course  of  doing  statutory  work  left  a 
hole  in  premises  through  which  a  thief  crept  and  stole  goods.  The  company  was 
held  liable  for  the  loss  ;  MarsliaU  v.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  1  Fraser  1060.  In  Harris 
V.  Cameron,  29  Am.  St.  R.  891,  the  question  was  considered  of  the  responsibility  6f 
a  person  giving  a  child  dangerous  toys  whence  injury  results.  The  conclusion  arrived 
at,  which  seems  correct,  is,  that  there  is  no  such  liability  where  the  injury  arises  from 
the  abuse  and  not  from  the  use  of  the  article  in  question — in  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, an  air-gun.  Two  questions  were  considered :  1.  Was  the  defendant 
guilty  of  an  act  of  negligence  in  buying  an  air-gun  ?  2.  If  so,  could  he  have  reasonably 
anticipated  a  dangerous  and  improper  use  of  it  7     Both  were  answered  in  the  negative. 


90  NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW.  [book  i. 

it  is  clear  from  the  judgments  that  no  discrimination  is  admissible, 
and  that,  negUgence  being  shown,  the  person  guilty  is  answerable  for 
all  the  consequences  "  whether  he  could  have  foreseen  them  or  not."^ 
SirWm.  The  same  principle  crops  up  in  very  different  surroundings  in 

MR '8  view  *^^  judgment  of  Sir  WiUiam  Grant,  M.R.,  in Caffrey  v.  Darby  2— a  case 
*  of  trustees'  negligence  letting  eight  years  go  by  in  which  they  only 
received  £250  out  of  £800.  To  the  argument,  in  effect  that  the  con- 
sequences of  their  conduct  were  too  improbable  to  warrant  charging 
them.  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  said  :  ^  ''  Even  supposing  they  are  right  in 
saying,  this  was  a  very  doubtful  question,  and  they  could  not  look 
to  the  possibility  of  its  being  so  decided,  yet,  if  they  have  been  already 
guilty  of  negligence,  they  must  be  responsible  for  any  loss  in  any  way 
to  that  property :  for  whatever  may  be  the  immediate  cause,  the 
property  would  not  have  been  in  a  situation  to  sustain  that  loss, 
if  it  had  not  been  for  their  negUgence.  If  they  had  taken  possession 
of  the  property,  it  would  not  have  been  in  his  possession.  If  the  loss 
had  happened  by  fire,  Ughtning,  or  any  other  accident,  that  would  not 
be  an  excuse  for  them,  if  gmlty  of  previous  negUgence.  That  was 
their  fault." 
Baaifis  of  Bailiffs  of  Romney  Marsh  v.  Trinity  House^  accentuates  the  decision 

BomneyMarBhrn  Smith  V.  London  and  South-Western  Ry,  Co,  Defendants'  vessel 
V.  Tnnity  being  driven  upon  a  seawall,  became  a  wreck  and  could  not  be  removed 
without  brealang  her  up.  To  do  so  would  have  caused  valuable 
property  on  board  to  be  sacrificed.  The  defendant  first  removed 
the  property  with  aU  reasonable  speed  and  then  broke  up  the  vessel. 
While  the  work  of  unloading  was  going  on  increased  damage  was  done 
to  the  wall.  The  defendants  contended  that  they  were  only  Uable 
for  the  original  negUgence  and  not  for  the  damage  done  while  the 
ship  was  on  the  waU  and  the  property  was  being  removed ;  because 
it  was  not  reasonable  to  break  up  the  ship  while  containing  valuable 
property,  and  reasonable  care  was  all  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
observe.  The  faUacy  of  this  contention  is  that  it  assumes  the  con- 
sequences of  the  negligence  of  the  defendants  to  terminate  when  once 
the  ship  was  on  the  waU,  and  the  wall  was  being  injured  by  the  bump- 
ing on  it  through  the  action  of  the  waves  and  tide,  and  no  longer  by 
the  force  of  the  impact ;  whereas  the  injuries  inflicted  were  direct 
consequences  of  the  negUgence  in  aUowing  the  ship  to  get  on  the  waU. 
Between  the  decision  in  the  Exchequer  and  the  hearing  in  the  Ex- 

A  liability  was  held  to  exist  where  a  dangerous  substanoe  was  not  kept  out  of  the 
reach  of  bo3r8  at  school,  when  injury  resulted  from  one  taking  it  and  causing  an 
explosion,  which  injured  a  playfellow,  in  respect  of  whose  injuries  action  was  brought : 
WiUiams  v.  Body,  9  Times  L  R.  637,  affirmed  (C.A.)  10  Times  L.  R.  41.  The 
distinction  between  the  cases  seems  to  be  in  the  one  case,  a  boy  was  given  a  proper 
plaything,  whose  use  he  abused ;  in  the  other,  a  boy  was  not  prevented  meddling 
with  what  was  dangerous  and  not  a  plaything.  In  Thompson,  Negligence,  §  790,  a 
vigorous  protest  is  made  against  the  decisions  which  hold  a  father  "  guilty  of  no 
negligence  in  putting  into  the  hands  of  a  boy  a  toy  gun  or  revolver,  in  consequence 
of  which  such  a  trifling  accident  as  the  putting  out  the  eye  of  a  man  or  a  boy  follows." 
The  ground  for  liability  suggested  is  "  for  a  father  to  put  into  the  hands  of  a  boy  of 
tender  years  such  a  dangerous  instoument  or  to  allow  him  to  have  it  and  keep  it  is 
tantamount  to  maintaining  a  jnMic  nuisance"  Perhaps  the  case  is  a  little  overstated. 
According  to  the  circumstances,  it  may  be,  and  the  jury  will  protect  the  community 
when  it  is  one.     MaUna  v.  Piggoli,  29  Can.  S.  C.  R.  188. 

1  Cp.  Street,  Foundations  of  Legal  Liability,  vol.  i.  90. 

a  6  Ves.  488. 

8  L.e.  496. 

4  (1870)  L.  R.  6  Ex.  204,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  7  Ex.  247.  Cp.  The  Dattglas,  7  P.  D. 
161 ;  The  George  and  Richard,  L.  R.  3  A.  A  £.  466. 
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chequer  Chamber,  Smith  v.  London  and  Sofdh-Westem  Ry.  Co.  was 
decided  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  and. the  law  was  estabUBhed  to  be 
that,  "  if  the  negUgence  were  once  established  it  would  be  no  answer 
that  it  did  much  more  damage  than  was  expected  ;  "^  and  the  defen- 
dants were  hable  for  all  the  attendant  consequences.  So  long  as  the 
original  wrongful  position  of  the  ship  continued,  the  habihty  attached 
through  all  the  consequences.  Fault  founded  the  liability  of  the 
defendants,  and  continued  the  measure  of  it,  till  it  ceased  its  work- 
ing. Had  the  defendants  not  been  in  default,  the  maxim  that  loss 
lies  where  it  falls  would  apply.^  A  duty  to  remove  the  ship  in  a 
reasonable  time  and  manner  would  attach  to  its  owners,  and  till 
default  no  liabihty  for  damage  could  arise.^  The  defendants'  view 
was  untenable  that  when  their  ship  was  at  rest  cm  the  wall,  the  negU- 
gence that  got  her  there  had  worked  out  all  its  consequences. 

WUson  V.  Newberry^  was  decided  on  demurrer.  The  declaration  wUwn  v 
sJleged  a  duty  on  the  defendant  to  prevent  the  chppings  of  his  yew  Neu^>tTry, 
trees,  which  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  were  poisonous  to 
cattie,  and  actually  caused  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  horses  through 
eating  of  them,  from  being  placed  upon  land  other  than  that  occupied 
by  the  defendant.  The  analogy  sought  to  be  estabhshed  was  with  the 
case  of  Fletcher  v.  Rylands  ;  ^  the  Court  refused  to  recognise  any  such 
analogy,  and  the  more  so  as,  by  the  terms  of  the  declaration,  the 
duty  sought  to  be  established  was  not  only  to  prevent  the  clippings 
from  escaping  on  to  his  neighbour's  land,  but  was  so  broadly  expressed 
as  to  cover  the  case  of  their  being  placed  there  by  a  stranger. 

Next  comes  the  interesting  case  of  Sharp  v.  Powell}  Defendant's  Sharp  v. 
servant,  in  breach  of  the  PoUce  Act,*^  washed  a  van  in  the  pubhc  ^<>««^- 
street.  The  waste  water  ran  down  the  gutter  towards  a  grating 
leading  to  a  sewer  some  few  yards  off.  The  grating  was  frozen  over, 
and  the  water,  after  flowing  for  some  way,  froze  also.  The  plaintiff's 
horse,  while  being  led  along  the  road,  sUpped  on  the  ice  and  broke 
his  leg.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upholding  the  decision  of  the 
judge  at  the  trial,  who  directed  a  nonsuit,  held  that  '^  the  act  of  the 
defendant  was  not  the  ordinary  or  proximate  cause  of  the  damage 
to  the  plaintiff's  horse,  or  within  the  ordinary  consequences  which 
the  defendant  may  be  presumed  to  have  contemplated  or  for  which 
he  is  responsible."  "  The  expression  the  *  natural '  consequence, 
which  has  been  used  in  po  many  cases,  and  which  I  myself  have  no 
doubt  often  used,  by  no  means  conveys  to  the  mind  an  adequate 
notion  of  what  is  meant ;  *  probable '  wotdd  perhaps  be  a  better 
expression."® 

The  act  of  the  defendant  in  washing  his  van  in  the  public  street  Consideration 
was  wrongful  as  against  the  pubhc,  though  not  an  act  in  itself  con-  of  the  case, 
ferring  any  right  of  action  on  a  private  individual.^    If  the  water  had 

1  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  L.  R.  6  0.  P.  14, 22. 

a  Tht  Woairop  Sims,  2  Dods.  83. 

a  See  per  Kelly,  Q.  6.,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  207. 

4  (1871)L.R.7Q.B.3I.     Pon^tfigY.  2^oal;e<(18M),2Q.  B.281. 

6  L.R.3H.L.330. 

e  (1872)  L.  R.  7  O.  P.  263.  SUvtns  v.  JtfciTewfie,  26  V.  L.  R.  116  ;  MurU  CottreU 
▼.  ReyrhMa,  24  N.  Z.  L.  R.  606.  Gp.  the  two  cases,  SingUUm  v.  Bastem  Counties 
Ry.  Go.,  7  C.  B.  N.  8.  287  ;  WiUiami  v.  Q.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  0  Ex.  167,  in  one  of  which 
there  was,  and  in  the  other  there  was  not,  a  negligent  aot  proved. 

7  2  A  3  Vict.  o.  47,  s.  64.  «  Per  Grove,  J.,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  263, 259. 

9  An  act  may  be  negligent  judged  by  an  abstract  standard  ;  it  is  not  an  actionably 
negligent  act  (1)  till  it  inflicts  injury  on  some  other  person ;  (2)  which  injury  is  a 
ilatural  and  probable  result  to  be  foreseen  by  a  reasonable  pe  -son  at  the  time  of  acting. 
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at  once  formed  a  puddle  and  frozen,  and  the  accident  liad  followed 
on  the  spot  where  the  neghgence  had  been  committed,  the  plaintiff 
would  probably  have  been  held  entitled  to  recover,  not  by  virtue  of 
the  Police  Act,  but  because  of  a  nuisance  on  the  highway  from  which 
the  plaintiff  sustained  particular  damage.  When  the  water  had 
flowed  away  and  had  run  into  the  channel  provided  for  waste  water, 
the  natural  and  probable  effects  of  the  plaintiff's  act  were  exhausted. 
The  water  was  in  its  proper  channel.  Subsequently,  another  agency, 
the  frost,  prevented  the  flow  of  the  water.  How  the  water  came  in  the 
gutter  was  immaterial ;  the  gutter  was  there  for  the  reception  of  waste 
water.  The  question  then  arose  was  there  any  duty  on  the  defendant, 
after  seeing  that  the  water  placed  on  the  public  road  by  his  wrongful 
act  had  flowed  away  in  the  channel  provided,  to  trace  it  along  its 
course.^  The  Court  held  that  there  was  no  such  duty ;  for  that  when 
the  water  had  got  into  its  natural  course  the  consequences  of  his 
wrongful  act  ceased.  This  implies  that  the  mere  act  of  throwing  water 
down  the  gutter  was  lawful ;  if  otherwise,  the  effect  of  the  wrongful  act 
would  have  been  continuous,  and  the  decision  probably  different. 
The  Douglas,  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  consequences  of  a  negUgent  or 
wrongful  act  last  no  longer  than  the  negligent  or  wrongful  consequences 
are  actually  operative.  This  is  well  Ulustrated  by  The  Douglas^  A 
ship  having  simk  in  the  waterway  of  a  river  it  was  sought  to  make  her 
owner  liable  for  collision  with  another  vessel  on  any  one  of  three 
grounds — 1st,  that  the  vessel  having  sunk  there  was  an  obligation  to 

1  See  per  Pollock,  C.B.  :  "  Th&t  a  person  is  expeoted  to  anticipate  and  guard 
against  all  reasonable  consequences,  but  that  he  is  not  by  the  law  of  £ngland  expected 
to  anticipate  and  guard  against  that  which  no  reasonable  man  would  expect  to  occur  :  *' 
Greenland  v.  Chap,%n  {\%bO)  5  Ex.  243,  248  ;  but  compare  what  the  same  learned  judge 
says  in  Righy  v.  HewiUy  5  Ex.  243  :  **  Where  an  injury  arises  from  the  misconduct  of 
another,  the  party  who  is  injured  has  a  right  to  recover  from  the  injuring  party  for 
all  the  consequences  of  that  injury."  In  The  Bemina,  12  P.  D.  61,  Lord  Esher  says 
that  the  common  law  is  clear  that  "  if  no  fault  can  be  attributed  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
there  is  negligence  by  the  defendant  .  .  .  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  an  action  for  dU 
the  damages  occasioned  to  him."  Cp.  In  re  London  and  Oeneral  Bank  (No.  2)  (1896), 
2  Ch.  680  at  top  of  page.  This — that  the  wrong  alleged  is  a  tort — is  the  ground  of 
the  decision  in  MuUett  v.  Mason,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  559,  where  defendant  was  held  liable 
"  for  all  the  direct  consequences  of  "  his  fraud.  Pothier,  TraiU  des  Migaiiones,  Part 
I.,  c.  2,  art.  3,  discusses  the  same  case.  His  conclusion  is  :  On  ne  doit  pas  comprendre 
dans  les  dommages  et  inUr^ts  dont  un  ddhiteur  est  tenu  pour  raison  de  son  dol,  ceux,  qui 
non  seulement  n*en  sont  qu'une  suite  eloigm^e,  mais  qui  n^ent  soni  pas  une  suit  n^cessaire, 
et  qui  peuvent  avoir  d* autre  causes.  In  In  re  United  Service  Co.,  L.  B.  6  Ch.  218,  James, 
L. J.,  says  :  **  Suppose  the  bailee  of  a  key  carelessly  allowed  the  key  to  fall  into  the 
possession  of  a  man  who  committed  a  burglary,  and  by  means  of  that  key  opened 
a  box  which  contained  valuable  property.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  hold  that  the 
negligence  of  the  bailee  with  regard  to  the  key  would  be  followed  by  responsibility 
for  the  loss  of  every  article  obtained  by  the  burglar  through  the  instrumentality  of 
the  key."  This  accords  with  the  other  cases.  When  the  key  falls  into  the  hands  of 
the  burglar  the  natural  consequences  of  the  loss  are  exhausted.  He — a  responsible 
agency — gives  a  new  direction  to  the  consequences,  and  terminates  the  original 
sequence.  Hughes  v.  Quenlin,  8  C.  &  P.  703,  does  not  seem  correct.  The  case  is 
omitted  in  R.  R.  It  is  cited  in  The  GreUi  llolm^  (1897),  A.C.  696,  600,  but  that 
decision  seems  irreconcilable  with  it,  602.  See,  however,  Oreenbirt  v.  Smee,  35  L.  T. 
168, 172.  In  Mayne,  Damages  (7th  ed. ),  439.  it  is  said  to  be  "  clearly  bad  law."  Sharp 
V.  Powell  is  on  this  point  analogous  to  the  American  Sunday  Travelling  ca^es  :  see 
Jones,  Negligence  of  Municipal  Corporations,  §  225.  The  fact  that  defendant  has  not 
observed  the  law  does  not  increase  plaintiff's  right  against  him,  for  what  is,  if  any 
thing,  an  independent  wrong.  "  It  must  appear  that  tne  disobedience  contributed  to 
the  accident,  or  that  the  statute  created  a  right  in  the  defendant  (here  the  plaintiff) 
which  he  could  enforce.  But  the  object  of  the  statute  is  the  promotion  of  public  order 
and  not  the  advantage  of  individuals,"  per  Banforth,  J.  (1882),  Platz  v.  City  of  Cohoes, 
89  N.  Y.  2 19.     Cp.  Ward  v.  Hobhs,  4  App.  Cas.  13. 

a  7  P.  D.  161, 160. 
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light  the  wreck  ;  2ud,  that  ao  indictable  ofience  had  been  committed 
by  the  defendants  in  the  channel  of  a  navigable  river ;  3rd,  that  there 
was  a  duty  to  give  notice  where  the  wreck  was  lying.  The  ship  had 
sunk  through  neghgence,  and  if  she  had  not  sunk  no  accident  could 
have  happened;  yet  Brett,  L.J.,  negativing  actual  negligence  in 
those  responsible  for  the  ship  after  she  had  got  into  the  position  whence 
the  danger  arose,  points  out  ^'  that  no  greater  liabiUty  can  exist  against 
the  defendants  than  if  their  steamship  had  sunk  without  negligence." 
The  negligence  had  worked  out  its  effects,  and  any  accident  was  the 
result  of  a  new  cause,  not  of  the  original  wrongful  agency.^  The 
distinction  between  this  case  and  Bailiffs  of  Bomney  Marsh  v.  Trinity 
House^  is  that  between  a  negligent  act  which  had  become  inoperative 
and  one  where  the  negligent  act  was  still  working. 

Sneesby  v.  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Ry,  Co.^  very  usefully  illu§-  Snee^y. 
trates  a  point  left  untouched  in  Sharp  v.  PoioeU.    There  was  admitted  Lanes,  dn 
negl^nce  on  the  part  of  the  servants  of  the  defendant  company  in  ^'  ^^'  ^^' 
moving  down  trucks  from  a  siding  while  cattle  were  crossing  the  line, 
whereby  the   plaintiff's   cattle  were  separated  from  the  drovers, 
frightened,  and  dispersed.    Most  of  the  cattle  were  recovered.    Some, 
however,  were  found  lying  dead  upon  another  part  of  the  railway, 
whither  they  had  strayed  through  a  defect  in  the  fence  of  a  garden  or 
an  orchard,  and  which,  though  in  fact  on  the  defendants'  railway, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  case  was  treated  as  if  it  had  been  the  railway 
of  some  other  company,  or  as  if  the  straying  cattle  had  fallen  down 
an  unguarded  quarry.    It  was  contended  that  this  damage  was  too 
remote.     "  The  rule,"  says  Blackburn,  J.  "  is  sometimes  diflBicult  to  Blackburn, 
apply,  but  in  a  case  Uke  the  present  this  much  is  clear,  that  so  long  as  J.'a,8tate- 
the  want  of  control  over  the  cattle  remains,  without  any  ftiult  of  the  j^^^ 
owner,  the  oausa  praxima  is  that  which  caused  the  escape,  for  the 
consequences  of  which  he  who  caused  it  is  responsible.    Suppose, 
for  instance,  in  former  times,  a  reclaimed  falcon  were  frightened  and 
escaped,  the  natural  consequence  would  be  that  it  would  be  lost 
altogether,  and  the  person  who  neghgently  frightened  it  would  be 
liable.    The  natural  and  proximate  consequence  was  that  it  would  not 
be  got  back  at  all.    So  if  you  have  lost  control  of  cattle  and  cannot 
get  them  back  under  your  control  till  they  have  run  into  danger  and 
are  killed,  the  death  is  a  natural  consequence  of  the  neghgence  which 
caused  you  to  lose  control  of  them.    It  is  the  most  natural  consequence 
of  cattle  being  frightened,  that  they  should  go  galloping  about  and  get 
into  a  dangerous  position,  and,  being  in  the  neighbourhood  of  railways, 
should  get  on  the  line  and  be  run  over  by  a  passing  train,  whether 
that  of  the  defendants  or  not  is  immaterial.    When  once  it  is  established 
that  the  cattle  were  driven  out  of  the  control  of  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendants'  neghgence,  and  that  the  control  could  not  be  recovered 
till  they  were  killed,  the  Uabihty  of  the  defendants  is  beyond  dispute."^ 
Lord  Cairns,  C,  on  appeal  puts  the  matter  more  shortly :   "Every-  LardGaimB's 
thing  that  occurred  or  was  done  after  that  (i.e.,  after  the  cattle  were  Biimmary. 
frightened  and  infuriated)  must  be  taken  to  have  occurred  or  been 
done  continuouslj."^ 

i  Flower  t.  Adam,  2  Taunt.  314.  In  McKelvin  y.  The  City  of  London,  22  Ont.  R. 
70,  plaintifTs  sleigh  was  overturned  through  defendant's  negligence.  In  attempting 
to  raise  his  horse,  which  had  faUen,  plaintiff  sustained  bodily  injury.  The  damage 
was  held  apt  too  remote. 

s  AnU,  90.  3  (1874)  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  263, 1  Q.  B.  D.  42. 

4  L.R.9Q.B.263,267.  »  1  Q.  B.  D.  42, 44.      _,  ..   ^ 
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Considered. 


Pearson  r. 
Cox. 


Clark  V. 
Chambers. 


The  liability  is,  therefore,  made  dependent,  not  on  the  neamese 
of  the  wrongful  act,  but  on  the  absence  of  power  to  divert  or  avert  its 
consequences,  and  continues  through  the  various  consequences  till 
the  first  impulse  either  spends  itself,  as  by  the  death  of  the  cattle,  or  is 
diverted  by  some  independent  agency  intervening.  The  difference 
between  the  result  in  Sharp  v.  Powell  ^  and  Sneesby  v.  Lancashire  and 
Yorkshire  Ry.  Co^  does  not  flow  from  any  difference  of  principle 
involved  ;  for  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  each  case  is  different.  In  the 
former  the  inquiry  is — ^was  there  any  ne^gence?  The  answer  is 
no ;  because  the  effects  of  the  act  charged  as  negligent  were  not 
natural  and  probable  and  to  be  foreseen.  In  the  latter  the  inquiry 
is — ^what  consequences  of  their  negUgence  are  the  defendants  liable 
for  ?    The  answer  is,  all,  till  the  consequences  are  exhausted  or  diverted. 

Pearson  v.  Cox  ^  corroborates  Sha/rp  v.  Powell}  Injury  was  caused 
to  a  passer  along  a  pubUc  footpath  by  a  "  straightedge,"  a  plasterer's 
tool,  falling  from  the  window  of  a  house  that  was  being  built  adjacent 
to  the  footpath.  The  outside  had  been  completed,  the  internal  work 
only  was  in  progress.  The  jury  found  that  there  was  no  occasion  for 
the  hoarding  to  remain  after  the  outside  of  the  house  was  finished. 
One  of  the  plasterers,  walking  along  a  plank,  caused  the  tool  to  spring, 
and  so  threw  the  "  straightedge  "  out  of  window.  "  The  accident 
was  highly  improbable,  and  a  man  need  not  ^ard  against  highly 
improbable  accidents."  The  Court  was  of  opimon  that  theite  was  in 
these  circumstances  no  evidence  of  habiUty  against  the  general  builders 
for  neglect  to  guard  against  general  dangers  in  the  coarse  of  the  building. 
If  an  action  lay  it  was  probably  against  the  sub-contractor  for  the 
plastering ;  a  negligent  act  was  not  estabhshed ;  had  the  conduct 
of  the  defendant  been  neghgent  the  consequences  would  not  have 
been  too  remote.* 

Cla^k  V.  Chambers^  is  a  leading  case.  Defendant  occupied  premises 
abutting  on  a  private  road,  which  were  used  for  athletic  sports.  The 
defendant  put  up  a  barrier  along  the  road  to  prevent  carts  and  vehicles 
being  drawn  up  there  fo^  the  purpose  of  overlooking  his  exhibitions; 
This  barrier  was  made  by  a  hurdle  set  up  lengthways  next  the  footpath, 
then  two  wooden  barriers  armed  with  spikes,  commonly  called  chemux 
de  frise,  then  an  open  space  through  which  a  vehicle  could  pass,  then 
another  large  hurdle  set  up  lengthways,  which  blocked  the  rest  of  the 
road.  The  space  between  the  two  divisions  of  the  barrier  was  usudly 
left  open  for  vehicles  to  pass  to  any  of  the  other  prenuses  down  the 
road.  When  sports  were  going  on,  a  pole  was  carried  from  one  part 
of  the  barrier  to  the  other,  and  the  road  was  effectually  blocked.  On 
the  evening  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  was  visiting  one  of  the  houses 
down  the  road  ;  in  returning  along  the  middle  of  the  road,  in  the  dark, 
the  plaintiff  having  made  his  way  safely  through  the  opening  in  the 
barrier,  turned  to  the  footpath,  intending  to  walk  along  there  the  rest 
of  the  way  ;  but  one  of  the  chevaux  de  frise  hurdles  had  been  moved  and 
placed  in  an  upright  position  across  the  footpath.  The  pl^ntiff 
had  not  gone  more  than  a  few  staps  when  his  eye  came  into  collision 
with  one  of  the  spikes,  and  he  was  blinded.  It  did  not  appear  by 
whom  the  cheval  de  frise  hurdle  had  been  removed.    The  jury  found 


1  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  263. 

3  (1877)2C.P.  D.  369. 

♦  Xr.c.  per  Buett,  L.  J.  373. 

^  3  Q.  B.  D.  327  ;  Fowell  v.  Deveney,  57  Mass.  300. 


9  L.  £.  9  Q.  B.  263  ;  1  Q.  B.  D.  42. 
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that  this  was  not  done  by  the  defendant  or  by  his  authority.  The 
defendant's  act  in  erecting  the  barrier  was  unauthorised  and  wrongful, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  using  the  road.  The  defendant 
contended,  that  as  the  immediate  cause  of  the  accident  was  not 
the  act  of  the  defendant,  but  that  of  the  person  who  removed 
the  cheval  de  frise,  he  could  not  be  held  responsible  in  law  for  the 
act  of  another.^ 

The  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover ;  though  there  is  an 
apparent  indisposition  to  state  any  formula  embracing  the  principle 
governing  their  decision.  However,  after  quoting  the  judgment  of 
Bovill,  C.  J.,  in  Sharf  v.  PoweU,^  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  says  :  "  At  the  same  Cockbuni. 
time,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  case  before  us  will  stand  the  test  thus  ^^l*  f^' 
said  to  be  the  true  one.  For,  a  man  who  unla¥rfully  places  an  ob-  \^^^ 
struction  across  either  a  public  or  private  way  may  anticipate  the 
removal  of  the  obstruction  by  some  one  entitled  to  use  the  way  as  a 
thing  Ukely  to  happen ;  and,  if  this  shoidd  be  done,  the  probability 
is  that  the  obstruction  so  removed  will,  instead  of  being  carried  away 
altogether,  be  placed  somewhere  near  :  thus,  if  the  obstruction  be  to 
the  carriage  way,  it  will  very  likely  be  placed,  as  was  the  case  here,  on 
the  footpath.  If  the  obstruction  be  a  dangerous  one,  wheresoever 
placed,  it  may,  as  was  the  case  here,  become  a  source  of  damage,  from 
which,  should  injury  to  an  innocent  party  occur,  the  original  author 
of  the  mischief  should  be  held  responsible.  Moreover,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  if  a  person  places  a  dangerous  obstruction  in  a  highway 
or  in  a  private  road  over  which  persons  have  a  right  of  way,  he  is 
bound  to  take  all  necessary  precaution  to  protect  persons  exercising 
their  right  of  way,  and  that  if  he  neglects  to  do  so  h«  is  liable  for  the 
consequences."* 

CUkrh  V.  Chambers  differs  from  Sharp  v.  Powell  in  a  wrongful  act  as  The  law 
against  the  plaintiff  being  at  the  root  of  it.  The  defendant  had  no  right  d>«o"»8®<*- 
to  {dace  his  cheixil  de  frise  anywhere  on  the  footway.  So  long  as  it  was 
there  it  was  a  continuing  wrcmgful  act.  When  some  other  person  re- 
moved it  from  the  position  in  which  the  defendant  had  placed  it,  because 
the  presence  of  it  interfered  with  his  rights,  he  was  doing  no  more  than 
he  was  entitled  to  do.  If  he  had  set  a  trap  for  the  plaintiff  and  had 
done  a  wilful  and  malicious  act,  another  aspect  of  the  case  would  be 
presented  ;  in  merely  removing  an  obstruction  from  his  path  he  was, 
in  the  circumstances,  acting  after  the  course  indicated  in  Scott  v. 
Shepherd,  and  the  defendant's  act  did  not  lose  its  original  wrongful- 
ness by  the  shifting  of  the  cheval  de  frise.  Its  being  there  at  all  was 
wrongful ;  and  when  actual  injury  resulted  the  defendant  became 
liable  for  the  consequences. 

Metropolitofh  By.  Co.  v.  Jackson*  is  on  the  same  lines.    The  dedsion  Meiropoiiian 
there  is  that  the  defendants'  act  was  not  a  negligent  one  in  the  sense  ^^^^^J' 
in  which  it  was  complained  of ;  and  therefore  the  consequences  alleged 

1  The  other  aspect  of  the  caae  where  the  erection  of  a  barrier  was  lawful  and  the 
defendant  was  held  nit  liable  for  injury  caused  by  its  surreptitious  removal,  is  illus- 
trated by  Park  r  v.  City  of  Cohoes,  10  Hun  531,  affirmed  74  N.  Y.  610.  The  defendant, 
a  city  corj[)oraitoB,  had  erected  barriers  to  guard  an  excavation  in  the  road,  made  by 
it  as  the  water  authority.  The  city  was  held  not  liable  because  "  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  barricade  should  have  been  made  other  than  temporary,  nor  of  such  heavy 
material  as  to  prevent  its  removal  by  human  agency.  The  defendant  was  not  bound 
to  anticipate  mischievous  or  wrongful  acts  on  the  part  of  others,  hence  was  not  required 
to  guard  against  them,  and  omitting  to  do  so  was  not  neglisrence." 

3  L.  R.  7.  C.  P.  253.  3  3  Q.  B.  D.  327,  338. 

4  (1877)3App.Cas.  193. 
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The  CUy  of 
Lincoln, 


BvUr. 
Mayor, 
Ac.  of 
Shoreditck, 


are  immaterial  since  no  foundation  of  liability  is  laid.^  The  detailed 
consideration  of  this  important  case  most,  however,  be  postponed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  The  CUy  of  Lincoln^  is 
only  explicable  on  the  ground  now  presented.  A  collision  took  place 
between  a  steamer  and  a  barque.  The  steamer  was  solely  to  blame 
for  the  collision.  The  steering  apparatus  of  the  barque  was  lost 
through  the  collision ;  nevertheless  the  captain  tried  to  make  for  a 
port,  but  through  lack  of  the  instruments  of  navigation  and  without 
negUgence  the  barque  was  lost ;  and  this  loss  flowing  in  ordinary 
sequence  from  the  steamer's  neghgence  rendered  the  owners  chargeable. 

The  judgment  of  CoUins,  M.R.,  in  BvU  v.  Mayor,  dc.  of  Shore- 
ditch^  deals  with  the  point  now  being  considered.  Plaintiff  was  upset 
in  a  cab  in  the  defendants'  district.  The  road  where  the  cab  was  being 
driven  was  f oundrous,  and  to  avoid  this  the  driver  crossed  to  the  other 
side  and  ran  upon  a  heap  of  rubbish  which  some  wrongdoer  had 
shot  there.  Collins,  M.R.,  said  that  the  point  was  whether  the  defen- 
dants were  responsible  for  the  act  of  the  wrongdoer.  "  A  breach  of 
duty  as  between  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  estab- 
hshed.  There  was  an  immediate  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
towards  the  plaintiff  as  one  of  the  class  of  persons  for  whose  benefit 
the  duty  of  maintaining  the  roads  had  been  imposed  on  the  defendants 
and  whom  they  must  contemplate  as  being  Ukely  to  use  the  roads. 
There  was  an  obligation  on  the  defendants  to  safeguard  the  plaintiff, 
and  under  those  circumstances,  in  his  opinion,  if  there  was  a  chain 
of  causality  connecting  their  breach  of  duty  with  the  illtimate  mis- 
chief, then,  imless  there  was  a  wotw^  actus  irUerven^iens*  they  were 
responsible  even  for  the  consequences  of  the  act  of  an  independent 
wrongdoer."^    These  remarks  of  the  M.R.  are,  however,  only  obiter. 

1  Cowell  V.  Mumford,  3  Times  L.  B.  1,  depends  on  a  special  fact.  The  defendant's 
dog  attacked  the  mare  of  the  plaintiff  while  plaintiff  was  driving  her  in  a  gig.  The 
mare  fell  and  was  injured,  as  was  also  the  gig,  the  plaintiff,  and  Ms  clothes.  Bowen» 
L.J.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  only  recover  for  the  damage  done  by  the  dog  to 
the  mare.  This,  though  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report,  was  probably  on  the 
ground  that  the  only  right  of  action,  where  scieniia  of  the  disposition  of  the  dog  is  not 
proved,  is  under  the  Act  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  60,  s.  1,  the  words  of  which  are  :  "  The  owner 
of  every  dog  shall  be  liable  in  damages  for  injury  done  to  any  cattle  or  sheep  by  his 
dog."  The  damages  were  thus  limited  to  injuries  done  to  the  mare.  This  Act  is  now 
repealed  by  6  Edw.  VII.  c.  32  (The  Dogs  Act,  1906),  where  the  corresponding  words 
are  "  the  owner  of  a  dog  shaU  be  liable  in  damages  for  injury  done  to  any  cattle  by 
that  dog."  Olover  v.  L.  do  S.  W.  By,  Co.,  L.  B.  3  Q.  B.  25,  is  a  case  where  loss  arising 
out  of  a  wrongful  act  is  not  legally  a  consequence  of  the  act,  and  so  not  a  subject  of 
damages.  The  special  facts  on  which  the  case  is  decided  may  very  possibly  never 
recur.  Had  the  case  been  plainly  one  of  wrongfully  removing  a  passenger  who  in 
the  flurry  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  left  valuable  property  behind,  the  principle  of 
Janes  v.  Boyce,  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  493,  would  apply. 

a  (1889)  15  P.  D.  16. 

3  19  T.  L.  B.  64.  For  some  not  apparent  yet  presumably  sufficient  reason,  this 
very  important  judgment  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Beports  of  the  Incorporated  Council 
of  Law  Beporting. 

4  This  phrase  occurs  in  Lord  Chelmsford's  opinion,  in  the  H.  L.  in  Holroyd  v. 
Marshall f  10  H.  L.  C.  191,  226,  and  is  derived  from  Lord  CampbelFs  judgment  below 
where  he  says  :  "  My  judgment  rests  upon  Lord  Bacon's  maxim  L  cet  dispositio  de 
inieresse  fuluro  sit  intUUis,  tamen  fieri  potest  declaratio  prcecedens  qucs  sortiatur  effectum 
interveniente  novo  actu  "  :  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  603.  Speaking  of  damages  recoverable  from 
a  tenant  who  maliciously  sets  fire  to  his  house  Pothier  quotes  Dumoulin  (cited  2  Sm. 
L.  C,  11th  ed.,  553) :  it  adhue  in  doloso  intelligitur  venire  omne  detrimentum  tunc  et 
prozime  sectUum,  non  autem  damnum  postea  succedens  ex  novo  casu,  etiam  oceasione 
dictos  cambustionis  sine  qua  non  contigisset :  quia  istud  est  damnum  remotum,  quod  non 
est  in  coTisideratiane. 

«  Halestrapv.  Gregory  (ISQS),  1  Q.  B.  561,  is  a  clear  illustration  of  the  same 
principle,  though  Wills,  J.,  was  under  the  impression  that  it  was  "  on  the  border- 
line."    Cp.  Dunham  v.  Clare  (1902),  2  K.  B.  292. 
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Kennedy,  J.'s,  judgment  in  McDowaU  v.  Oreal  Western  Ry.,^  till  JfcDonwa  ▼. 
reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,^  greatly  extended  the  limits  of  liability  ^'  ^•■^y*  ^«» 
for  owners  of  property :  if  they  had  means  of  knowledge  that  their 
property  might  be  misused  to  the  detriment  of  third  persons,  and 
continued  to  use  it  in  their  accustomed  way,  they  made  themselves 
Uable  in  damages'  on  injury  being  sufEered  through  the  misdoings  of 
trespassers.  Servants  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  shunted  trucks 
and  a  brake-van  on  a  siding  on  an  incline  running  down  to  a  lever 
which  crossed  a  highway.  On  the  siding  was  a  catch  point  which 
would  have  prevented  the  vehicles  if  set  in  motion  running  down  the 
incline.  Instead  of  using  it  the  railway  servants  screwed  down  the 
brake  of  the  van  and  properly  "  sprayed "  the  trucks.  To  set  the 
vehicles  in  motion  was  thus  a  more  difficult  operation  than  merely 
moving  the  catch-point.  Some  boys  trespassed  on  the  van,  unfastened 
the  screw  couplings  and  released  the  brake.  The  van  ran  down  the 
inchne,  smashed  the  gate  separating  the  railway  from  the  highway,  and 
knocked  down  the  plaintiff,  who  was  lawfully  walking  there.  Kennedy, 
J.,  held  the  railway  company  Uable  on  certain  findings  of  the  jury:  ''The 
finding  of  the  jury  •  •  .  .  that  the  defendants  at  the  time  of  placing 
and  keeping  the  van  where  they  did,  knew  of  the  danger  to  those  on 
the  highway  of  such  interference  as  caused  the  plaintiffs  hurt  appears 
to  me  to  be  conclusive."  To  arrive  at  this  conclusion  Kennedy,  J., 
appears  to  have  assumed  that  knowledge,  a  word  that  here  has  to 
cover  mere  conjecture,  of  the  mischievous  procUvities  of  neighbours, 
disentitles  to  the  natural  and  ordinary  use  of  property  the  use  of 
which  they,  possibly,  may  pervert.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  this  to  leave  to  the  jury.  Had  property  Criticised, 
been  bailed  to  the  railway  company  and,  placed  in  the  dangerous 
situation,  had  been  injured,  the  railway  company  would  clearly  have 
been  Uable  to  their  bailors.  It  is  a  proposition  belonging  to  quite  a 
different  branch  of  law  to  urge  a  UabiUty  on  the  railway  company 
for  some  trespassers'  misuse  of  the  company's  belongings.  The  most 
available  principle  to  invoke  is  that  of  Dixon  v.  BeU,^  that  those 
possessing  instruments  of  danger  should  keep  them  with  the  utmost 
care ;  but  there,  apart  from  other  discrepancies,  negUgence  existed 
before  the  injurious  agency  was  set  in  motion ;  while  a  railway  van 
properly  secured  is  hardly  an  instrument  of  danger.  The  only 
other  principles  from  which  a  UabiUty  coidd  flow  that  suggest 
themselves  are  a  "  pubUc  duty  "  or  nuisance.  There  is  no  pretence 
of  alleging  a  nuisance,  and  a  pubUc  duty  has  to  be  created  for 
the  occasion.  The  Court  of  Appeal  confined  their  reversal  of 
Kennedy,  J.'s,  judgment  to  holding  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
warrant  the  findings  of  the  jury.  They  might  have  gone  further  and 
held  that  no  legal  duty  was  shown  to  warrant  the  leaving  the 
questions  to  the  jury  at  all.* 

This  brings  us  to  some  American  cases.    In  Insurance  Co.  v.  Amerioaarnle. 

Iruwranee 
Company  y. 

1  (1902)  1  K.  B.  618.  Tweed, 

a  (1903)2K.B.331.  3  6M.&S.  198. 

*  Cp.  Beedie  v.  L,  df  N.  W,  Ry,  Co.,  4  Ex.  244 ;  Lane  v.  Cox  (1897),  1  Q.  B.  415  ; 
Cavalier  v.  PoTpe  (1906),  A.  C.  428.  Kennedy,  J.,  also  regards  (?.c.  623)  the  act  of  the 
railway  company  in  providing  a  catch  point  for  their  own  purposes  as  imposing  as 
legal  duty  to  use  it  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons.  This  is  incorrect :  Skelton  v. 
L.  dt  N,  W.  Ry,  Co,,  L.  B.  2  C.  P.,'per  Willes,  J.,  636.  But  see  the  Scotch  decisions 
Murphy  v.  Smith,  23  So.  L.  R.  709;  Horsfmrgh  v.  Sheaeh,  3  Fraser  268 ;  Innes  v. 
FifeCoal,3¥TfiaerZZ6. 
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Tweed}  the  facts  showed  that  cotton  in  a  warehouse  was  insured 
against  fire,  the  policy  containing  an  e^cception  against  fire  h&ppenilig 
"  by  means  of  any  invasion,  insurrection,  riot,  or  civil  commotion,  or 
any  military  or  usurped  power,  exphaion,  earthquake,  or  hurricane/' 
An  explosion  took  place  in  another  warehouse  situated  directiy  across 
a  street  which  threw  down  the  walis  of  the  first  warehouse  and  scattered 
burning  embers  about.  The  fire  was  not  conmiunicated  directly 
from  the  warehouse  in  which  the  explosion  took  place  to  the  ware- 
house where  Ae  cotton  was,  but  came  more  immediately  from  a  third 
building  which  was  itself  fired  by  the  explosion.  Wind  was  blowing 
{with  what  force  did  not  appear)  from  this  tfcrd  building  to  the  one 
in  which  the  cotton  was  stored.  The  whole  fire  was,  however,  a 
continuous  affair  from  ihe  explosion,  and  imder  full  headway  in  half 
an  hour.  In  holding  the  cause  an  explosion  within  the  exception  in 
the  policy,  iiae  Court  said  :  "  We  have  had  cited  to  us  a  general  review 
of  the  doctrine  of  proximate  and  remote  causes  as  it  has  arisen  and 
been  decided  in  the  Courts  in  a  great  variety  of  cases.  It  would  be 
an  unprofitable  labour  to  enter  into  an  examination  oi  these  cases. 
If  we  cotild  deduce  from  them  th«  best  possible  expression  of  the 
rule,  it  would  remain  after  all  to  decide  each  case  largely  upcm  the 
special  facts  belonging  to  it,  and  often  upon  the  very  nicest  discrimina- 
tions. One  of  the  most  valuable  of  the  criteria  furnished  by  these 
authorities  is  to  ascertain  whether  any  new  cause  has  intervened 
between  the  fact  accomplished  and  the  alleged  cause.  If  a  new  force 
or  power  has  intervened  of  itself  sufficient  to  stand  as  the  cause  of  the 
misfortune,  the  other  must  be  considered  as  too  remote.  In  the 
'  present  case  we  think  there  is  no  such  new  cause.  The  explosion 
undoubtedly  produced  or  set  in  operation  the  fire  which  burned  the 
plaintifE*fl  cotton.  The  fact  that  it  was  carried  to  the  cotton  by  fire 
burning  another  building  supplies  no  new  force  or  power  which  caused 
the  burning.  Nor  can  the  accidental  circumstance  that  the  wind  was 
blowing  in  a  directicHl  to  favour  the  progress  of  the  fire  towards  the 
'Warehouse  be  considered  a  new  cause." 
MUtoauhee,  In  the  next  case,^  the  plaintiff's  mill  and  timber  were  burned  as  a 

^\^Jf'  ^^'  consequencje  of  the  burning  of  a  grain  elevator,  whioh  was  set  on  fire 
^'  ^^'  by  the  negHgence  of  those  on  board  defendants'  steamer.  "  The  true 
rule,"  said  the  Ootfrt,  "is,  that  what  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an 
injury  is  ordinarily  a  question  for  the  jury.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
science  or  of  legal  knowledge.  It  is  to  be  determined  as  a  fact  in 
view  of  the  circumstances  of  fact  attending  it."  "The  question 
always  is.  Was  there  an  unbroken  connection  between  the  wrongful 
act  and  the  injury — a  continuous  operation  ?  Did  the  facts  con- 
stitute a  continuous  succession  of  events  so  Hnked  together  as  to  make 
a  natural  whole,  or  was  there  some  new  and  independent  cause  inter- 
vening between  the  wrong  and  the  injury  ?  It  is  admitted  that  the 
rule  is  difficult  of  amplication.  But  it  is  generally  held  that,  in  order 
to  warrant  a  finding  that  negligence,  or  an  act  not  amoimting  to 
wanton  wrong,  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury,  it  must  appear 
that  the  injury  was  the  natural  and  probable  cwisequence  of  the 
ne^igence  or  wrongful  act,  and  that  it  ought  to  have  been  foreseen 
in  the  light  of  the  attending  ciTCumstances." 

1  7  WaiH.  (U.  S.)44,62.     In  Schefferv.  Bd.  Co.,  105  U.  S.  (15  Otto)  249,  this  case 
is  said  to  have  gone  **  to  the  verge  of  the  ^oond  doctrine.'* 

2  MUtoaukee  and  Si.  Paid  Ry.  Co,  v.  KeUogg,  94  U.  S.  (4  Otto)  460, 474. 


CHAP,  m.]       LIMITS  OF  LIABILITY.  99 

In  Scheffer  v.  Rd,  Co.y^  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  ScJu^i^r  v. 
company,  a  passenger  was  so  injured  that  he  became  insane,  and,  ^-  ^f- 
eight  months   after  the   accident,    committed  suicide.    An  action  through 
brought  by  his  personal  representative  was  defeated  on  the  ground  accident, 
that  deceased's  own  act  bemg  the  proximate  cause  of  his  death  the 
defendants  were  not  Uable.    In  giving  judgment  the  Court  said : 
"  The  proximate  cause  of  the  death  of  Scheffer  was  his  own  «ict  of 
self-destruction.     It  was  within  the  nde  in  both  these  cases  (i.e.,  the 
two  cases  already  cited),  a  new  cause  and  a  sufficient  cause  of  death. 
The  argument  is  not  soimd  which  seeks  to  trace  this  immediate  cause 
of  the  death  through  the  previous  stages  of  mental  aberration,  physical 
suffering,  and  eignt  months'  disease  and  medical  treatment  to  the 
original  accident  on  the  railroad.    Such  a  course  of  possible,  or  even 
logical  argument,  would  lead  back  to  that  '  great  first  cause  least 
understood,'  in  which  the  train  of  all  causation  ends." 

One  must  pause  here.  If  any  course  leads  back  to  the  "  great  first  considered, 
cause  "  without  interruption,  no  negligence  can  have  counteracted  it, 
and  no  liability  can  have  been  incurred  in  its  progress.  The  whole 
point  of  the  case  under  consideration  is  that  an  act  out  of  due  course 
— the  negligence  of  the  defendants — ^had  deranged  the  sequence  of 
effects  ;  in  which  event  the  consequences  of  the  derangement  would 
affect  those  inducing  them  with  liability.  But  the  Court  seem  to 
shrink  as  well  from  tracing  an  effect  back  step  by  step  to  its  first  cause 
as  from  tracing  an  act  of  negligence  to  its  ultimate  catastrophe.  Yet 
since  in  the  one  case,  whatever  the  result,  if  it  is  brought  about  by 
natural  agencies  without  a  negligent  intervention,  liability  can  be 
transferred  to  no  one ;  so,  in  the  other,  it  would  seem  that  an  act 
arising  from  negligence  should  not  be  divested  of  the  consequences 
merely  because  they  are  postponed ;  that  is,  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
they  are  direct  and  natural  consequences,  not  attributable  to  the 
intervention  of  any  other  accountable  agent.  A  wrongdoer  clearly 
ought  not  to  escape  the  consequences  of  his  action  because  he  works 
by  circuitous  contrivances  and  refrains  from  simply  producing  the 
injurious  result. 

The  judgment  then  continues  :   "  The  suicide  of  Scheffer  was  not  a  Judgment  of 
result  naturally  and  reasonably  to  be  expected  from  the  injury  received  theOourt 
on  the  train.     It  was  not  the  natural  and  probable  consequence,  and  continued, 
could  not  have  been  foreseen  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances  attending 
the  negUgence  of  the  officers  in  charge  of  the  train.    His  insanity  as 
a  cause  of  his  final  destruction  was  as  little  the  natural  and  probable 
result  of  the  negligence  of  the  railway  officials  as  his  suicide,  and  each 
of  these  are  casual  or  unexpected  causes  intervening  between  the  act 
which  injured  him  and  his  death."     If   this  is  a  correct  expression  Considered, 
of  the  American  doctrine,  it  certainly  is  not  in  accord  with  the  EngUsh 
doctrine  as  laid  down  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  London  ani  Saulh-  \ 
Western  Ry.  Co}    If  disease  is  produced  by  a  railway  accident,  and 
suicide  is  the  result  of  disease,  neither  can  be  looked  upon  as  "  casual  ( 
or  unexpected  causes."    ^They  are  both  the  natural  outcome  of  the 
injuries  arising  from  the  accident.     True,  to  take  the  latter  of  them,  \ 
the  suicide  might  be  the  voluntary  expression  of  the  sufferer's  despair  i 
at  his  desperate  state.     In  that  case  there  would  be  the  intervention 
of  a  conscious  agency,  which  diverts  the  course  of  the  disease ;  then| 

1  106  U.  S.  (15  Otto)  249. 

2  L.  R.  5C.  P.  98  ;  inEx.  Ch.  L.  R.  60.  P.  U. 
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there  would  be  no  liability  on  the  defendants  for  an  act  not  necessarily 
and  unaided  growing  out  of  their  wrongful  act.  But  whether  the 
suicide  were  the  effect  of  the  disease,  or  whether  it  were  the  voluntary 
act  of  an,  at  least,  partially  responsible  agent  would  be  a  matter  for  a 
jury  to  pass  their  opinion  on.  From  the  EngUsh  point  of  view  in  the 
former  case  the  defendants  would  not,  in  the  latter  they  would,  be 
discharged.^ 

The  subject  came  up  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  BrinUms  v.  Turvey,^ 
where  Lord  Halsbury,  C.  said  :  "  An  injury  to  the  head  has  been 
known  to  set  up  septic  pneumonia,  and  many  years  ago  I  remember, 
when  that  incident  had  in  fact  occurred,  it  was  sought  to  excuse  the 
person  who  inflicted  the  blow  on  the  head  from  the  consequences  of 
his  crime  because  his  victim  had  died  of  pneumonia  and  not,  as  it  was 
contended,  of  the  blow  on  the  head.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  by 
calling  the  consequences  of  an  accidental  injury  a  disease,  one  alters 
the  nature  or  the  consequential  results  of  the  injury  that  has  been 
inflicted." 

The  considerations  we  have  been  examining  apply  also  to  the  case 
where  the  injuries  inflicted  are  the  more  severe  from  the  fragiUty 
of  the  suSerer,  or  from  his  suSering  from  a  disease  at  the  time  of  the 
injury  which  intensifies  its  consequences.  In  this  case,  in  the  United 
States,  the  rule  laid  down  by  Messrs.  Shearman  and  Redfield'  has  been 
adopted  :  ''  Though  the  plaintiff  be  afflicted  with  a  disease  or  a  weak- 
ness which  has  a  tendency  to  aggravate  the  injury,  defendant's  negU- 
gence  will  still  be  held  to  be  the  proximate  cause  ;  and  the  defence  that 
the  sufferer  died  from  an  independent  disease  is  not  made  out,  imless 
it  is  clearly  shown  that  death  must  have  ensued  independently  of 
the  injury."*  There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  EngUsh  case  stating 
this  in  terms,  yet  the  conclusion  accords  with  English  principle.* 
,  The  citation  of  an  American  case,  a  judgment  delivered  by  Holmes, 
J.,  in  Spade  v.  Lynn,  &c,  Rd,  Co.,^  here  may  be  permissible.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  for  the  effects  of  fright  caused  while  traveUing  in  a  tram- 
car,  caused  by  the  presence  and  conduct  there  of  a  drunken  man,  who 
while  being  removed  was  hustled  over  her.  The  plaintiff  was  said 
to  be  "  a  particularly  sensitive  person."  As  to  the  actual  injuries 
received  Holmes,  J.,  said :  "  If  the  fall  upon  the  plaintiff  was  the 
necessary  consequence  of  a  lawful  and  reasonable  act,  then  it  was  one 
of  the  risks  which  she  (plaintiff)  assumed  when  she  took  her  passage." 
But  on  the  assumption  that  a  wrongful  act  had  been  done  by  the 
defendants'  servants,  he  said  :  "  If  the  defendants'  servant  did  commit 
an  unjustifiable  battery  on  the  plaintiff's  person,  the  defendant  must 
answer  for  the  actual  consequences  of  that  wrong  to  her  as  she  was, 
and  cannot  cut  down  her  damages  by  showing  that  the  effect  would 
have  been  less  upon  a  normal  person."^  This  conclusion  accords  with 
our  previous  investigation. 

The  principle  is  well  illustrated  by  the  New  Zealand  decision, 

-  1  The  authorities  are  most  ably  examined  in  McDonald  v.  Snelling,  90  Mass.  290, 
293,  a  case  upon  the  consequences  following  a  horse  running  away. 

2  (1905)  A.  C.  230,233. 

3  Negligence,  §  742.      Louisville,  ike.  Rd.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  10  Am.  St.  R.  60,  see 
note  64-66. 

*  Cp.  State  V.  Landgraf,  6  Am.  St.  R.  26  ;  see  27  So.  L.  R.  20. 
»  laitt  V.  Bailway  Passengers'  Assurance  Co.,  22  Q.  B.  D.  604. 

6  172  Mass.  48S. 

7  In  Oovernor  WaWs  case,  28  How.  St.  T.  144,  Macdonald,  C.B.,  lays  down   the 
law  as  to  excessive  severity  in  normal  cases. 
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LinJdater  v.  Minister  of  BaUways}    Plaintiff  Wq^iTjjiired  in  a  railway  LinhUderY. 
collision  :  if  lie  "  had  been  in  ordinary  state  of  LealtLtBe  injury  would  Minister  of 
not  have  occurred."    The  law  was  thus  stated  :   "  A  -perwon  suffering  ^H^oaya. 
from  any  complaint  who  travels  by  railway  must  take  any  risks  that 
a  person  in  his  condition  would  be  likely  to  incur  througii  a  railway 
journey ;  "  but  "  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  thBJnjuiy 
was  siifering  from  a  disease  or  weakness,  curable  or  incurable,  though 
its  tendency  was  to  aggravate  the  injury  caused  by  the  negUgence, 
does  not  impair  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover."    This  may  be  taken 
to  express  the  correct  view. 

Closely  related  to  the  cases  we  have  just  been  considering  are  ji^j^jryaggra. 
those  where  the  injury  sustained  is  aggravated  by  a  refusal  to  submit  vated  by 
to  treatment  or  to  some  particular  treatment.  Here,  again,  there  are  ^ron? 
no  English  authorities  in  point.  In  a  New  York  case,  however,^  it  ^*  °^^^ ' 
was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  allowed  to  recover 
because  the  injured  man,  plaintiff's  intestate,  at  first  rejected  the 
advice  of  his  physician  and  refused  to  have  his  leg  amputated  as  he 
was  advised.  The  Court  considered  that  if  the  refusal  was  fatal  to 
the  patient  the  defendant  had  no  cause  to  complain,  for  death  limits 
a  verdict  to  a  less  sum  than  a  jury  might  think  proper  to  award  to  a 
living  but  crippled  man.  On  the  general  question  the  opinion  was 
that :  "  It  certainly  cannot  be  said  as  matter  of  law  that  a  patient 
may  not,  without  imputation  of  negligence,  trust  to  natural  results 
without  the  complication  of  scientific  experiments."  And  it  cannot 
be  laid  down,  as  matter  of  law,  that  no  refusal  to  accept  medical  or 
surgical  help  will  disentitle  him  to  recover.  Indeed,  the  case  is  not 
impossible  in  which  the  very  effect  of  the  accident  is  a  nervous  per- 
turbation that  forbids  the  performance  of  operations  which  in  health 
might  be  submitted  to  without  risk  or  undue  anxiety.  While,  on  the 
one  hand,  the  act  of  the  sufferer  who  tears  the  bandages  from  wounds 
in  their  nature  not  serious,  and  bleeds  to  death  as  the  direct  result, 
would  disentitle  his  representatives  to  recover  in  respect  of  more  than 
the  ordinary  and  natural  results  of  the  injuries  inflicted  ;  so,  on  the 
other  hand,  those  responsible  for  an  injury  should  derive  no  mitigation 
of  their  UabiUty  from  the  sufferer  refusing  to  submit  to  some  severe 
operation  with  balanced  probabilities  of  a  fatal  issue  or  of  recovery. 

The  only  rule  that  seems  appUcable  is  that  each  case  must  be  left  jury  to 
to  the  jury  on  its  merits,  with  a  direction  to  consider  whether  the  decide, 
particular  conduct  in  fact  conduced  to  the  death  or  aggravated  in- 
jury ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  jury  being  of  opinion  that  such  was  the 
result,  to  say  further  whether  the  conduct  of  the  sufferer  was  justifiable 
in  the  particular  circumstances,  regard  being  had  to  the  mental  and 
bodily  condition  to  which  he  has  been  reduced  by  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  defendant.^  Wilful  aggravation  of  an  injury  would,  of  course, 
disentitle  the  guilty  person  to  recover  in  respect  of  it ;  while  aggrava- 
tion arising  from  ignorance  alone  will  not  be  effectual.  There  is, 
indeed,  a  duty  on  an  injured  person  not  wantonly,  carelessly,  or 
needlessly  to  do  any  act  which  would  aggravate  his  injury.  But 
he  has  other  duties  incumbent  on  him  as  well,  and  a  defendant  cannot 
shift  his  responsibiUty  by  showing  mere  defect  of  judgment  in  the 

1  18N.Z.L.R.  536. 

2  SvUivanr.  Tioga Ry.  Co.,  112 N.  Y.  643, 648, 8  Am.  St.  R.  793. 

3  There  is  a  note  on  the  special  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  take  oare  of  siok» 
aged,  or  feeble  passengers.  New  Orleans  M,  Co.  v.  Staiham,  97  Am.  Dec.  499. 
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plaintiff.  For  exakt^ple*'  a  workman  injured  apparently  only  slightly 
^8  not  requireiJ5y''%ny  principle  of  law  to  abandon  his  work  and  He 
by,  sacrinciiig'JbjB  earnings,  and  putting  his  family  to  privations  in 
order  cheagly  to  exonerate  the  wrongdoer  from  possible  developments 
of  tb§  injm^  his  wrongdoing  has  caused.  If  from  not  lying  by  in  time 
seriouS'.consequences  develop,  the  determination  of  whether  these  are 
tH^Jli^a^ral  outcome  of  the  defendant's  wrongful  act  or  the  product  of 
tje'plaintiff's  own  contributory  negUgence,  must  be  governed  by  the 
consideration  whether  plaintiff's  action  was  due  to  mistaken  judgment 
or  to  want  of  good  faith.  In  the  former  case  the  defendant  (subject 
to  the  verdict  of  a  jury)  is  responsible ;  ih  the  latter  he  will  be  dis- 
charged from  KabiKty.^ 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said,  that  an  injured  person  is  not 
bound  to  employ  the  most  skilful  surgeon  who  can  be  found,  nor  yet 
to  incur  lavish  expenditure  of  any  kind  in  the  treatment  of  the  in- 
juries he  has  sustained.  If  his  medical  man  treats  liim  erroneously, 
no  claim  to  exoneration  of  the  wrongdoer  from  full  Uability  is  thereby 
estabUshed,  if  only  the  medical  man  employed  is  of  good  standing  and 
repute.  As  was  said  in  one  case,*  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  insure 
not  only  the  surgeon's  professional  skill,  but  also  his  immunity  from 
accident,  mistake,  or  error  in  judgment.^ 

Similar  considerations  to  these  must  prevail  in  another  class  of 
cases  that  modem  business  competition  has  produced,  and  that  a  very 
recent  decision*  (if  correct)  may  make  numerous.  A  paper  designated 
M.A.P.  was  used  to  publish  some  columns  headed  "Spare  Cash  and 
Advice.  Readers  of  M,A.P.  desiring  financial  advice  in  these  columns 
should  address  their  queries  (with  full  name  and  address)  to  the  City 
Editor."  A  purchaser  of  the  paper  responding  to  this  invitation  wrote 
for  aid  in  the  labour  of  investing  £800,  and  for  the  name  of  a  good 
stockbroker.  The  City  Editor  handed  the  letter  to  a  person  whom 
he  had  been  consulting  on  similar  matters  for  "  six  or  eight  months  ;  " 
and  whom  he  knew  "  as  a  man  with  the  reputation  of  being  a  man 
of  wealth  who  always  kept  a  bargain ;  "  but  who  was  an  "  outside 
broker ;  "  not  a  member  of  the  Stock  Exchange  ;  and  who  was, 
though  this  the  City  Editor  did  not  know,  an  undischarged  bankrupt. 
The  "  outside  broker  "  thereupon  opened  a  correspondence  with  the 
intending  investor,  resulting  in  the  latter  parting  with  £1400.  The 
whole  of  this  money  disappeared,  and  no  securities  of  any  sort  were  pur- 
chased, though  those  proposed  by  the  "  outside  broker,"  and  in  antici- 
pation of  obtaining  which  the  money  was  sent,  were  not  objected  to.  An 
action  was  then  commenced  by  the  intending  investor  against  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  paper  "  for  breach  of  a  contract  whereby  the  defendants 
promised  to  give  the  plaintiff  financial  advice  with  due  care,  dili- 
gence and  skill,  and  for  negligence  in  the  performance  of  the  contract." 

The  case  was  tried  by  Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  who  found  that 
it  was  part  of  the  regular  business  of  the  City  Editor  to  answer 
inquiries  of  the  sort  made  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  frequently  a  very 
large  number  of  letters  of  inquiry  had  to  be  dealt  with.  The  Chief 
Justice  also  held  that  the  rule  of  law  is  well  estabUshed  "  that  if  the 


1  FoeU  V.  Tanawanda,  59  Hun  (N.  Y.)  567. 
a  Stover  v.  BluehiU,  51  Me.  439. 

8  Lyons  v.  Erie  M.  Co,,  57  N.  Y.  489 ;   Loescr  v.  Humphrey,  62  Am.  R.  86.     See 
the  remarkfl  of  O'Brien,  J.,  Byrne  v.  WHwn,  15  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  3^2,  342,  343-. 
^Dela  Bare  v,  C.  A,  Pearson,  S3  Timeft  L.  R.  264  (1907),  1  K.  B.  483. 
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defendants'  breach  of  contract  ox  duty  is  the  primary  and  substantial 
cause  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  pkiutifE,  the  defendants  will 
be  responsible  for  the  whole  loss,  though  it  may  have  been  increased 
by  the  wrongful  conduct  of  a  third  person,  and  although  that  wrongful 
conduct  may  have  contributed  to  the  loss ;  "  and  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff.  This  proposition  thus  introduces  a  new  term  "  substantial  Examined, 
cause"  into  this  well-trodden  path  of  the  law,  and  does  not  define  it; 
while  the  last  clause  of  it  appears  only  to  reduplicate  the  clause  preceding 
it,  without  added  illumination.  At  any  rate  it  is  not  readily  reconcilable 
with  the  authorities,  beginning  with  Scott  v.  Shepherd^  treated  in  the 
earlier  portions  of  this  chapter,  and  to  which  the  reader  is  referred. 
Though  the  question  of  damage  will  undoubtedly  be  the  subject  ol 
much  further  discussion,  here  we  are  concerned  only  with  duty. 
The  duty  exacted  (if  any)  is  plainly  to  use  the  care  and  skill  to  be 
reasonably  looked  for  from  a  City  Editor  of  the  class  of  papeis 
to  which  M.A.P,  belongs — ^not  the  care  and  skill  of  the  City  Editoor 
of  the  Times  or  the  Bvlliomst  or  the  Economist^  the  class  of 
highly  reputed  business  and  jGmancial  authorities,  but  something 
less.  Till  the  mandate  is  entered  on  there  is  no  obligation  to  under- 
take it ;  but  undertaking  it  binds  the  undertakers  to  apjJy  the 
rule  of  diligence  appropriate  to  its  kind.  Had  the  case  been  tried 
with  a  jury  it  would  have  been  for  them  to  say  whether  an  inquirer 
as  to  investments  and  the  capabilities  of  stockbrokers  was  justified 
in  the  circumstances  to  look  for  more  than  the  exercise  of  honesty  and 
such  judgment  as  a  City  Editor  of  a  paper  of  the  position  of  M,A.P 
might  reasonably  be  expected  to  possess.  The  assumed  duty  for' the 
City  Editor  to  make  inquiries  into  subjects  with  which  he  is  not 
fully  conversant  for  each  and  all  of  the  ''  very  large  number  "  of 
inquirers  is  one  that  cannot  as  yet  be  looked  on  as  established.  The 
undertaking  appears  rather  to  answer  with  care  and  honesty  according 
to  knowledge  in  the  case,  not  to  search  out  information.^ 

One  point  of  interest  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised  through-  Is  the  pro- 
out  the  case.    The  City  Editor  is,  from  the  facts  found,  obviously  a  ^^mnter  of 
person  of  a  very  wide  range  of  information  and  of  a  great  faculty  of  the  Editor's 
judgment.    In  the  case  under  discussion  his  fitness  for  his  position  skill  and 
was  not  impugned.    What  the  paper  offers  is  that  the  City  Editor  J'''^^"'®''*  ^ 
shall  reply  to  inquiries ;  and  he  does  so ;  but ''  the  liability  of  a  master 
for  the  act  of  his  servant  attaches  in  the  case  where  the  will  of  the 
master  directs  both  the  act  to  be  done  and  the  agent  who  is  to  do  it." 
'^  The  master  is  held  responsible,  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  put  the 
servant  in  his  place  to  perform  a  service  ordered  by  himself  and  over 
which  he  has  absolute  control  at  all  times.*'^    If  analogy  goes  for 
anything,  the  proprietors  having  used  skill  and  judgment  in  the 
appointment  of  their  speciaUst  and  not  having  notice  of  any  incom- 
petence would  not  be  liable  if  his  expert  advice  were  wrong,  or  if  he 
were  negUgent.^    If  there  were  fraud,  the  case  is  even  more  obvious. 
The  anafogy  of  the  responsibility  of  the  proprietor  for  any  libel  whatever 
that  appears  in  the  paper  has  misled  some  on  this  subject.    The 
proprietor  is  responsible  for  every  publication  doing  damage  within  the 
Umits  of  the  law  of  hbel,  that  is,  to  the  reputation  of  the  person  injured ; 

i  Haycrafi  v.  Creasy,  2  East  92;  Pasley  v.  Freeman,  2  Sm.  L.  C.  (llth  ed.)  66, 
82,  Street,  Foundations  of  Legal  Liability,  vol.  i.  408. 

a  Tcbin  T.  The  Queen,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.,  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  360. 

8  Cp.  EM  ▼.  Lees  (1904),  2  K.  B.  602 ;  Ewns  ▼.  Mayor,  Se,  lAverpool  (1906), 
1  K.  B.  160. 
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but  he  is  not  responsible  for  consequences  that  spring  from  things  that 
appear  in  his  pubhcation  that  are  not  Hbels.  These  must  be  judged 
by  their  own  law.  No  editor  would  be  responsible  for  an  opinion 
expressed  in  a  leading  article  as  to  the  prospect  of  a  movement,  say,  in 
French  rentes  through  acting  on  which  the  reader  of  the  paper  specu- 
lated and  lost  hia  property. 

III.  Damages. 

The  rule  we  have  hitherto  been  considering  deals  with  the  con- 
sequences of  tortious  acts ;  the  UabiUty  for  breach  of  contract  can 
usually  be  more  definitely  marked.^  There,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
primary  and  immediate  result  is  alone  to  be  looked  to.  Thus,  in  the 
case  of  non-payment  of  money,  no  matter  what  the  inconvenience 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  the  measure  of  damage  is  no  more  than  the 
interest  of  the  money.*  With  regard  to  the  Umitation  of  Uability  in 
the  case  of  contract,  there  is  consequently  not  the  difficulty  that 
arises  in  cases  of  torts.  The  leading  case  of  Hadley  v.  Baxendaie,^  is 
invariably  referred  to  on  this  head  of  law.  There  the  Court  said : 
"We  think  the  proper  rule  ....  is  this:  where  two  parties  have  made 
a  contract  which  one  of  them  has  broken,  the  damages  which  the  other 
party  ought  to  receive,  in  respect  of  such  breach  of  contract,  should 
be  such  as  may  fairly  and  reasonably  be  considered  either  arising 
naturally,*  t.6.,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from  such 
breach  of  contract  itself,  or  such  as  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties,  at  the  time  they  made 
the  contract,  as  the  probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it.  Now,  if  the 
special  circumstances  under  which  the  contract  was  actually  made 
were  communicated  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  and  thus  known 
to  both  parties,  the  damages  resulting  from  the  breach  of  such  a 
contract,  which  they  would  reasonably  contemplate,  would  be  the 
amoimt  of  injury  which  would  ordinarily  follow  from  a  breach  of 
contract  under  these  special  circumstances  so  known  and  conmiuni- 
cated.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  these  special  circumstances  were 
wholly  unknown  to  the  party  breaking  the  contract,  he,  at  the  most, 
could  only  be  supposed  to  have  had  in  his  contemplation  the  amount 
of  injury  which  would  arise  generally,  and  in  the  great  multitude 
of  cases  not  affected  by  any  special  circumstances,  from  such  a  breach 
of  contract.    For,  had  the  special  circumstances  been  known,  the 

1  Mayne,  Damages  (7th  ed.),  10. 

a  Fletcher  v.  Taylewr,  17  C.  B.,  per  WiUos,  J.,  29.  Pollock  &  Maitland.  Hist,  of 
English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  523. 

3  9  Ex.  341,  354.  For  what  are  damages  that  the  parties  would  "  reasonably 
contemplate,"  see  Hammond  Jji*  Co.  v.  BuMcy,  20  Q.  B.  D.  7.),  where  Baxendalc  v.  Z. 
C.  A  D,  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  35  is  distinguished :  This  rule  is  adyersely  criticised 
by  Jesse],  M.R.,  Wallis  v.  Smith,  21  Ch.  D.  267.  Agiua  v.  O.  If.  Colliery  Co.  (1899) 
1  Q.  B.  413.  In  Lepla  v.  Bogera  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  31,  37,  Hawkins,  J.,  says  :  "  It  is  not 
in  my  opinion  essential  to  ra-ove  that  the  damage  (i.e.,  from  breach  of  covfenant)  must 
inevitably  follow  meh  &reacA  ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  it  was  a  probable  and  not 
unlikely  result."  For  some  valuable  remarks  on  geneial  and  special  damages,  sec 
the  judgment  of  Bowen,  L.J.,  Batdiffe  v.  Evans  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  524.  M'Laurin  v. 
N.  B.  By.  Co.,  19  Rcttie  346,  is  a  Scotch  case  on  the  elements  proper  to  consider  in 
asFessins  "* '  *.   .     .         —  .         .  .         .._._. 

tout 

'  Great  difficulty,"  says  Grove,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Oreen,  1  C.  P. 


pessinff  damages  for  personal  injuries.     Future  damages  may  be  estimated.  Washing- 

\  and  George  Town  Bd.  v.  Harmon,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  571. 

*  "  Great  difficulty,"  says  Grove,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Oreen,  1  C.  P.  D.  96,  "  no  doubt 
arises  from  the  use  of  the  word  *  natural  *  in  these  cases.  It  is  used  by  Ixid  Campbell 
and  by  Erie,  J.,  in  BandaU  v.  Baper  (E.  B.  &  E.  84),  and  has  been  used  in  many  cases  ; 
and  it  may  not  be  easy  to  substitute  a  better  word  to  express  what  is  meant.  iNormal, 
or  likely,  or  probable  of  occurrence  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  would  perhaps 
be  the  niore  correct  expression," 
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parties  might  have  specially  provided  for  the  breach  of  contract  by 
special  terms  as  to  the  damages  in  that  case  ;  and  of  this  advantage  it 
would  be  very  unjust  to  deprive  them."  ^ 

This  exposition  was  intended  to  settle  the^  law,^  and  has  been 
adopted  here  and  in  America.    In  a  later  case^  it'has  been  summarised 
into  three  inquiries,  as  follows  :    "  First,  whether  the  damage  is  the  SummariBed 
necessary  consequence  of  the  breach ;    secondly,  whether  it  is  the  P  *^?® 
probable  consequence ;   and,  thirdly,  whether  it  was  in  the  contem-  "^^^**"®®' 
plation  of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made.     Those  two  last 
are  rather  questions  of  fact  for  a  jury,  than  of  law  for  the  Court  to 
determine."    With  regard  to  the  last  consideration,  Cotton,  L.J.,  in 
the  same  case  pointed  out  a  necessary  modification — that  since  parties  Parties  to 
to  contracts  in  making  them  usually  contemplate  their  performance  ^^^^}^?u^' 
and  not  their  breach,  the  rule  should  rather  be  expressed,  "  that  the  perforaiance" 
damage  recoverable  is  such  as  is  the  natural  and  probable  result  of  not  their 
the  breach  of  contract."*    The  same  consideration  had  long  previously  ^^^^^- 
been  even  more  forcibly  insisted  on  by  Martin,  B.,  in  Prehn  v.  The 
Royal  Bank  of  Liverpool  :^  "  Special  damages  are  given  in  respect  of 
any  consequences  reasonably  or  probably  arising  from  the  breach 
complained  of.    The  test  has  been  put  in  another  form,  namely,  that 
they  must  be  such  as  a  court  or  jury  may  reasonably  consider  to  be 
those  which  the  parties  would  certeinly  contemplate.     I  do  not  beUeve 
that  to  be  the  true  test ;  for  those  who  make  contracts  mean  to  fulfil 
them  ;  it  is  therefore  idle  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  what  will 
happen  if  the  contract  is  broken." 

Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  The  Notting  HiU,^  affirms  the  identity  of  the  The  Nouiiig 
principle  of  the  estimation  of  damages  in  contract  and  in  tort.  That  ^*^* 
was  an  action  for  damages  caused  by  coUision  at  sea,  where  an  attempt 
was  made  to  obtain  damages  for  loss  of  market.  The  Court  in  deciding 
against  the  claim  followed  The  Parana,''  where  it  was  held  that  "  in 
aU  such  speculative  and  uncertain  cases  damages  ought  not  to  be  re- 
covered." The  inquiry  was :  What  damages  were  the  defendants 
liable  for  ?  The  answer  was  those  naturally  and  probably  flowing 
from  the  breach ;  but  loss  of  market  was  too  remote  a  consequence, 
and  so  not  recoverable.  Thus  the  principle  referred  to  as  idlentical 
in  contract  and  tort  is  the  principle  that  governs  in  determining  the 
Uability.  There  is  then  the  second  inquiry  that  assumes  a  UabiUty  and 
traces  its  consequences.  This  second  inquiry  is  not  appUcable  in  the 
case  of  breach  of  contract ;  ®  because  the  consequences  of  performing 

1  What  is  said  as  to  notice  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  opinion  of  tho 
majority  of  the  £z.  Ch.  in  Home  v.  Midland  By,  Co,,  L.  B.  8  C.  P.  131,  and  the  judg- 
ment in  Elbinger  Adien-Qeselhchaffl  v.  Armstrong ,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  473,  to  which  Lush, 
J.,  who  dissented  in  Home's  case,  was  a  party.  See  Mellish,  L.J/8,  judgment  in  The 
Parana,  2  P.  D.  118  ;  also  Ortbert-Borgnia  v.  Nvgent,  15  Q.  B.  J).  85. 

2  Per  Pollock,  C.B.,  Wilson  v.  Newport  Dock  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  177,  189.  Tho 
leading  case  in  America  is  Griffin  v.  Cdvcr,  16  N.  Y.  489 ;  Sedgwick,  Lead.  Caw.  on 
the  Measure  of  Damages,  269.  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Hall,  124  U.  S.  (17 
Davis)  444. 

3  McMahan  v.  Field,  7  Q.  B.  D.  591,  per  Brett,  L.J.,  695,  questioning  Hobbe  v. 
L.  <b  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  I*  R.  10  Q.  B.  1 11.  Toronlo  By.  Co.  v.  Orinsted,  24  Can.  S.  C.  R. 
570 — rheumatism  and  bronchitis  following  wrongful  ejection  from  a  street  car  were 
held  matter  for  legal  damages. 

4  The  judgment  of  Earl  J.,  EhrgoU  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  264,  48  Am.  R.  622,  is 
very  instructive  on  what  are  "  natural  and  proximate  "  consequences. 

<  L.  R.  6  Ex.  92, 100.  •  9  P.  D.  105. 

7  2  P.  D.  1 18,  explained  Dunn  v.  BueknaU  Brothers  ( 1902),  2  K.  B.  614. 

8  See  per  Brett,  M.R.,  citing  Mayne,  Damages  (3rd  ed.),  39,  (7th  ed.),  49;  The 
NoUing  hSi,  9.P.  D.  106, 113. 
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the  contract  being  in  law  foreseen  between  the  parties,  when  the 
contract  is  not  performed,  the  consequences  of  the  breach  must  be 
judged  by  the  same  standard.  In  contract  no  consequences  beyond 
thos  that  may  be  presumed  in  the  mind  of  a  reasonaole  man  at  the 
time  of  entering  on  the  contract  can  be  accounted  of.  In  tort  the 
rule  is  the  same  in  determining  whether  an  act  imports  actionable 
negligence  or  not.  After  this  stage  the  rules  diverge.  In  contract 
no  other  damages  can  be  recovered,  unless  specially.  In  tort  the 
negligent  consequences  run  their  course,  though  they  could  not  be 
anticipated.  Damages  that  could  not  be  antecedently  anticipated 
are  not  recoverable  in  contract ;  in  tort  they  can  to  the  f  uHest  extent 
to  which  they  flow  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their  actual,  not  their 
probable,  sequence  from  the  originating  force. 

The  division  of  damages  into  the  classes  of  "  special  damage  " 
and  "  general  damage  "  has  a  more  particular  relation  to  tort  than 
to  contract.  "  General  damages  "  are  such  as  the  law  will  presume 
to  be  the  direct,  natural  or  probable  consequence  of  the  act  com- 

[)lained  of.  "  Special  damages,"^  on  the  other  hand,  are  such  as  the 
aw  will  not  infer  from  the  nature  of  the  act.  As  they  are  excep- 
tional in  their  nature  so  they  must  be  claimed  specially  and  proved 
strictly.  In  cases  of  contract  special  damages  cannot  be  claimed 
unless  they  are  within  the  contemplation  of  both  parties  at  the  time 
of  the  contract.'^  While  on  the  nomenclature  of  damages,  Lord 
Halsbury,  C.'s,  connotation^  of  "  nominal  damages  "  may  be  added  : 
It  "  means  that  you  have  negatived  anything  like  real  damage,  but 
you  are  affirming  by  your  nominal  damages  that  there  is  an  infraction 
of  a  legal  right  which,  though  it  gives  you  no  ri^ht  to  any  real  damages 
at  all,  yet  gives  you  a  right  to  the  verdict  or  judgment  because  your 
legal  right  has  been  infringed.  But  the  term  "  nominal  damages  " 
does  not  mean  small  damages." 

The  law  was  fully  considered  in  The  Argentina  ;  *  where  a  ship, 
engaged  to  collect  cargo  at  Antwerp  for  Batoum,  in  consequence  of  a 
collision  was,  necessarily,  put  imder  repair,  and  thus  lost  her  engage- 
ment. Sir  J.  Hannen  was  of  opinion  that  the  owners  of  The  Argentina 
were  entitled  to  prove  the  loss  of  the  freight  from  their  anticipated 
journey,  and  to  recover  it  as  part  of  the  damage  arising  out  of  the 
collision.  In  holding  this,  Sir  J.  Hannen  followed  Dr.  Lushington  in 
The  Clarence,^  who  thus  stated  the  principle  :  "It  does  not  follow 
as  a  matter  of  necessity  that  anything  is  due  for  the  detention  of  a 
vessel  whilst  under  repair.  Under  some  circumstances,  undoubtedly, 
such  a  consequence  will  follow,  as  for  example  where  a  fishing  voyage 
is  lost,  or  where  the  vessel  would  have  been  beneficially  employed. 
The  ontM  of  proving  her  loss  rests  with  the  plaintiff,  and  this  onus 
has  not  been  discharged  on  the  present  occasion.  Had  the  owners 
of  The  Clarence  proved  that  the  vessel  would  have  earned  freight,  and 
that  such  freight  was  lost  by  the  collision,  the  case  would  have  fallen 
within  the  principle  to  which  I  have  last  adverted.  I  therefore  pro- 
nounce against  the  objection." 

In  the  Court  of  Appeal  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  dissented  from  the 

1  The  term  is  analysed  and  the  ambiguities  involved  are  pointed  out  in  Sakliffe 
V.  Evans  (1892),  2  Q.  B.,  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  628. 

2  Sirdms'Bruka  Aktie  Bolag  v.  John  <fc  Peter  Hvtchinson  (1906),  A.  C.  616, 526. 

3  The  Mediana  (1900),  A.  C.  U6. 

4  13  P.  D.  61, 191,  and  14  App.  Cas.  619. 
»  3  Wm.  Rob.  283. 
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rnajority  of  the  Court  (Lindley  v.  Bowen,  L.JJ.),  on  the  ground  that 
damages  in  respect  of  the  loss  of  the  agreement  for  the  future  hiring 
of  the  ship  were  too  remote.  The  test  he  applied^  was  :  "  The  damage 
relied  on  must,  therefore,  be  an  actiuil  damage  proved  in  the  particular 
case.  It  must,  besides  that,  be  the  reasonable,  natural,  consequeniial 
result  of  the  act  complained  of ;  "  and  the  conditions  of  the  test  he  held 
were  not  compUed  with.  Bowen,  L.J. ,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
majority  of  the  Court,  mainly  affirming  the  judgment  of  Sir  J.  Hannen, 
points  out  that  the  EngUsh  law  adopts  the  principle  of  restitutio  in 
integrum  in  the  estimation  of  damages,  subject  to  the  restrictioja 
that  they  must  be  such  damages  as  flow  "  directly  and  in  the  usual 
course  of  things  from  the  wrongful  act,"  and  that  in  the  case  of  a 
breach  of  contract  the  law  includes  ''  such  damages  as  may  reasonably 
be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties 
at  the  time  they  made  the  contract  as  the  probable  result  of  its 
breach."  He  then  goes  on  :*  "  There  is  no  difference  in  principle 
between  such  a  loss  (i.e.,  the  loss  of  a  ship)  and  the  loss  which  the 
owner  of  a  serviceable  threshing  machine  suffers  from  an  injury  which 
incapacitates  the  machine,  or  the  loss  which  a  workman  suners  who  is 
prevented  from  earning  money  by  the  wrongful  detention  of  plant 
which  cannot  at  once  be  replaced.  A  ship  is  a  thing  by  the  use  of 
which  money  may  be  ordinarily  earned,  and  the  only  question  in  case 
of  a  colUsion  seems  to  me  to  be,  what  is  the  use  which  the  shipowner 
would,  but  for  the  accident,  have  had  of  his  ship,  and  what  (excluding 
the  element  of  uncertain  and  speculative  and  special  profits)  the  ship- 
owner, but  for  the  accident,  would  have  earned  by  the  use  of  her." 

The  view  of  Lindley  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.,  was  affirmed  in  the  House  And  in  the 
of  Lords,  Lord  Fitzgerald  adopting  entirely  the  joint  judgment.  Lord  House  of 
Herschell  formulates  the  question  before  the  House  :  "  Whether  if  this 
were  an  action  brought  in  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  and  tried  by  a 
jury,  the  judge  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  these  damages 
could  not  be  recovered  on  the  ground  that  they  were  too  remote."^ 
He  answers  it  thus  :  "  I  think  that  damages  which  flow  directly  and 
naturally,  or  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things  from  the  wrongful  act, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  too  remote.  The  loss  o|  the  use  of  a  vessel, 
and  of  the  earnings  which  would  ordinarily  be  derived  from  its  use 
during  the  time  it  is  under  repair,  and  therefore  not  available  for 
trading  purposes,  is  certainly  damage  which  directly  and  naturaDy 
flows  &om  a  colhsion.  But  further  than  this,  I  agree  with  the  Court 
below  that  the  damage  is  not  necessarily  hmited  to  the  money  which 
Could  have  been  earned  during  the  time  the  vessel  was  actually  under 
repair.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of 
things  that  a  steamship  whilst  prosecuting  her  voyage  should  have 
secured  employment  for  another  adventure.  And  if  at  the  time  of  a 
colhsion  the  damaged  vessel  had  obtained  such  an  engagement  for  an 
ordinary  maritime  adventure,  the  loss  of  the  fair  and  ordinary  earnings 
of  such  a  vessel  on  such  an  adventure  appear  to  me  to  be  the  direct  and* 
natural  consequence  of  the  collision."  TheArgentino,tho\igl[i  directly 
concerned  only  with  Admiralty  law,  is  also  an  authority  as  to  the 
common  law  rule,  since  it  was  undisputed  that  the  rule  of  the  con^mon 
law  and  the  rule  followed  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  are  identical.* 

1  13  P.  D.  191, 198.  ^  L,c,  201.    Cp.  The  MoiS,  93 U.  S.  (3  Otto)  302. 

3  U  App.  Cfts.  622. 
•    *  13  P.  D.  191,  per  Lprd   Eiher,  M.B.,  196,  and  Bowen,  L.J.,  200;  The  CUy  of 
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Williams,  L.  J.,  in  The  Rodney^  while  admitting  that  the  rule  in  The 
Argentino  is  now  law,  repines  against  it :  "  It  seems  to  me  difficult 
to  be  satisfied  with  a  rule  which  would  make  the  measure  of  damages 
where  the  wrongful  act  is  absolutely  the  same  in  two  cases  differ 
absolutely  according  to  the  loss  which  has  been  sustained  by  the 
person  who  is  injured  by  the  coUision — ^though  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
wrongdoer  is  identical  in  both  cases.*'  This  objection  was  belated 
even  at  the  time  when,  according  to  tradition,  Lord  Ellenborough 
shouted  to  his  coachman  to  turn  his  runaway  horses  into  "  something 
cheap."  The  test  suggested  is  obviously  the  wrong  one — in  a  civil 
suit ;  there  the  test  is  not  the  mala  mens  of  the  actor  but  the  damnum 
et  injuria  to  the  sufferer.  Every  railway  accident  case  illustrates  this, 
even  where  two  passengers  killed  may  have  equally  large  incomes,  but 
the  one  is  derived  from  an  estate  and  the  other  from  personal  earnings. 
The  Lord  Justice  appears  not  to  diSeientiate  the  damages  in  breach 
of  contract  from  those  in  tort.^ 

The  Greta  Holme,^  according  to  Collins,  L.  J.,  *  upset  "  a  long  line 
of  authorities  before  this  Court."  They  appeared  to  estabUsh  the 
proposition  that  to  entitle  to  damage  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of  a  chattel, 
direct  estimable  loss  and  strict  valuation  are  necessary.  In  The 
Rutland,^  where  harbour  authorities  claimed  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of 
dredger  damaged  by  collision.  Sir  James  Hannen  deduced  the  corollary 
that  where  the  injured  chattel  is  not  employed  for  the  purposes  of  gain 
there  can  be  no  damages  recovered  for  disabling  it.  The  House  of 
Lords,  however,  in  The  Greta  Holme,^  enunciated  as  the  true  rule  the 
proposition  that  one  deprived  of  the  use  of  a  chattel  through  the 
default  of  another  is  entitled  to  recover  damages,  even  though  he  is 
imable  to  prove  the  loss  represented  by  any  definite  sum  of  money 
flowing  from  the  injury.  This  rule  appUes  universally,  even  in  the 
case  of  trustees  of  a  public  undertalang  which  they  are  unable  to 
carry  on  at  a  profit.  The  facts  were  substantially  identical  with  The 
Rutland!'  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  sajrs  :  "  This  pubUc  body  has  to  pay 
money  Uke  other  people  for  the  conduct  of  its  operations,  and  if  it  is 


Peking,  16  App.  Cas.  438  ;  "  explained"  in  The  Mediana  (1900),  A.  C.  113  ;  VenMes 
V.  West,  3  S.  k  (N.  S.  W.)  54 ;  The  City  of  Lincoln,  15  P.  D.  16.  The  rule  of  the 
Roman  Law  is  inBtructiye :  Nee  solum  corpus  in  actione  hujus  legis  [  Aqui  iae]  cBstimatur  ; 
sed  sane  si  servo  occiso  plus  dominus  capiat  damni  quam  pretium  servi  sit,  id  quoque 
OBstimatur  ;  vdut  si  servus  mens  ab  cUiquo  heres  institutus,  ante  quam  jussu  mco  heredi- 
totem  cemeret,  occisus  fuerit ;  non  enim  tantum  ipsius  pretium  ceslimatur,  sed  et  here- 
ditatis  amisscB  quantitas.  Item  si  ex  gemellis  vd  ex  comosdis  vd  ex  symphoniacis 
unus  occisus  fuerit,  non  solum  occisi  fit  cestimatio,  sed  eo  ampLius  quoque  computatur 
quod  c^/m  qui  supersunt  depretiati  sunt.  Idem  juris  est  cliam  si  ex  pari  mularum  unam 
vel  eiiam  ex  quadrigis  equorum  unum  oceiderit. — Gaius,  III.  §  212.  I  do  not  doubt 
but  that  the  law  of  England  is  the  same,  though  I  know  of  no  case  in  point.  If  a 
stone  is  lost  out  of  a  ring  the  measure  of  damages  is  not  the  value  of  the  stone, 
but  the  depreciation  of  the  ring.  If  one  of  a  pair  of  vases  is  broken,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  loss  on  the  pair.  If  one  of  two  carriage  horses  is  injured,  the  damages 
would  be  estimated  not  by  the  injury  to  the  one,  but  by  the  depreciation  in  the  match. 

In  American  Braided  Wire  Company  v.  Thomson,  44  Ch.  D.  274,  280,  the 
Attorney-General,  arguendo,  said :  "  There  are  two  leading  principles  as  to  damages 
for  tort — (1)  that  the  loss  for  which  they  are  given  must  t)e  the  direct  consequence 
of  the  wrongful  act ;  and  (2)  that  if  the  loss  can  be  minimised  by  the  act  of  the  plain- 
tiff, ho  is  bound  to  do  it."    And  see  per  Ck>tton,  L.  J.,  288. 

1  (1906)  P.  273,  277. 

3  AnU,  105. 

3  (1897)  A.  0.696. 

4  The  Mediana  (1899)  P.  139.  »  (1896)  P.  J96  n.  (2). 
"  Supra.    The  principle  is  worked  out  in  detail  in  The  Marpessa  (1906),  P.  14, 


in  (C.  A.)  95. 


Supra, 
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dejprived  of  the  use  of  part  of  its  machinery,  which  deprivation  delayB 
or  impairs  the  progress  of  their  works,  I  know  no  reason  why  they  are 
not  entitled  to  the  ordinary  rights  which  other  people  possess  of 
obtaining  damages  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  negUgence  of  the 
wrongdoer."  In  the  subsequent  case  of  The  Mediana  ^  Lord  Halsbury, 
C,  emphasises  this :  "  When  I  say  deprived  of  their  vessel  [the  thing 
damaged  was  a  hght  ship  for  which  a  substitute,  kept  in  reserve,  was 
provided],  I  will  not  use  tne  phrase  *the  use  of  their  vessel.'  What 
right  has  a  wrongdoer  to  consider  what  use  you  are  going  to  make  of 
your  vessel  ?  "  "I  know  very  well  that  as  a  matter  of  common 
sense  what  an  arbitrator  or  a  jury  very  often  do  is  to  take  a  perfectly 
artificial  hypothesis  and  say,  '  Well,  if  you  wanted  to  hire  [e.g,]  a 
chair,  what  would  you  have  to  give  for  it  for  the  period  ? '  And  in  that 
way  they  come  to  a  rough  sort  of  conclusion  as  to  what  damages  ought 
to  be  paid  for  the  unjust  and  unlawful  withdrawal  of  it  from  the 
owner." 

The  primary  measure  of  damages  then,  whether  in  contract  or  tort,  Summfliry. 
in  Admiralty  or  at  common  law,  is  the  amount  of  the  party's  loss  ; 
and  this  loss  may  be  analysed  into  two  components — actual  outlay 
and  anticipated  profits.  Failure  to  prove  loss  of  profits  will  not,  it  is 
obvious,  prevent  recovery  for  loss  of  outlay  in  those  cases  where  profits 
are  sought  to  be  recovered  but  not  proved.  And  where  a  wrongful 
act  deprives  the  owner  of  his  chattel  in  its  integrity,  during  the  period 
of  deprivation  he  is  entitled  to  a  sum  equivalent,  at  least,  to  the 
interest  on  the  money  spent  on  the  purchase.  In  contract  the  common 
measure  of  damages  for  loss  of  profits  is  the  difference  between  the 
cost  of  doing  the  work  and  what  the  contractor  was  to  receive  for 
doing  it  ;^  but  when  a  party  to  a  contract  who  is  injured  by  the  stoppage 
of  work  under  it  elects  to  rescind,  he  cannot  recover  any  damages  for 
the  breach  either  for  outlay  or  loss  of  profits.  He  recovers  the  value 
of  his  services  actually  performed,  as  upon  a  quantum  meruit.^ 

In  tort  the  principle  has  been  laid  down  "  that  if  a  profit  would 
arise  from  a  chattel,  and  it  is  left  with  a  tradesman  for  repair,  and 
detained  by  him  beyond  the  stipulated  time,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  prima  fade  the  sum  which  would  have  been  earned  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  employment  of  the  chattel  in  the  time."  * 

IV.  Games. 

The  law  as  to  injuries  received  in  playing  games  must  be  noticed.  Games. 
In  the  lex  Aquilia  there  are  several  passages  referring  to  this.    The  Lex  AquUia 
broad  rule  discriminates  ingenui  from  «em,  games  glorice  causa  et 

1  (1900)A.C.  113, 117. 

2  United  States  v.  Behan,  110  U.  S.  (3  Davis)  338 ;  Fletcher  v.  Tayleur,  17  C.  B. 
21 ;  Smeed  v.  Foord,  1  E.  &  £.  602.  As  to  the  law  when  interest  is  recoverable, 
L,  C.  db  D.  Ry.  Co.  v.  8,  E,  By.  Co,  (1803)  A.  C.  429,  and  especially  per  lindley, 
L.  J.  (1892),  1  Ch.  142 ;  Cotton  v.  Bragg,  15  East,  223.  For  the  law  in  the  United 
States,  WashingUm,  doc,  Bd.  Co.  v.  Harmon,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  671,  689 ;  New 
York,  d:c.  Bd.  Co.  v.  EstiU,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  691,  620.  For  mora  debitoris  in  the 
Boman  law,  see  Movie,  Just.  Inst,  note  to  Bk.  IIL  19,  26. 

3  Planchr  V.  Cdtbum,  6  C.  &  P.  68,  8  Bing.  14 ;  Goodman  v.  Pococh,  16  Q.  B.  576  ; 
Inchbald  v.  Western  NeUgherry  Coffee  Co.,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  733.  See  2  Sm.  L.  C.  (llth 
ed.)  42. 

4  Ex  parU  Cambrian  Steam  Packet  Co.,  L.  B.  4  Ch.  112,  per  Lord  Cairns,  117. 
As  to  damages  recoverable  in  the  case  of  personal  injuries,  see  post,  chapter  on  Lord 
Campbell's  Act.  Damages  payable  for  negligence  do  not  constitute  a  deduction  from 
profits  under  the  Income  Tax  Acts  :  Strong  v.  Woodifidd  (1906),  2  K.  B.  360. 
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vkttUis  from  games  of  sport  merely,  Uke  that  of  ball.  Si  quis  in 
coUuctaiioney  vd  in  pancratiOy  vd  fugiles  dum  inter  se  eocercewtur,  alitis 
alium  occiderity  si  quidem  in  publico  ceriamine,  cessat  AquUia  ;  quia 
gloricB  causa  et  virtuiis,  non  injuries  gratia  videtur  damnum  datum. 
Hoc  auiem  in  servo  non  procedit ;  quoniam  ingenui  solerU  certare  ;  in 
filio  familias  vulnerato  procedit.  Plane,  si  cedentem  vulneraverit,  erit 
AquUicB  hcus  ;  aut  si  non  in  certamine  servum  occidit,  nisi  si  domino 
committefUe  hoc  factum  sity  tunc  enim  Aquilia  cessat}  The  lex  Aquilia 
does  not  apply  to  public  pugiHstic  combats,  or  to  wrestUng  matches, 
in  which  a  freeman  is  wounded.  But  if  a  slave  is  wounded  while 
engaged  in  such  sports  the  exception  does  not  operate,  since  only 
freemen  are  accustomed  to  contend  in  them.  Games,  hke  the  game  of 
ball,  are  different.  Here  all  may  play,  and  injury  received  in  con- 
sequence of  participation  brings  no  hability  with  it.  Cam  pila  com- 
plures  luderenty  quidam  ex  his  servulum,  cum  pUam  perdpere  conaretur, 
impulit,  servus  cecidit  et  crus  fregit ;  qucerebaiur,  an  dominus  servuli 
lege  Aquilia  cum  eo,  cujus  impulsu  ceciderat  agere  potest  ?  Respondi 
non  posse ;  cum  casu  magis,  quam  culpa,  mderetur  factum}  This 
difference  is  to  be  explained  by  the  consideration  that  the  game  of  ball 
was  a  mere  game,  and  not  gloriw  causa  et  mrtuiis.  The  underljdng 
principle  is,  that  injuries  received  while  engaged  in  sports  or  exercises 
occasion  no  liability  where  they  are  accidental  and  sustained  in  the 
course  of  the  exercise  or  sport.  If,  however,  the  games  are  of  a  kind 
that  the  law  considers  not  befitting  a  slave  to  take  part  in,  those  who 
play  at  these  games  with  slaves  and  injure  them  are  liable  for  the 
injury.  If  the  games  are  not  of  this  sort,  a  slave  is  in  the  same  position 
as  a  freeman.  In  any  case,  the  protection  only  avails  during  the 
progress  of  the  game,  and  in  regard  to  injuries  that  are  natural  con- 
sequences of  it. 

With  the  passages  already  set  out  must  be  taken  a  third — Cum 
stramenta  ardentia  transilirent  duo,  c^mcurreru^U,  amhoque  ceciderunt 
et  alter  flamma  consumptus  est ;  nihil  eo  nomine  potest  agi,  si  non 
intelligitu/ry  uter  db  utro  eversus  sit.^  In  this  case — arising  out  of  the 
practice  at  Rome  at  the  feast  of  the  Palilia*  of  jumping  over  heaps  of 
burning  straw  and  hay — there  is,  in  the  one  case,  either  absence  of 
evidence  of  how  the  event  came  about,  or  else  contributory  negligeilce  ; 
in  the  other,  the  collision  is  not  a  natural  consequence  of  taking  part 
in  the  game,  and,  therefore,  he  who  does  the  injury  is  liable  in  respect 
of  it.  But  exercises,  even  those  gloriw  causa  et  virtutis,  must  only  be 
practised  in  the  proper  place.  Sed  si  per  lusum  jaculantibus  servus 
fuerit  occisus,  Aquilice  hcus  est}  On  the  other  hand,  if,  while  they  are 
being  lawfully  practised,  and  in  the  place  appropriate  for  them,  injury 
is  caused,  there  is  no  liability  unless  the  act  causing  the  liability  be  an 
intentional  one.  Sed  si  cum  alii  in  campo  jacularentury  servus  per 
eum  locum  transient,  Aquilia  cessat ;  quia  non  debuit  per  campum 
jaculaiorium  iter  irUempestive  facere.  Qui  tamen  data  opera  in  eum 
jaculatus  est,  utique  Aquilia  tenebitur  ;•  and  a  quotation  from  Paulus  is 
added — nam  hisus  quoque  noxius  in  culpa  est?    In  crossing  the  campus 

1  D.9,2,7,§4.  2  D.9,2,52,§4.  3  D.9,2,45,§3. 

^  Or  more  accurately  Parilia,  a  festival  of  the  dies  iiatalitins  of  Rome  in  hoQOXir  of 
Pa  lee,  when  sheep  were  more  effectually  purified  by  being  compelled  to  run  through  tlie 
fire,  and  at  which  the  shepherds  did  the  same.  Smith,  Dictionary  of  Greek  and  £]aiaa 
Antiquities,  stib  nom. 

5  D.  9,  2, 9,  §  4.  e  Hid. 

7  D.  9,  2, 10. 
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jacukOarius,  the  slave  wonM  be  guilty  of  contributOTy  negligence.    This 
would  not  excuse  a  wilful  injury.  • 

A  curious  case  is  stated  by  Uipian :  ^ — Item  Mela  scrSnt,  si  cum  Ulpian's  case 
pila  quidam  hderent,  vehementius  qtm  pila  percussa  in  fonsoris  mantis 
earn  dejecerU  et  sic  servi,  quem  Umsor  raiebat,  gida  sit  j/rcedsa  adjecto 
cuUeUo  ;  in  quocumque  eorum  culpa  sit,  eum  lege  Aquilia  teneri.  Pro- 
ctAus  m  tonsore  esse  ctdfam ;  et  sane,  si  tbi  tondebctt,  ubi  ex  consuetuMne 
ludi^batuT,  vd  tin  transUus  frequens  erat,  est  (piod  ei  imputetur  ;  quamvis 
nee  iUud  male  dicatur,  si  in  loco  periculoso  sellam  habenti  tonsori  se  ^is 
commiserU,  ipsum  ie  se  queri  debere. 

The  law  of  England  does  not  differ  from  the  civil  law. 

"  The  law,"  says  Dr.  Bigelow,*  "  as  to  injuries  received  in  games  Law  of 
and  sports,  was,  and  (as  far  as  the  games  are  lawful  ^)  doubtless  is  still,  England  as 

^  D.  9,  2, 1 1 ,  pr.     The  Roman  Law  drew  a  distinction  between  such  acts  as  knocking      ^ 
money  ont  of  one's  hand  {nummos  tibi  exciissU)  to  assist  a  thief  and  in  a  joke.     In  the 
latter  case  the  remedy  was  the  adio  Aquilice  tUUis,  Gains,  IIL  f  202. 

2  Xi.  C.  on  Torts,  229,  citing  Pulton,  De  Pace  Regis,  7,  described  as  "  A  work  of  the 
beginning  of  the  seventeenth  century."  There  is  a  copy  of  this  work  in  the  Inner 
Temple  Library,  in  black  letter,  bearing  date  1609 ;  the  title-page  of  which,  after 
specifying  the  scope  of  the  work,  &c.,  describes  the  material  df  it  as  "  collected  out 
of  the  Reports  of  the  CJommon  Lawe ;  of  this  lealme,  and  of  the  statutes  in  force,  and 
out  of  the  painf  uUe  workes  of  the  reverend  judges.  Sir  Anthonie  Fitzharbert,  Sir  Robert 
Brooke,  Sir  William  Stanford,  Sir  James  Dyer,  Sir  Edward  Coke,  Knights,  and  other 
learned  writers  of  our  lawes."     The  reference  there  is  $  22. 

3  The  detemiinatibn  of  what  are  lawful  games  is  of  some  interest,  and  may  excuse 
a  note,  fti  the  proclamation  of  James  I.,  dated  the  24th  of  May,  1618,  and  called  the 
Book  of  Sports,  what  are  lawful  games  is  indicated.  This  proclamation,  says  Hallam 
(Constitutional  History,  8th  ed.  vol.  ii.  chap.  viii.  55),  was  a  renewal  of  that  issued  in 
the  lat«  feign,  that  certain  feasts  or  wakes  might  be  kept,  and  a  great  variety  of  pas- 
times used,  on  Sundays  after  Evening  Service.  It  is  said  to  have  originated  in  an 
order  made  by  Richardson,  C.J.,  at  the  request  of  the  justices  of  the  {leace,  for  sup- 
pressing these  feasts.  The  Privy  Council,  at  the  instance  of  Archbishop  Laud,  re- 
proved the  judge,  and  directed  him  to  revoke  his  order.  3  Kennett,  71 ;  Rush, 
Abr.  ii.  166,  1  Campb.  Chief  Justices,  396.  The  proclamation  which,  says  Hallam, 
was  "  perfectly  legal  and  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  late  Act "  ( 1  Car.  I.  c.  1),  followed 
on  one  of  the  jpreceding  year  published  in  Scotland,  and  ordained  that,  ^*  as  for  our 
good  people's  lawful  recreation  our  pleasure  likewise  is,  that  after  the  end  of  Divine 
Sefrvice,  our  good  people  be  not  disturbed,  letted,  or  discouraged  from  any  lawful 
recreation,  soch  as  dancing — either  men  or  women — archerie  for  men,  leaping,  vaulting, 
or  any  other  such  harmless  recreation ;  nor  from  havii^  of  May  games,  Whitsim 
ales  and  Morris  dances^  and  the  setting  up  of  Maypoles,  and  other  sports  therewith 
used,  so  as  the  same  be  had  in  due  and  convenient  time  without  impediment  or  neglect 
of  Divine  Service ;  and  that  women  shall  have  leave  to  carry  rushes  to  the  Church 
for  the  decoring  of  it,  according  to  their  old  custome :  but,  withaU,  we  doe  here 
accompt  still  as  prohibited  aU  unlawful  games  to  bee  used  upon  Sundayes  only  as 
beare  acnd  bull  baitings,  interludes,  and  at  all  times  in  iStie  meaner  sort  of  peoiile,  by 
law  prohibited,  bowling."  The  prodamation  is  given  at  length  in  2  Somers,  Tracts^ 
54  (Scott's  edition).  Unlawful  games  are  penalised  by  the  Statute  3^  Hen.  Vtll.  c.  9, 
"  An  Acts  for  mn^yAtenance  of  Artytlarie  and  debarringe  of  unlauful  games."  The 
object  of  which  was  to  protocrte  tlie  practice  of  archery,  which,  through  the  invention  of 
"  many  and  sondrienewe  and  crafty  games  and  pi  ayes  "  *'  ys  sore  decayed,  and  daylv  is 
lyke  to  be  more  mynished."  This  Act  was  in  extension  of  an  earlier  Act,  1 1  Hen.  \V. 
c.  4,  wUdi  prohibits  tlie  following;  games  as  unlawful — "  ball  as  well  handball  as 
football  and  otiher  games  called  coits,  dice,  bowling,  cails,  and  other  such  unthrifty 
games  ;  "  and  this  waa  a  continnatioii  of  a  yet  earlier  Act,  1 2  Richard  II.  c.  6.  Anot^her 
of  this  series  of  Acts  is  17  Edw.  IV.  o.  3.  In  Bac.  Abr.  Gaming  (A.),  it  is  said,  ^'  that 
by  the  common  law,  the  playing  at  cards,  dice,  &c.,  when  practised  innocently  and  lis 
a  lecreaAion,  the  better  to  fit  a  person  for  business,  is  not  at  all  unlawful  nor  punisha'ble 
as  any  offence  whatsoever  "  ;  citing  2  Vent.  176,  5  Mod.  1^,  Salk.  100,  and  the  pre- 
amble to  16  Car.  II.  o.  7.  See  8  £  9  Vict.  c.  109,  and  26  ft  27  Vict.  c.  125.  The 
«abject  is  treated  in  Comyns,  Digest,  acrt.  Justioes  of  Peace  (B  42) :  Game — ^Unlawful 
Sports,  aad  in  Dalton,  doontry  Justice,  c.  46.  See,  too,  Strutt,  English  Sports  and 
Pastimes  (2nd  ed.),  1810,  and  Beeves,  Hist,  of  the  Engl.  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  iii.  171, 288, 
293,  v«l.  iv.  176,  292,  *J6.  As  to  pri«e-fighting.  The  Queen  v.  Ootiey,  8  Q.  'B.  to.  534 
Megintt  v.  Orion,  ^  L.  T.  293,  as  to  a  sparring  exhibition.  A  foot-race  is  alkwful  galne, 
Bcky  V.  MarrioU,  17  L.  J.  C.  P.  215 ;  so  are  billiards,  Pmwm  v.  Alexander,  24  . 
L.  J./Q.  B.  277 ;    dominoes,  chess,  and  draaghts,  Reg,  v.  AekUm,  22  L.  J.  M.  C.  1 ; 
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thtift  :  '  If  two  or  more  do  agree  together  to  mn  at  tilt,  joust,  barriers, 
or  to  play  at  backsword,  bucklers,  footbaU,  or  sucli  like,  and  one  of 
them  doth  beat,  bruise,  or  wound  another,  ike  party  grieved  shall  not 
have  an  action  of  trespass,  of  assault,  and  battery  against  the  other ; 
for  that  it  was  a  combat  by  consent,  and  put  in  practice  to  try  their 
strength,  valour,  or  agility,  and  not  to  break  the  peace.  But  if  the 
same  dav  or  some  other  after  that  the  pastime  is  at  an  end  and  the j 
departed  asunder,  one  will  assault  or  beat  another  in  respect  of  some 
wrong  conceived  to  be  received  in  the  time  of  the  said  play,  then  an 
action  for  trespass,  of  assault  and  battery,  may  be  pursued  by  him 
that  is  so  beaten,  against  the  trespasser.'  " 

The  distinctions  taken  are  (1)  between  lawful  and  unlawful  games, 
and  (2)  between  injuries  received  while  engaged  in  lawful  games,  and 
injuries  subsequentiv  inflicted. 

In  BouUer  v.  Cfark,^  Parker,  C.B.,  in  an  action  for  assault  and 
battery,  held  that  fighting  being  unlawful,  the  defence  that  the  plaintifE 
consented  to  fight  would  be  no  bar  to  action.  But  in  Buller's  "Nisi 
Prius,"*  citing  Dalton,'  it  is  laid  down  that  if  two  by  consent  play  at 
cudgels  and  one  hurt  the  other  it  is  no  battery.^  Stephens^  regards 
this  as  inconsistent  with  previous  decisions.  It  may  be  reconciled 
if  cudgel  playing  is  a  lawful  game,  whereas  fighting  is  in  any  event  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  as  to  which  there  is  no  privilege. 

The  distinction  between  lawful  and  unlawful  games  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  adverted  to  in  the  extraordinary  Massachusetts  case  of 
Fiizaerald  v.  Caving  This  may  have  been  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  only  point  for  the  Court  was 
whether  the  charge  of  the  judge  was  sufficiently  favourable  to  the 
defendant.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  report  that  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  the  judge's  summing  up  at  the  trial  was  unduly  favourable 
to  the  plaintiff ;  and  it  may  be  noted  that  his  direction  to  the  jury 
was  on  the  assumption  that  "  the  parties  were  lawfully  playing  with, 
one  another  by  mutual  consent."  The  jury  were  told  that  if  in  these 
circumstances  '*  the  act  done  by  the  defendant  was  no  other  than  the 
plaintiff  had  cood  reason  to  believe  would  be  in  such  play,  the  defendant 
is  not  liable.  If,  however,  the  plaintifi  had  good  reason  to  anticipate 
the  act  complained  of,  in  the  circumstances  the  play  could  scarcely  be 
lawful,  or  if  the  play  were  lawful  the  act  was  not  to  be  anticipated. 

andpeihApecard8,Pat^nv.jRAyvn<T,29L.J.M.ai89;  Jenks  y.  Turpin,  IZ  Q.  K  D. 
SOS ;  but  "  gaming  "  which  ib  illegal  is  not  leas  so  bocause  the  game  played  is  not 
per  se  unlawful,  Bew  v.  HaraUm,  3  Q.  B.  D.  454 ;  Lywn  v.  Maaon,  22  Q.  B.  D.  351. 

i  Bull.  N  P.  16.   See  2  Ex.  677,  n.    In  Reg,  v.  MarUn,  9  a  ft  P.  213,  it  washeldnot 

SossiUe  to  consent  to  a  misdemeanour.  See  The  Quu»  ▼.  Coney,  8  Q.  B.  D.  534,  per 
tephen,  J.,  550.  Misdemeanour  is  the  offence  against  the  State,  not  against  the  indi- 
vidual. In  QraUon  ▼.  Glidden,  84  Me.  589, 30  Am.  St  B.  413,  it  was  laid  down  that  if  two 
persons  yoluntarily  engage  in  a  fight'  (in  anger)  either  may  maintjtin  an  action  against 
the  other  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  received.  The  fact  that  the  fight  was  voluntary 
ib  admissible  only  in  mitigation  of  damages.  This  seems  ooneot  in  principle»  and  in 
Cammmtoealihy.  GoUberg,  119  Mass.  350,  20  Am.  R.  328,  where  two  persoos 5y  mufwaf 
itgreemeni  engage  in  a  fight  with  each  other,  each  is  guiltv  of  an  assault  and  battery, 
although  there  is  no  anger  or  ill-wilL  Cp.  Jamea  v.  Campodl,  5  C.  ft  P.  372,  where  two 
persons  fighting  at  a  parish  dinner,  one  of  them  unintentionally  gave  a  third  penoiL 
two  black  eyes  ;  The  Queen  v.  Latimer,  17  Q.  B.  D.  359.  *  15. 

s  Cap.  22.    I  am  unable  to  find  the  reference.    The  chapter  in  the  Country  Jnstioe 
on  "  Games  and  Bays  "  is  46.     Chapter  22  is  about  Cattle.     The  substanoe  of  tho 
statement  in  the  text  is  to  be  found  in  Cap.  121,  Sureties  for  the  Peace,  282  (tf). 
4  Cp.  The Qtieeny.Johnaon.ZA'L.  J.  liLC.  192.  «  Nisi Frius,  voL i  211 

e  1 10  Mass.  153.  The  g.-ound  of  action  was  that  defendsnt  **  seiaed  hold  of  plai^itsff 
by  the  testicles  and  squeezed  them  seveidy,"  whereby  plaintiff  was  serioualy  injured 
The  defence  was  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  engaged  in  a  game  together. 
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The  fullest  statement  of  the  liabilities  incurred  by  playing  games  Jieidv, 
is  to  be  foimd  in  a  Scotch  case.^    Four  farm  labourers  were  engaged  in  -3/»te*€i^. 
building  a  straw  stack.     Three  amused  themselves  by  knocking  each 
other  down  in  the  straw.     Either  intentionally,  or  by  accident,  one 
of  the  three  thus  romping  knocked  the  fourth  ofi  the  stack  and  injured 
him,  and  he  brought  his  action  against  the  aggressor.    Lord  Toung  Lord  Young*s 
said  :   "  When  people  engage  in  a  game  involving  risk,  or  in  a  game  J^*if'?®'i?^-,*® 
generally  safe,  but  in  which  accidents  may  happen,  every  player  for  injiSesi/ 
taking  part  in  it  takes  on  himself  the  risks  incident  to  being  a  player,  H  ct'odinplay. 
and  he  will  have  no  remedy  for  any  injury  he  may  receive  in  the  course 
of  it,  unless  there  has  been  some  undue  violence  or  unfair  play  on  the 
part  of  some  of  the  others.    He  takes  the  risks  incident  to  the  game, 
and  the  result  of  these  risks  must  lie  where  they  fall.     I  should  say  that 
the  same  principle  must  govern  where  romping  suddenly  arises  among 
people  collected  together,  whether  workpeople  or  others — they  take 
the  risk  of  the  romping,  and  unless  there  is  foul  play,  there  will  be  no 
liabihty  for  unintended  injury  by  one  romper  to  another.    I  should  even 
go  the  length  of  saying  that  if  two  men  voluntarily  engage  in  a  pugiUstic 
encoimter,  each  must  take  the  black  eyes  or  the  bloody  noses  which 
the  other  inflicts^ — or,  if  two  men  voluntarily  engage  in  a  bout  of 
single  stick,  each  must  take  the  raps  he  gets  from  his  opponent — and 
if  there  be  no  foul  play,  there  can  be  no  injury  giving  rise  to  a  claim  of 
damages  by  the  one  against  the  other."    Here  there  was  a  romp,  which 
the  pursuer  took  no  part  in  ;    and  when  he  received  injury  without 
having  consented  to  take  the  risk  of  it,  there  arose  an  actionable  wrong. 

The  distinction  between  lawful  and  unlawful  games,  between  a 
fight  and  a  match  at  single  stick,  does  not  seem  regarded.  In  other 
respects  the  decision  bears  out  the  English  cases. 

Very  Uke  what  we  have  seen  was  the  Roman  law  is  laid  down  in  Comyns's 
Comyns's  Digest :'  "  If  a  soldier,  in  muster,  discharge  his  gun  and  statement, 
another  go  cross,  whereby  he  inevitably  and  against  his  will  hurts  him," 
it  is  not  a  battery  in  law.  But  he  must  set  out  the  circumstances,  and 
make  it  appear  that  he  was  not  in  any  fault ;  for  it  is  not  enough  to 
show  it  was  casualiter  et  per  infortunium  et  contra  voluntatem  suam.* 
If  one  is  injured  while  looking  on,  the  doer  of  the  injury  is  prima  facie 
liable  ;^  and  where  several  persons  are  engaged  in  playing  at  ball  in 
the  pubhc  highway  and  a  traveller  is  accidentally  hit,  the  game  not 
being  a  lawful  one  in  such  a  place,  not  only  is  the  person  whose  negli- 
gence caused  the  accident  held  Uable  in  trespass,  but  also  all  those  who 
are  of  the  party.* 

1  Beid  V.  MitcheU,  12  Rettie  1129. 

2  But  see  Boulter  v.  Clark,  Bull  N.  P.  16,  and  GroUon  v.  Glidden,  30  Am.  St. 
R.  413, 84  Me.  589.  3  Battery  (A).     See  Moody  v.  Ward,  13  Mass.  299. 

♦  Weaver  v.  Ward,  Hob.  134.  6  Underuxxd  v.  Hewson,  Bull.  N.  P.  16. 

«  Voaburgh  v.  Moak,  66  Mass.  453.  In  Ball,  Lead.  Cas.  on  Torts,  423,  is  the 
following :  "  The  defence  of  leave  and  licence  also  arises  where  the  parties  were 
engaged  in  any  lawful  games.  In  such  a  case,  indeed,  the  plea  has  a  somewhat  differ- 
ent signification  ;  for  obviously  it  is  not  any  specific  blow  which  is  authorised,  but  a 
series  of  acts,  some  one  of  which,  by  misadventure,  may  result  in  a  blow  to  one  or 
other  of  the  parties.  See  Christopheraon  v.  Bare,  1 1  Q.  B.  447  (sic),  where  the  assault 
complained  of  was  a  blow  from  a  cricket-ball,  the  parties  having  been  engaged  in  a 

game  together."  As  reported  in  11  Q.  B.  473,  ChristopJierson  v.  Bare  is  a  special 
emurrer  to  a  plea  of  leave  and  licence  to  a  declaration  in  trespass,  charging  that  the 
defendant  assaulted  plaintiff,  imprisoned  him,  and  kept  him  in  prison  for  the  space 
of  one  month  and  twenty-five  days.  There  is  no  mention  of  cricket  or  any  other  game 
throughout  the  report^  unless  the  remark  of  Coleridge,  J.,  can  be  so  regarded.  ''  If 
the  plea  had  been  only  not  guilty,  the  defendant  might  have  shown  that  the  act  was 
done  in  the  course  of  sport  between  the  parties  and  by  the  plaintiff's  leave."  See 
Domat,  2,  8,  4. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

ONUS    OF    PROOF. 

Introductory.  Many  of  the  most  difficult  questions  of  law  are  to  be  solved  by  the 
answer  to  the  question,  On  whom  is  the  omis  of  proof  ?  since  it  not 
infrequently  happens  that  beyond  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  occurrence 
of  an  accident,  there  is  no  evidence  available  to  show  how  or  when  or 
why  the  injury  sued  on  was  caused.  In  some  of  the  circumstances 
where  this  is  found,  the  mere  happening  of  the  accident  suffices  to  put 
the  defendant  to  dist)roof  of  his  liabiUty.  In  others,  this  i,s  not  suffi- 
cient ;  but  affirmative  evidence  has  to  be  given  charging  the  plaintiff  ; 
while  in  almost  all  cases  the  onus  at  times  fluctuates  during  the  pro* 
gress  of  the  cases,  sometimes  being  on  one  party,  sometimes  on  the 
other. 
Bowen,  L. J.'s,  Bowen,  L.J.,  in  a  well-known  case,^  lays  down  the  canons  of  this 
^*"^^®^^^^  subject  as  follows  :  "  Whenever  Utigation  exists,  somebody  must  go 
^^  ^'  on  with  it ;  the  plaintiff  is  the  first  to  begin  ;  if  he  does  nothing  he  fails  ; 
if  he  makes  a  prima  facie  case,  and  nothing  is  done  to  answer  it,  the 
defendant  fails.  The  test,  therefore,  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  or  onits 
of  proof,  whichever  term  is  used,  is  simply  this  :  to  ask  oneself  which 
party  will  be  successful  if  no  evidence  is  given,  or  if  no  more  evidence  is 
given  than  has  been  given  at  a  particular  point  of  the  case,  for  it  is 
obvious  that,  as  the  controversy  involved  in  the  htigation  travels  on, 
the  parties  from  moment  to  moment  may  reach  points  at  which  the 
07itis  of  proof  shifts,  and  at  which  the  tribunal  will  have  to  say  that,  if 
the  case  stops  there,  it  must  be  decided  in  a  particular  manner.  The 
test  being  such  as  I  have  staffed,  it  is  not  a  burden  that  goes  on  for  ever 
resting  on  the  shoulders  of  the  person  upon  whom  it  is  first  cast.  As 
soon  as  he  brings  evidence  which,  until  it  is  answered,  rebuts  the 
evidence  against  which  he  is  contending,  then  the  balance  descends 
on  the  other  side,  and  the  burden  rolls  over  until  again  there  is  evidence 
which  once  more  turns  the  scale.  That  being  so,  the  question  of  ont^ 
of  proof  is  only  a  rule  for  deciding  on  whom  the  obUgation  of  going 
further,  if  he  wishes  to  win,  rests.  It  is  not  a  rule  to  enable  the  jury 
to  decide  on  the  value  of  conflicting  evidence.  So  soon  as  a  conflict 
of  evidence  arises  it  ceases  to  be  a  question  of  onits  of  proof.  There 
is  another  point  that  must  be  cleared."  "  As  causes  are  tried  the  term 
'  onus  of  proof '  may  be  used  in  more  ways  than  one.  Sometimes, 
when  a  cause  is  tried,  the  jury  is  left  to  find  generally  for  either  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  as  it  is  in  such  a  case  essential  that  the  judge 
should  tell  the  jury  on  whom  the  burden  of  making  out  the  case  rests, 
^  AhraA  y,  a.  JS,  By,  Ce,,  II  Q.K  Ik  440, 4A(^. 
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and  when  and  at  what  period  it  shifts.  Issues,  again,  may  be  left  to 
the  jury,  upon  which  they  are  to  find  generally  for  the  plaintifE  or  the 
defendant,  and  they  ought  to  be  told  on  whom  the  burden  of  proof 
rests  ;  and  indeed  it  is  to  be  observed  that  very  often  the  burden  of 
proof  will  be  shifted  within  the  scope  of  a  particular  issue  by  pre- 
sumptions of  law,  which  have  to  be  explained  to  the  jury.  But  there 
is  another  way  of  conducting  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius,  which  is  by  asking 
certain  definite  questions  of  the  jury.  If  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence 
as  to  these  questions,  it  is  unnecessary,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
making  plain  what  the  judge  is  doing,  to  explain  to  the  jury  about  onus 
of  proof,  unless  there  are  presumptions  of  law,  such  as,  for  instance, 
the  presumption  of  consideration  for  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a  pre- 
sumption of  consideration  for  a  deed.  And  if  the  jury  is  asked  by  the 
judge  a  plain  question,  as,  for  instance,  whether  they  believe  or  dis- 
beUeve  the  principal  witness  called  for  the  plaintiff,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  explain  to  them  about  the  anus  of  proof,  because  the  only  answer 
which  they  have  to  give  is  '  Yes  '  or  *  No,'  or  else  they  cannot  tell  what 
to  say.  If  the  jury  cannot  make  up  their  minds  upon  a  question  of  that 
kind,  it  is  for  the  judge  to  say  which  party  is  entitled  to  the  verdict. 
I  do  not  forget  that  there  are  canons  which  are  useful  to  a  judge  in 
commenting  upon  evidence  and  rules  for  determining  the  weight  of 
conflicting  evidence ;  but  they  are  not  the  same  as  onus  of  proof." 
In  considering  the  subject,  however,  these  matters  do  not  readily 
admit  of  separate  treatment ;  for,  though  the  consideration  of  whose 
obUgation  it  is  to  give  evidence  in  order  to  succeed  is  necessarily 
prior  to  the  consideration  of  what  is  sufficient  evidence  to  attain  success, 
the  solution  of  both  problems,  especially  where  contributory  negligence 
is  involved,  is  very  frequently  the  same.^ 

The  general  principle  on  the  question  of  onus  is  thus  formulated  :  Oeneral  rule 
''The  party  seeking  to  lecover  compensation  for  damage  must  of  law. 
make  out  that  the  party  against  whom  he  complains  was  in  the  wrong. 
The  burden  of  proof  is  (Nearly  upon  him,  and  he  must  show  that  the  loss 
is  to  be  attributed  to  the  negligence  of  the  opposite  party.  If  at  the 
end  he  leaves  the  case  in  even  scales,  and  does  not  satisfy  the  Court 
that  it  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  default  of  the  other  party, 
he  cannot  succeed,"^  or,  in  the  terms  of  the  Latin  maxim,  Ei  mcwmbU 
probatio  qui  dioU  ;  nonquinegat. 

f  I.  Res  ipsa  loquitur. 

We  shall,  then,  in  the  first  place,  consider  in' what  circumstances  Kow w^primd 
a  prima  fade  case  of  negligence  may  be  raised,  calling  for  an  answer  from  /«^^.  °***  ^^ 
the  defendant  without  any  further  poof  of  actual  default  oh  his  part  be^a^Md.^^*^ 
than  is  involved  in  the  mere  happening  of  the  injurious  event :  what, 
in  other  words,  is  the  legal  import  of  the  phrase,  res  ipsa  loquitur  f  * 

The  two  aspects  of  the  inquiry — i.e.,  the  consideration  of  what  is  not 
sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  negligence — ^and  the  consideration  of 
what  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  negligence — ^are  treated  re- 
spectively in  the  leading  cases  of  Hammock  v.  White^  and  Bymev.  Boodle} 

1   Wakdin  v.  L.  db  8.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  12  App.  Cas.  41, 

3  Per  Lord  Wennleydale,  in  Morgan  ▼.  Sim,  1 1  Moo.  P.  0.  C.  307,  at  311. 

3  Broom,  Leoal  Maxiint  (7th  ed. ),  246. 

«  (1S62)  11  G.  B.  N.  a  688 ;  Manztmi  v.  Douglas,  S  Q.  B.  D.  145,  which  '\%  dis- 
cussed in  Crawford  v.  Upper,  16  Ont.  App.  440 ;  Shatos  v.  CroaU  (1886),  12  Rettie 
1186.  UnaToidable  accident  is  not  actionable,  Davis  ▼.  Saunders,  2  Chittv  (K.  B.) 
639  ;  Wtikeman  y.  Robinson,  1  Bing.  213  ;  Laurent,  Principes  de  Droit  Cml,  vol.  zz. 
S468.  ft  (1868)2H.&C.722. 


116 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  I. 


Hammock  y. 
WhUe. 


Erie,  CJ.'s, 
judgment. 


Kiile  as  to 
rmut  stated  in 
Watson  V, 
Weckes. 


Crawford  t. 
Upper, 


Hammock  v.  White  is  the  leading  authority  for  the  former  of  these. 
Defendant  was  riding  a  horse  he  had  bought  at  Tatterssdl's  the  day 
before,  at  a  slow  pace,  in  Hnsbury  Circus,  to  try  it.  The  horse  was 
restless,  and  the  defendant  held  the  reins  tightly,  omitting  nothing 
to  avoid  an  accident.  The  horse,  however,  swerved  on  to  the  pavement, 
where  the  deceased  was  walking,  knocked  him  down,  and  injured  him 
fatally.  An  action  was  brought  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  The 
Court^  thought  the  facts  did  not  disclose  any  cause  of  action.  If  it 
had  been  shown  that  the  defendant  knew  the  horse  to  be  vicious  and 
unmanageable,  that  might  fix  him  with  Uability.  Prima  facie,  a  man 
found  riding  on  the  footpath  was  in  the  wrong,  but  the  witness  that 
proved  that  showed  that  the  defendant  was  there  against  his  will. 
"  I  am  of  opinion,"  said  Erie,  C.  J.,  "  that  a  man  is  not  to  be  charged 
with  want  of  caution  because  he  buys  a  horse  without  having  had 
any  previous  experience  of  him.  There  must  be  horses  without 
number  ridden  every  day  in  London  of  whom  the  riders  know  nothing. 
A  variety  of  circumstances  will  cause  a  horse  to  become  restive.  The 
mere  fact  of  restiveness  is  not  even  prima  fade  evidence  of  neghgence." 
The  witness  who  deposed  to  the  fact  of  the  defendant  being  on  the  foot- 
path, also  deposed  to  the  fact  that  he  was  there  unwillingly,  and  thus 
displaced  the  presumption  of  negUgence  that  his  evidence  had  raised. 
The  only  question  was  as  to  the  eSect  of  restiveness  in  a  horse  im- 
accompanied  by  any  other  fact  implying  negUgence.  The  decision 
of  the  Court  in  effect  was,  that  the  use  of  horses  for  riding  and  driving 
being  recognised,  and  certain  places  being  proper  for  them  to  be  used 
in,  while  their  natural  disposition  is  uncertain,  those  who  ride  them  do 
not  guarantee  against  the  effects  of  the  waywardness  of  their  dis- 
positions.^ A  doubt  has  been  suggested  whether  Pinsbury  Circus  was 
a  proper  place  "  to  try  "  a  horse  in.  Though  it  was  not  contested  so 
to  be  in  the  year  1862,  the  point  might  be  disputed  to-day.  It  could 
scarcely  be  said  that  a  man  trying  a  horse  in  Cheapside  or  the  Strand 
is  in  the  exercise  of  *'  due  care  in  the  circumstances." 

The  rule  as  to  ontis  in  this  class  of  cases  is  given  by  Smith,  J.,  in 
Watson  V.  WeekeSy^  where,  proof  having  been  given  that  the  defendant's 
horse,  harnessed  to  a  cart,  ran  away  unattended  along  a  highway 
where  the  plaintiff  lawfully  was,  and  injured  him,  the  learned  judge 
refused  to  nonsuit ;  for  the  facts  *'  were  more  consistent  with  the 
absence  of  ordinary  care  in  the  superintending  the  horse  than  with 
such  care  having  been  used."  The  same  view  is  taken  by  an  eminent 
Canadian  judge:*  "I  think,"  he  says,  "the  reasonable  view  of  the 
law  and  of  the  ordinary  transactions  of  human  life  is  that,  if  a  man's 
horses,  galloping  through  a  street,  run  on  and  injure  a  passenger  on 
the  side  walk,  a  case  of  primd  fade  wrong  is  shown.  It  may  be  fully 
explicable,  but  I  think  it  calls  for  explanation."    Simson  v.  London 

1  Erie,  C.  J.,  Williams.  Willes.  Keating,  JJ. 

2  The  rationale  of  the  law  is  investigated  in  Brown  v.  Collins,  53  N.  H.  442,  16  Am. 
R.  372.  The  conclusion  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  come  prepared  to  show  either  that 
the  intention  was  unlawful  or  that  the  defendant  was  in  fault ;  for  if  the  injury  waa 
unavoidable  and  the  defendant  free  from  blame  he  will  not  be  liable.  See  Shaios  v. 
CroaU  (1885),  12  Rettie  1186,  where  a  horse  started  from  a  cab-rank  while  the  driver 
was  putting  away  a  bag  of  oats.  Held  no  culpa.  This  case  may  be  referred  to  for 
the  construction  of  a  municipal  bye-law  that  the  driver  should  either  sit  on  the  box 
or  stand  by  the  horse's  head. 

3  Not  reported,  but  referred  to  by  the  same  learned  judge  in  Tclhav^en  v.  Davies, 
57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  392,  394. 

*  Crawford  v.  Upper,  16  Ont.  App.  440,  per  Hagarty,  C.  J.,  444. 
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General  Omnibus  Co}  points  the  same  conclusion.     "Proof  having 5»ww<w»v.  < 
been  given  that  the  horse  in  question  had  misconducted  itself  in  q^^^^ 
the  way  charged,  the  burthen  of  showing  that  he  was  not  habitually  OmnibwCo. 
a  kicker,  or  something  to  account  for  his  having  kicked  on  thu 
particular  occasion,  lay  on  the  defendants.    The  mere  fact  of  his 
having  kicked  out  was,  I  should  say,  primd  facie  evidence  for  the 
jury." 

In  Byrne  v.  Boadky^  a  barrel  of  flour  fell  from  a  warehouse  over  a  Symev. 
shop  which  the  defendant  occupied,  knocked  down  the  plaintiff,  who  Boodle, 
was  walking  along  the  pubhc  highway,  and  injured  him.  It  was 
contended  that  these  facts  did  not  disclose  any  evidence  of  neghgence, 
as  the  doctrine  of  presumptive  negligence  only  applied  in  cases  like 
that  of  two  trains  upon  the  same  lines,  both  being  the  property  and 
under  the  management  of  the  same  company,^  and  the  law  will  not 
presume  a  man  guilty  of  a  wrong.  The  Court  held  that  "  it  is  the 
duty  of  persons  who  keep  barrels  in  a  warehouse  to  take  care  that  they 
do  not  roll  out ;  "  "  such  a  case  would,  beyond  all  doubt,  afford  primd 
jade  evidence  of  neghgence." 

The  distinction  between  this  case  and  Hammock  v.  White  seems  to  Cases  dis- 
be  that  here  the  cause  of  the  injury  was  inanimate,  there  animate.  A  tinguished. 
man  who  has  barrels  on  his  premises  is  bound  to  put  them  in  such 
a  position  that  they  will  not  fall  out  on  the  highway ;  if  they  do,  as  they 
have  no  powers  of  motion  in  themselves,  the  very  fact  of  movement 
argues  neghgence.  A  man  who  has  a  horse  is  also  bound  to  take  care 
that  he  does  not  do  damage ;  but  since  the  horse  has  a  power  of 
motion  of  his  own  which  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  owner  in  all  cases 
to  provide  against  his  exerting,  an  accident  caused  by  the  exercise 
of  this  power  does  not  necessarily  argue  want  of  care  in  the  owner ; 
for  the  motion  of  the  horse  may  arise  from  his  own  unforeseen  im- 
pulse, and  then  the  owner  is  not  liable ;  thus,  while  in  the  case  of  the 
barrel  it  is  enough  to  show  that  it  moved  from  its  position  and  caused 
injury  ;  in  the  case  of  the  horse  mere  movement  unexplained  will  not 
warrant  the  same  conclusion.^ 

1  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  390,  per  Bovill,  C.  J.,  393.     Cp.  Templeman  v.  Haydon,  12  C.  B.  607. 

3  (1863)  2  H.  &  C.  722 ;  WhiU  v.  France,  2  C.  P.  D.  308  ;  Lyons  v.  Rosenthal 
llHiin(N.Y.)46. 

3  Skinner  v.  L,  B,  <b  8,  C.  By.  Co,,  6  Ex.  787  ;  Carpue  v.  L,  tb  B,  By,  Co.,  6 
Q.  B.  747. 

*  In  a  IF.  By.  Co,  of  Canada  t.  Braid  ;  0.  W,  By.  Co,  of  Canada  v.  FatoceU, 
1  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  N.  S.  101,  116,  Lord  Chelmsford  giving  judgment  says :  "  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  where  an  injury  is  alleged  to  have  arisen  from  the  improper  con- 
struction of  a  railway,  the  fact  of  its  having  given  way  will  amount  to  primd  facie 
evidence  of  its  insufficiency,  and  this  evidence  may  become  conclusive  from  the 
absence  of  any  proof  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  rebut  it.  However,  the  plaintiffs 
did  not  rest  their  case  solely  on  the  fact  of  the  falling  in  of  the  embankment,  but 
caUed  witnesses  to  give  their  opinion  as  to  the  cause  of  the  injury.  It  was  objected  " 
"  that  this  evidence  amounted  only  to  theory  and  conjecture,  and  that  the  jury  ought 
not  to  have  been  permitted  to  act  upon  it.  To  this  it  may  be  answered,  that  althoush 
the  circumstances  which  occasioned  the  accident  were  facts  to  be  proved,  yet  the 
causes  which  produced  this  state  of  circumstances  were  necessarily  matters  of  opinion 
and  judgment."  The  statement  of  Lord  Chelmsford  as  to  what  will  amount  to 
primd  facie  evidence  of  improper  construction  of  a  railway  has  been  greatly  con- 
troverted. For  example,  in  Czech  v.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  14, 
on  its  being  urged  in  argument,  Willes,  J.,  said  :  "  That  case  (f.e.,  Fawcett's  case)  has 
been  much  remarked  on.  The  late  Chief  Justice  of  this  Court  (Erie,  C.J.)  protested 
against  the  onus  of  proof  in  such  a  case  being  thrown  on  the  railway  company  ;  "  and  in 
Bale  V.  Canadian  Pacific  By,  Co.,  14  Ont  R.  625,  642,  Gait,  J.,  while  holding  a  de- 
claration of  law  by  the  Privy  Council  binding  on  a  Canadian  Court,  yet  intimated 
oonounence  with  the  opinion  expressed  in  Czech  ▼.  General  Steam  JNavigation  Co* 
aieeson  v.  Virginia  Midland  Bd.  Co,,  140  U.  S.  (33  Davis)  435. 
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In  8oM  v.  London  and  Bt.  Katharine  Docks  Go}  a  diBtiiiction  was 
taken  between  the  law  applicable  to  the  facts  as  proved  there  and 
those  found  in  Byrne  v.  Boodle ;  on  the  ground  that  the  place  of  the 
accident  was  not  a  pubhc  highwOT,  but  a  dock,  the  property  of  the 
company.  The  plainti£E  was  an  omcer  of  Customs,  who  being  ordered 
on  duty  from  one  part  of  the  docks  to  smother,  on  his  way  was 
knocked  down  by  six  bags  of  sugar  falling  upon  him.  The  Court  was 
agreed  as  to  the  principle  of  law  to  be  appUed  to  the  case ;  they  differed 
as  to  its  application.  Erie,  C.J.,  states  the  principle  :  "  There  must 
be  reasonable  evidence  of  negligence.  But  where  the  thing  is  shown  to 
b3  under  the  management  of  the  defendant  or  his  servants,  and  the 
accident  is  such  as,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  does  not  happen 
if  those  who  have  the  management  use  proper  care,  it  afiords  reason- 
able evidence,  in  the  absence  of  explanation  by  the  defendants,  that 
the  ace  dent  arose  from  want  of  care." '  This  appears  to  comprehend 
both  cases,  of  Hammack  v.  White  '  and  Byrne  v.  Boodle} 

There  must  be  reasonable  evidence  of  negUgence ;  and  the  mere 
occurrence  of  an  injury  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  primd  fcune  case : 

(a)  When  the  injurious  agency  is  under  the  management  of 
I  the  defendant ; 

(b)  When  the  accident  is  such  as,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 

things,  does  not  happen  if  those  who  have  the  management 

use  proper  care.* 
Over  inanimate  things  this  duty  of  care  is  absolute ;  over  animate 
beings  it  only  goes  to  guard  against  injury  from  their  customary  habits. 
The  difficulty  in  (&awing  the  hne  is  exemplified  in  Briggs  v.  Oliver} 
A  packing-case,  belonging  to  the  defendant,  was  put  against  the  wall 
of  his  premises,  and  his  servant  was  watching  it.  Through  its  own 
weight,  and  from  having  been  insecurely  propped,  it  fell  on  the  plaintiff 
and  injured  him.  The  Court  were  divided  in  opinion.  Kgott  Mid 
Bramwell,  BB.,  held  that  these  facts  constituted  evidence  of  the 
defendant's  negligence;  since  "Packing-cases  carefully  placed  in  a 
proper  position  do  not  naturally  tumble  down  of  their  own  accord ; 
and  we  have  no  right  to  assume  that  the  fall  of  this  packing-case  was 
caused  by  the  act  of  some  one  who  was  not  the  defendant's  servant." 
Martin,  B.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  "  the  fallacy  which  appears 

1  In  the  Ex.  Ch.  ( 1865),  3  H.  &  C.  696.  A  very  similar  case  was  WooUey  v.  8co\^^ 
3  Man.  &  Ry.  106,  where  goods  were  being  thrown  from  an  upper  story,  and  a  warning 
having  been  given,  the  plaintiff  still  thought  he  had  time  to  get  past,  but  was  injured 
in  the  attempt.  It  was  held  that  where  A  by  the  wrongful  act  of  B  loeea  his  presence 
of  mind,  and  in  consequence  runs  into  danger  and  receives  injury  from  the  act  of  B, 
B  is  not  protected  on  the  ground  that  he  warned  A  just  before  the  accident.  Fawkes 
V.  Pouleon,  8  Times  L.  R.  726  (C.  A.). 

3  This  rule  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Burhe  v.  Manchester^  Sheffield,  d? 
Lincolnshire  Ry.  Co.,  22  L.  T.  (N.  S.)442,  where  plaintiff  was  injured  by  a  jolt  occa- 
sioned by  the  train  in  which  he  was  passenger  eoing  against  two  stationary  buffers 
in  such  a  way  that  plaintiff  was  thrown  farward  and  injured.  Evidence  was  given 
that  the  train  ought  to  have  been  brought  up  to  the  buffers  without  a  jolt.  It  was 
held  that  such  being  the  case  the  mere  fact  of  the  accident  happening  was  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jur V.  Flannagan  v.  Harris,  17  N.  S.  W.  (L.  R. )  403  ;  Ilannah  v.  Dalgamo, 
3  S.  R.  (N.  S.  W.)  494  —the  falling  of  a  telegraph  wire  in  a  public  highway. 

«  liaB.N.S.688. 

«  2  H.  ft  0.  722. 

*  TuUU  V.  Chicago  lid.  Co.,  48  Iowa  236. 

f  (1866)  4  H.  ft  a  403  ;  see  Higgs  v.  Maynard,  12  Jur.  N.  8.  706,  where  a  ladder 
falling  through  a  window  was  held  not  evidence  of  negligence,  as  *'  not  necessarily  an 
event  occurring  in  the  course  of  the  defendant's  business  "  ( ?).  Another  and  perhaps 
safer  ground  for  the  decision  was  that ''  the  ladder  was  not  shown  to  have  been  under 
the  management  of  the  defendant  or  his  servants."     Op.  Pearson  v.  Ooxt  2  C.  P.  D.  369. 
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to  me  to  underlie  these  cased  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  excused  from 
proving  negligence,  because  the  person  who  really  knows  whether 
there  is  negUgence  or  not,  is  the  defendant's  servant.  Here .  the 
defendant  might  have  called  him ;  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  he 
would  have  committed  perjury,  nor  is  it  for  the  defendant  to  disprove 
negligence.*' 

The  dissent  of  Martin,  B.,  appears  due  to  a  misconception  of  the 
meaning  of  Erie,  C.  J.'s,  dictum  in  Cotton  v.  Wood,^  which  he  quotes,  that  DiAsdaswi. 
where  the  evidence  is  equally  consistent  with  the  existence  or  the  non- 
existence of  negligence  it  is  not  competent  to  the  judge  to  leave  the  ques- 
tion to  the  jury.  This  is  only  so  if  the  inferences  are  equally  oon^tent 
with  the  facts  proved.  The  Court  must  assume  that  every  inference  of 
fact  that  a  jury  might  legitimately  draw  has  been  drawn,  and  must 
add  such  inferences  to  the  other  facts  of  the  case.  Where  there  are 
two  inferences  equally  consistent  with  the  facts  proved,  one  of  them 
cannot  reasonably  be  drawn  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  fails.  Where  though  either  of  two  inferences 
might  be  drawn,  one  involving^negligence  is  more  reasonable  or  hkely 
than  the  other,  then  the  case  cannot  be  taken  away  from  the  jury.^ 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  exonerate  a  defendant  merely  to  point  out  that 
the  facts  proved  are  susceptible  of  another  conclusion  than  that  of 
negUgence  ;  it  must  also  be  shown  that,  of  the  two  inferences  that  can 
be  drawn,  there  must  be  a  probabihty  of  the  inference  that  acquits  him 
either  equal  to  or  greater  than  that  which  points  to  negligence.  Martin, 
B.,  appears  to  have  adopted  the  view  that  it  is  sufficient,  if  it  is  con- 
sistent with  the  evidence,  that  there  was  no  negligence.  This,  it  is 
submitted,  is  a  wrong  view  of  the  law,  and  would  narrow  responsibiUty 
very  unduly  ;  besides  being  inconsistent  with  the  cases. 

Fitzgibbon,  L.J.,  regards  the  law  as  established  which  he  states  in  FitRgibbon, 
the  proposition :  *  "  Where  there  are  two  hypotheses,  one  involving  and  ^^gl^^Jj^'^* 
the  other  not  involving  the  liability  of  a  defendant,  each  equally 
consistent  with  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  cannot  get  a  verdict,  and 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  non-suit."  But  this  must  imply  that  the 
judgment  on  them  is  passed  after  the  evidence  is  given  and  there  is  no 
preponderance  of  that  either  way.  The  exclusion  of  this  last  con- 
sideration invaUdates  the  statement  of  Devens,  J.,  in  Kendall  v.  CUy 

1  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  568.  Cp.  Ruddy  v.  L.  db  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  668  (C.  A.) ; 
and  Bryant  v.  North  Meiropoliian  Tramways  Co.,  6  Times  L.  R.  396.  Driving  over 
a  person  in  the  street  in  broad  daylight  was  held  primd  facie  evidence  of  negUgence  in 
Forwood  V.  The  CUy  of  Toronto,  22  Ont.  R.  351,  367.  Cp.  Bridges  v.  N.  L.  By.  Co. 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  377,  per  Channell,  B.,  391. 

2  Flannery  v.  Water  ford  do  Limerick  By.  Co.,  Ir.  R.  11  C.  L.  30 ;  Smith  t.  First 
Natifmal  Bank,  99  Mass.  605 ;  Searles  v.  Manhattan  Bd.  Co.,  101  N.  Y.  661.  In 
Muddle  V.  Stride,  9  C.  &  P.  380,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  382,  directed  a  jury  on  this 
point  as  follows  :  "  If  on  the  whole,  in  your  opinion,  it  is  left  in  doubt  what  the  cause 
of  the  damage  was,  then  the  defendants  will  be  entitled  to  your  verdiot,  because  you 
are  to  see  clearly  that  they  were  guilty  of  negligence  before  you  can  find  your  verdict 
against  them.  If  it  turns  out  in  tho  consideration  of  the  case  that  the  injury  may  as 
well  be  attributable  to  the  one  cause  as  the  other,  then,  also,  the  defendants  will  not 
be  liable  for  negligence."  Cp.  Midland  By.  Co.  v.  Bromley,  17  C  B.  372,  and  Kent 
V.  Midland  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  1,  where  the  declarations  were  in  contract.  In 
Canada  the  accepted  lule  is  :  No  employer  is  responsible  to  a  servant  unless  the  latter 
proves  that  the  negligence  of  the  master  is  the  immediate  necessary  and  direct  cause 
of  the^jury2;he  sustains :  Montreal  Boiling  Mills  Co.  v.  Corcoran,  26  Can.  S.  C.  R. 
695  .{distinguished  Billing  v.  Semmens,  7  Ont.  L.  R.  840,  8  Ont.  L.  |R.  640 ;  Tooke 
Y.  Bergerant  27  Can.  S.  C.  R.  667 ;  Cowans  v.  Marshall,  28  Can.  S.  C.  R.  161  j  Cko. 
Matthews  Co.  v.  Bouchard,  28  Can.  S.  C.  R.  680. 

^3  PoweU  V.  M' Glynn  (1902),  2  I.  B.  164,  190. 
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of  Boston :  ^  "It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  injury 
may  have  been  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  those  whom  he  seeks 
to  charge  with  it.  If  there  were  other  causes  which  also  might  have 
produced  it,  he  is  in  some  way  to  show  that  these  did  not  operate." 
The  fall  of  a  statue  in  a  hired  hall,  which  the  letter  was  bound  to  let 
in  a  reasonably  safe  state  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  hall  was  let 
— a  pubUc  concert — seems  a  case  of  res  ipsa  loquitur. 

The  remarks  of  Willes,  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  in  Smith  v.  Oreal 
Eastern  Ry.  Co.,^  are  much  in  point.  "It  is  not  enough,"  he  says, 
"  to  show  that  the  damage  may  have  occurred  through  the  negligence 
of  the  defendants'  servants,  even  coupled  with  the  suggestion  that  no 
sufficient  explanation  was  given  of  the  dog's  conduct.  The  plaintiff 
must  show  something  which  the  defendants  might  have  done,  and 
which  they  omitted  to  do,  before  they  can  be  held  responsible  for  the 
misfortune  which  has  happened."  The  same  learned  judge,  in  Czech 
V.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.y^  happily  illustrates  the  way  in  which 
the  presumption  of  negUgence  may  be  raised  or  not  raised  by  a  set  of 
facts,  differing  only  in  one  particular.  "  If  a  shipment  of  sugar,"  says 
he,  "  took  place  under  a  bill  of  lading,  such  as  the  present  one,  and  it 
was  proved  that  the  sugar  was  sound  when  put  on  board,  and  had 
become  converted  into  syrup  before  the  end  of  the  voyage,  if  that  was 
put  as  an  abstract  case,  I  think  the  shipowner  would  not  be  hable,^ 
because  there  may  have  been  storms  which  occasioned  the  injury, 
without  any  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  captain  or  crew ;  the 
injury  alone,  therefore,  would  be  no  evidence  of  negligence  on  their 
part.  But  if  it  were  proved  that  the  sugar  was  damaged  by  fresh 
water,  then  there  would  be  a  strong  probability  that  the  hatches  had 
been  negUgently  left  open,  and  the  rain  had  so  come  in  and  done  the 
injury,  and,  though  it  would  be  possible  that  some  one  had  wilfully 
poured  fresh  water  down  into  the  hold,  this  would  be  so  improbable 
that  a  jury  would  be  justified  in  finding  that  the  injury  had  been 
occasioned  by  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  ship." 

Welfare  v.  London  and  Brighton  Ry.  Co.^  is  an  extreme  instance  of 
an  accident  which  was  held  not  to  constitute  prima  fade  evidence  of 
liability.  Plaintiff  went  to  the  defendants'  station  to  make  inquiries 
about  the  departure  of  their  trains,  and  was  told  by  a  porter  to  look 
at  a  time-table  hanging  up  under  a  portico  in  the  station.  While 
there  a  plank  and  a  roll  of  zinc  fell  through  a  hole  in  the  roof  and 
injured  him.  The  Court*  were  unanimous  that  he  could  not  recover, 
both  on  the  groimd  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  shown  that  the  accident 

1  (1875)  118  Mass.  234.  a  (1866)  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  4, 10. 

3  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  14, 19  ;  followed  in  The  Olendarroch,  10  Times  L.  R.  269  (C.  A.). 

4  /.e.,  under  a  bill  of  lading  which  contained  an  exception  from  liability  for  "  break- 
age, leakage,  or  damage." 

6  (1869)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  693  ;  Cvrran  v.  Warren  Chemical  Co.,  36  N.  Y.  163,  is  also 


an  authority  that  the  mere  fact  of  injury  occurring  on  a  person's  premises  raises  no 
presumption  of  wrong  against  him.  It  is  otherwise  if  the  injurea  person  is  on  the 
highway  and  injured  by  something  falling  from  premises :    Clare  v.  National  City 


Bank,  31  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  (1  Sweeny)  539.  In  Huff  v.  Austin,  16  Am.  St.  R.  613,  an 
employ^  of  the  vendor  of  a  saw-mill,  while  assisting  in  setting  up  and  getting  the 
mill  in  order,  was  injured  by  the  explosion  of  the  steam-boiler  in  the  mill ;  it  was  held 
that  the  mere  happening  of  the  accident  did  not  raise  a  prima  facie  piesumption  of 
negligence  in  the  management  of  his  business.  M'Arthur  v.  Dominion  Cartridge  Co, 
(1006),  A.  C.  72,  is  discussed  in  connection  with  the  master's  duty  to  supply  machinery. 
Post,  Dangerouf  machinery  and  tools.  The  decision  is  sustainable  as  a  case  of  rt» 
ipsa  loquitur.  By  verdict  of  the  jury  the  respondents  had  not  discharged  the  onus  on 
them. 

6  Cbckbum,  C.J.,  Mellor,  Lush,  Blackbuzn,  JJ. 
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had  liappened  through  the  defendants'  servants'  negligence,  and  also 
on  the  broad  principle  that  the  mere  occurrence  of  the  accident  did 
not  warrant  the  inference  of  negligence.  Blackburn,  J.,  said  :  ''  In 
this  case  no  duty  is  cast  on  the  railway  company  to  insure  that  no 
plank  shall  fall.  Their  duty  is  to  take  reasonable  care  to  keep  their 
premises  in  such  a  state  as  that  those  whom  they  invite  there  shall 
not  be  unduly  exposed  to  danger.  No  doubt  the  case  might  occur 
where,  knowing  tixe  state  of  the  premises,  the  company  could  not 
send  a  man  on  the  roof  to  repair  it  without  necessarily  incurring  a 
great  danger  of  the  roof  falUng  down,  and,  if  the  premises  are  out  of 
repair  to  this  extent,  it  would  be  a  breach  of  duty  to  send  a  man  upon 
the  roof  during  the  hours  when  perscms  would  be  frequenting  the 
premises.  But  then,  in  order  to  make  out  such  a  case,  something  , 
more  must  be  shown  than  the  mere  fact  that  the  accident  occurred. 
In  this  case  there  was  a  total  absence  of  evidence  to  show  that  the 
premises  were  really  dangerous  so  as  to  make  the  company  respon- 
sible."^ 

In  examining  this  decision  we  note  that,  though  the  first  requisite  Examined, 
of  Erie,  C.J.'s,  rule  in  Scott  v.  London  and  St  Katharine  Docks  is  met, 
as  for  the  purposes  of  the  decision,  the  injurious  agency  is  assumed 
to  be  under  the  management  of  the  defendants'  servants,  the  accident 
was  not  such  as,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  would  be  likely  to 
happen.  ^'  Where  a  person  desires  to  have  the  roof  of  a  building 
repaired,  he  employs  some  one,  not  only  to  repair  the  roof,  but  to  see 
to  its  condition,"  "  and  to  see  how  far  it  will  support  him  or  his  work- 
men in  doing  the  necessary  work."  Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  anything 
else,  as,  for  instance,  the  fact  that  the  man  was  unacquainted  with 
his  business,  or  that  the  roof  was  rotten,  the  accident  could  not  be 
expected  to  happen  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  Lastly,  there 
was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  the  company  had,  or  could 
have,  any  knowledge  of  its  insecurity.  The  presence  of  the  workmen 
was  an  indication  that  they  were  attending  to  the  condition  of  the 
roof,  and  it  was  not  to  be  inferred  from  their  attention  to  its  con- 
dition that  they  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  respect  of  it.  There 
was,  indeed,  a  duty  to  use  reasonable  and  ordinary  care,  but  no  duty 
absolutely  to  prevent  the  falling  of  anything  from  the  roof.  Mere 
evidence  of  something  falling  did  not  satisfy  the  conditions  necessary 
to  raise  a  primd  fade  case.  There  was  needed  something  to  suggest 
the  want  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  care.  The  Court's  decision 
amounts  to  the  assertion  that  the  occurrence  of  an  unusual  accident 
on  a  defendant's  own  premises,  without  more,  is  not  sufficient  to 
raise  this.^ 

1  Z/.e.  690.  If  the  person  receiving  damage  yisita  the  premises  with  a  knowledge  o^ 
their  condition,  the  fact  of  his  receiving  damage  while  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence 
of  want  of  reasonable  care  to  justify  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury :  Manchester,  Sheffield, 
and  Lincolnshire  By,  Co.  v.  Woodcock,  25  £.  T.  (N.  S.)  335.  The  fact  of  water  flowing 
from  a  pipe  in  upstairs  premises  and  damaging  the  goods  of  the  occupier  of  the  lower 
portion  of  the  house,  actual  negligence  being  negatived,  does  not  imply  a  duty  on 
the  tenant  of  the  upstairs  premises  to  keep  in  the  water  at  his  peril :  Moss  v.  Fedden, 
L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  661 ;  SUvens  v.  Woodward,  6  Q.  B.  D.  318. 

a  Lay  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  629,  per  Bramwell,  B.,  531,  "  What 
may  happen  now  after  this  accident  it  is  impossible  to  say.  Whether  the  defendants 
ought  or  ought  not  henceforth  to  preclude  tne  possibility  of  children  tumbling  them- 
selves through  in  this  way,  may  be  a  question  ;  but  up  to  the  time  when  tins  child 
tumbled  through,  in  this  unusual  manner,  no  one  ever  heard  it  suggested  that  such  a 
thinff  could  or  would  happen.  Now,  however,  that  it  has  happened  it  may  possibly 
be  the  duty  of  the  company  to  alter  this  fence.    But  to  say  that  thia.oocuzrenoe 
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Moffatt  V.  Bateman^  before  the  Privy  Council  is  the  next  ease. 
Plaintiff,  a  decorator  and  gardener  in  the  service  of  the  defendant,  was 
given  a  lift  by  him  in  his  buggy.  In  the  course  of  driving,  the  horses 
and  the  front  wheels  of  the  carriage  separated  from  the  hinder  wheels, 
possibly  from  coming  in  contact  with  the  branch  of  a  tree  laid  across 
the  road  ;  and  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  majority  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Victoria  was  of  opinion  the  plaintiff  could  recover  on  the 
authority  of  the  principle  laid  down  in  Scott  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine 
Docks  Co. ;  though,  indeed,  the  bearing  of  that  case  on  the  present 
seems  at  first  sight  not  a  little  remote.  They  held  that  certain  facts 
had  been  proved  from  which  inferences  might  legitimately  be  deduced 
that  there  was  evidence  to  justify  a  verdict  either  for  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  according  as  the  jury  accepted  the  version  of  one  or  the 
other.    Williams,  J.,  dissented.*^ 

Lord  Chelmsford,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council, 
thus  distinguished  Scott  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Ihcks  Co. 
*'  Undoubtedly  in  that  case  there  was  the  strongest  prima  fade  pre- 
sumption of  negUgence,  because  it  is  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
things  that  loaded  bags  should  fall  out  of  a  warehouse  on  a  person 
below.  But  this  case  is  very  different.  There  is  nothing  more  usual 
than  for  accidents  to  happen  in  driving  without  any  want  of  care  or 
skill  on  the  part  of  the  driver,  and,  therefore,  no  prima  facie  presumption 
of  negligence  haying  been  raised,"  "  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
in  the  case  to  give  afiirmative  evidence  of  there  being  gross  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant  occasioning  the  accident. ' 

The  principle  res  ipsa  loquitur  was  next  applied  to  what  was  de- 
scribed as  ''  certainly  as  weak  a  case  as  can  well  be  conceived,"  in 
Kearney  v.  London^  Brighton  and  South  Coast  Ry.  Co?  As  plaintiff 
was  passing  under  a  railway  bridge  a  brick  fell  from  the  perpendicular 
wall  on  which  one  of  the  girders  of  the  bridge  rested  and  injured  him. 
Hannen,  J.,  directed  the  jury  that  "  if  they  thought  the  bare  circum- 
stance of  a  brick  falling  was  not  evidence  of  negligence,  they  would 
find  for  the  defendants."  *  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
majority  of  the  Court  ^  upheld  the  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the 
company,  who  constructed  the  bridge,  were  bound  to  construct  it  in  a 
proper  manner,  and  to  use  all  reasonable  care  and  diUgence  in  keeping 
it  in  such  a  state  of  repair  that  no  damage  from  its  defective  condition 
should  occur  to  those  who  passed  under  it ;  and  the  fact  that  a  brick 
was  loose  and  fell  afforded  prima  fame  a  presumption  that  the  defen- 
dants had  not  used  reasonable  care  and  dihgence.  Hannen,  J., 
dissented,  considering  that  it  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  by  an 
inspection  anybody  might  have  seen  that  the  brick  was  about  to  fall 

ought  to  have  been  foreseen^  or  to  have  been  anticipated,  that  the  man  who  tnade  the 
fence  ought  to  have  foreseen  the  possible  result  of  so  making  it,  and  that  if  he  hod 
not  been  negligent  he  would  hare  foreseen  it,  is  really  absolute  downright  nonsense/' 
S.  C.34L.T.(N.S0  30. 

1  (1869)L.  R.3P.C.  115. 

2  He  cited  TempLeman  v.  Haydon^  12  0.  B.  507,  a  case  apparently  decided  mote  on 
the  effect  of  the  County  Ck)urts  Act  than  involying  any  legal  principle. 

3  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  411 ,  in  Ex.  i  h.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  769 ;  Cnsp  r.  Thormif,  62  L.  T.  810 ; 
(C.  A.)  63  L.  T.  766  ;  Beaumont  v.  Mayor,  d:C.  of  Hudders field,  19  T.  L.  R.  97  ;  BisnaM 
V.  Shidde  ( 1904),  7  Ont.  L.  R.  210. 

^  This  is  not  accurate.  It  is  for  the  judge,  not  for  the  jury,  to  say  whether  theie 
is  evidence.  Hannen,  J.'s,  opinion  was  that  there  was  no  evidence.  He  probably 
left  the  case  to  the  jury  to  get  their  finding,  assuming  that  he  was  wrong  in  thinking 
there  was  no  evidence  for  them. 

ft  Cookburn,  O.J.,a&dLuBh,  J. 
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down.    The  Exchequer  Chamber^  unanimouBly  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  Queen's  Bench. 

Any  difficulty  in  the  case  comes  from  its  superficial  similarity  to  Cknuidered. 
Welfare  v.  London,  'Brighton,  and  South  CocLst  Ry.  Co}  In  argument  in 
the  Queen's  Bench  the  distinction  between  them  was  said  to  be'  that 
in  Welfare's  case  the  man  who  caused  the  accident  "  was  not  shown 
to  have  been  guilty  of  any  negUgence,  or  to  have  been  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendants."  A  sounder  distinction  seems  to  be  that  in  Welfare's 
case  the  accident  happened  on  the  company's  own  premises,  in  respect 
of  a  matter  not  only  in  no  way  connected  with  the  course  of  their 
business,  but  one  which  the  recognised  practice  entrusts  to  persons 
not  the  defendants'  own  servants.  In  the  present  case,  the  defendants 
constructed  their  bridge  over  a  highway,  and  so  became  liable  to  keep 
the  bridge  and  every  part  of  it  in  such  a  state  of  repair  that  no  damage 
should  arise  from  its  defective  condition.  The  accident  raised  a 
presumption  against  them. 

It  has  been  held  in  America  that  the  happening  of  an  accident  by  American 
reason  of  something  faUing  from  a  building  upon  a  street  and  injuring  ^"^* 
persons  lawfully  there,  is  negligence  in  the  absence  of  explanatory 
circumstances  ;  and  the  burden  is  on  the  owner  to  show  the  use  of 
ordinary  care.^  Again,  where  a  passenger  on  the  highway  was  injured 
by  a  hot  cinder  faJiing  from  defendants'  locomotive,  the  Court  held, 
that  since  the  plaintifE  was  merely  exercising  his  ordinary  rights,  the 
presumption  was  that  the  defendant  would  not  have  interfered  with 
him  if  he  had  exercised  due  care.^ 

The  distinction  drawn  in  Kearney  v.  London,  Brighton,  and  South 
Coast  Ry,  Co.*  forms  the  basis  of  the  judgment  in  Huey  v.  OcMenbeck?  Hueyv, 
"  We  are  not  prepared,"  it  was  there  said,  "  to  sustain  the  doctrine  (^^M^^^t. 
that  the  owner  of  property  is  Uable  for  every  injury  that  may  occur 
to  another  therein  or  thereon  ;  "   "  The  mere  fact  that  something  fell 
on  the  plaintiff's  head,  without  more,  is  not  evidence  of  neghgence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant."    This  decision  seems  to  be  sound  in 
holding  that  the  owner  of  premises  is  not  liable  for  injury  sustained 
by  another  though  lawfully  upon  them,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
of  the  direct  cause  of  the  injury.^    Very  similar  in  principle  is  Oleeson  coeeson  v. 
V.   Virginia  Midland  Rd,  Co,?  where  the  sides  of  an  embankment  Virginia  Mid- 
slipped  down  from  natural  causes  over  the  roadway  ;  and  it  was  held  ^^^*  ^^^ 
that  the  accident  raised  a  presumption  of  negligence.    The  Court, 
after  comparing  the  case  with  Tarry  v.  Ashtxm,^^  continued  ;^^  "  If  such 
be  the  law,  as  to  persons  who,  for  their  own  purposes,  cause  projections 
to  overhang  the  highway  not  constructed  by  them,  a  fortiori  must  it 
be  the  law  as  to  those  who,  for  their  own  purposes  of  profit,  imdertake  to 
construct  the  highway  itself,  and  to  keep  it  serviceable  and  safe,  yet 
who  allow  it  to  be  practically  overhung  from  considerations  of  economy 
or  through  neghgence."     ''  It  is  not  a  question  of  negligence  in  failing 

1  Kelly,  C.B.,  Martin,  Channell,  and  Cleasby,  BB.,  Willes,  Byles,  and  Keating, 
JJ.  3  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  693. 

3  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  per  Cockbnrn,  C.J.,  413. 
*  MvUen  T.  8U  John,  57  N.  Y.  567. 

6  Lowery  v.  Manhaiian  Ry,  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  158.  <  Supra, 

7  121  Pa.  St.  238,  248,  6  Am.  St.  R.  790,  see  the  note.     Cp.  LandreviUe  v.  Chuin, 
6  Ont.  R.  456— Snow  falling  from  roof  on  a  passenger. 

8  ScoU  V.  London  d!  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co,,  and  Briggs  v,  Oliver,  are  distinguished 
in  the  judgment.  »  140  U.  S.  (33  Davis)  435. 

io  1  Q.  B.  D.  314.  11  140  U.  S.  (83  DaVis)  442. 
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to  remove  the  obstruction,  but  of  negligence  in  allowing  it  to  get 
there/'i 
Scotch  Cases.  Expressions  upon  this  question  of  oniM  in  some  of  the  Scotch 
decisions  might  lead  to  uncertainty  if  considerekl  in  isolation  from 
others  in  which  they  have  been  explained.  Thus,  in  Macaulay  v. 
Buist^  Lord  Fullerton  said :  "  I  cannot  adopt  the  principle  which  was 
evidently  assumed  in  the  able  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defenders, 
viz.,  that  the  verdict  must  be  held  to  be  against  evidence,  unless  the 
pursuer  proved  the  specific  defect  of  the  machine  or  specific  neglect 
of  the  defenders  which  occasioned  the  accident ;  "  referring  to  which 
statement  Lord  Jeffrey  said  :  "  I  concur  in  the  view  of  Lord  Fullerton 
that  in  all  cases  of  this  kind  the  proprietor  (the  defenders  were  owners 
of  machinery  which  went  wrong)  is  entitled  to  no  presumption  of 
innocence.  He  must  prove  that  it  (the  occurrence  causing  the  injury 
sued  on)  was  an  accident,  which  in  this  case  it  is  impossible  to  do,  as 
all  the  machinery  has  been  shattered  to  pieces."  The  inference  from 
this  apparently  is  that,  given  an  accident,  blame  is  presumed  against 
the  defender  till  he  shows  that  he  is  free  from  the  imputation.  This, 
as  we  have  seen,  holds  good  in  only  a  very  limited  number  of  cases. 
Here,  however,  the  expression  is  without  any  hmitation. 

In  Walker  v.  Olsen^  the  accident  arose  from  failure  in  tackling, 
for  which  the  owner  was  found  liable ;  "  I  think,"  said  the  Lord 
Justice-Clerk,  "  there  was  an  obligation  on  the  shipowners  to  provide 
safe  and  sufficient  tackUng,  and  prima  fade  that  obligation  had  not 
been  complied  with  when  this  accident  occurred,  without  the  tackUng 
being  exposed  to  any  unusual  strain  ;  "  and  in  the  case  of  Fraser  v. 
Fraser^  in  the  same  volume,  but  reported  a  few  pages  earUer,  similar 
expressions  may  be  found  tending  to  impugn  the  rule  settled  in  the 
EngUsh  and  American  cases.  A  careful  consideration  of  each  of  the 
cases  just  mentioned  will,  however,  make  manifest  that  there  is  no 
necessary  contrariety  to  the  current  of  decisions  involved  in  them. 
For  instance,  in  Fraser  v.  Fraser  the  sufficient  ground  of  the  decision 
is  that  there  was  a  duty  to  provide  a  fit  rope  for  a  dangerous  operation, 
which  duty  was  neglected,  by  reason  of  the  rope  not  being  examined 
as  it  should  have  been.     In  short,  there  was  evidence  of  negligence. 

In  Macfarlane  v.  Thompscm^  these  earlier  decisions  were  explained 
by  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Moncreiff  as  follows  :  "  It  has  been  sought 
to  interpret  these  opinions  as  authority  to  the  effect  that  you  must 
presume  from  the  fact  that  an  accident  has  occurred  that  there  was 
some  defect  in  the  machinery  "  (through  which  it  was  occasioned) ; 
*'  I  do  not  think  that  any  such  interpretation  can  be  put  upon  what  I 
said  there.*  What  I  did  say  was  that,  provided  that  it  is  proved  that 
some  defect  in  the  machinery  or  plant  caused  the  accident,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  show  the  precise  nature  of  that  defect,  and  an  onus  is 
thrown  upon  the  master  to  show  that  the  defect  was  one  for  which 
he  was  not  to  blame.  But  that  is  a  totally  different  thing  from  saying 
that  you  must  infer  faults  or  defects  in  the  machinery  where  there 
is  no  evidence  to  that  effect  in  any  of  the  surrounding  circumstances." 

An  accident  that  may  happen  from  a  variety  of  causes,  any  of 
which  is  equally  probable,  and  some  of  which  may  be  due  to  default  of 

1  140U.S.(33DaYiB)443. 

3  (1846)  9  Dunlop  245,  247.  3  (1882)  9  Rettie  940. 

«  9  Rettie  896.     Cp.  Senior  v.  Ward,  1  £.  &  £.  385. 

ft  (1883)  12  Rettie  232  ;  MUne  v.  Tounuend,  19  Rettie  830. 

«  In  Walker  ▼.  Olsen,  9  Rettie  946. 


Macfarlane  y. 
Thompson. 


Comment. 
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the  master,  while  others  are  due  to  influences  for  which  he  is  not 
responsible,  is  not  to  be  presumed  to  fix  him  with  liability ;  since  it 
lies  always  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  cause  of  action.  But  if  an 
accident  happens  due  to  one  of  half  a  dozen  causes,  all  of  which  involve 
blame  to  the  defendant,  he  is  not  exonerated  because  the  matter  may 
be  mixed  in  such  confusion  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  accurately  specify 
which  of  the  possible  causes  of  his  injury  is  the  actual  one.  This  is 
manifestly  good  sense. 

It  was  probably  through  not  having  these  considerations  present 
to  his  mind  that  Lord  Lee  was  prompted  to  dissent  in  Gavin  v.  Rogers  ;^  Oavin  ▼ 
which  case  he  expressed  himself  unable  to  reconcile  with  Walker  v.  ^^9- 
Olsen  and  Fra^er  v.  Fra^er.  In  Oamn  v.  Rogers^  however,  there  was  no 
defect  shown,  nor  any  want  of  inspection  ;  antecedently  to  the  accident, 
for  all  that  appeared,  the  security  against  accident  was  ample.  The 
majority  of  the  Court  held  in  these  circumstances  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  discharged  the  onus  on  him  by  showing  blame  on  the  defendant. 
But  Lord  Lee  was  of  opinion  that  "  the  defence  of  latent  defect  is  one 
which  the  defender  must  prove."  That  is,  if  the  accident  happens 
from  some  cause  which  does  not  import  liability,  it  is  for  the  defendant 
to  show  it.  In  other  words,  there  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  that  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  that  he  has  been  injured  by  the  neghgence  of  the 
defendant ;  and  in  the  case  of  an  accident  where  the  plaintiff  is  unable 
to  show  neghgence,  the  defendant  has  to  clear  up  the  obscurity  by 
showing  there  is  none.  This  is  how  the  result  works  out  where  the 
maxim  res  ipsa  loquitur  is  applicable  :  the  occurrence  presumes  Uability 
and  the  defendant  has  to  clear  himself  of  the  imputation.  In  the 
circumstances  proved  in  Gavin  v.  Rogers  fault  was  absent.  In  a  case 
where  a  labourer  employed  by  the  contractor  for  the  brickwork  of  a 
building  was  injured  by  the  breaking  of  a  step  put  in  by  a  mason  under 
another  contract,  and  the  master  was  sued,  the  principle  was  correctly 
enunciated  that  '^  one  tradesman  is  entitled  to  assume  that  material 
suppUed  by  another  tradesman  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  is  supplied."^  Two  things  are  to  be  shown  by  the  plaintiff  :  first, 
that  the  accident  happened  through  a  discoverable  dqfect ;  secondly, 
that  there  was  fault  in  the  defendants  not  discovering  it.^ 

The  onus  of  proof  may  be  shifted  by  acts  of  the  one  party  rendering  Onus  shifted 
the  discharge  of  the  onu^s  normally  resting  on  the  other  party  more  diffi-  by  conduct, 
cult,  as  in  Rooney  v.  Allans,^  where  the  injury  sued  on  was  caused  by 
the  breaking  of  a  chain.  In  ordinary  course  the  pursuer  would  have 
been  put  to  show  negligence.  But  the  defender's  superintendent 
flung  the  broken  piece  into  the  Clyde.  "  This  very  indiscreet  act," 
said  Lord  Young,  "  shifts  the  onus  of  proving  its  (the  chain's)  condition 
upon  the  defenders,  whose  chief  official  thus  excluded  the  possibility 
of  a  scientific  examination."  The  principle  involved  is  the  same 
as  that  in  the  well-known  case  of  Armory  v.  Dekimirie,^  where  the 
Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury,  "  that  unless  the  defendant  did  produce 
the  jewel  and  show  it  not  to  be  of  the  finest  water,  they  should  presume 
the  strongest  against  him,  and  make  the  value  of  the  best  jewels  the 
measure  of  their  damages  " — omnia  prcesumuntur  corUra  spoliaJtorem. 

1  (1888)17Rettie206.  a  3f7nu?/?/ v.  Primrose,  24  Rettie  442. 

3  Per  Mellish,  L.  J.,  Richardson  v.  G.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  1  C.  P.  D.  342, 346. 

4  (1883)  10  Rettie  1224, 1227.     Cp.  Murphy  v.  Phillips,  35  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  477. 

ft  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (1  Ith  ed.),  35  5 ;  Cornman  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  4  H.  &  N.  781  ; 
0  W.  Ry.  Go,  y.  Davies,  39  L.  T.  475. 
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In  regard  to  railway  companies,  it  has  been  contended  that  the 
occurrence  of  a  railway  accident  is,  in  itself,  prima  fads  evidence  of 
negligence ;  and  for  this  Bird  v.  Great  Northern  Ry,  Oo}  has  been 
cited.  The  decision  there,  however,  is  that  the  mere  occurrence  of  w. 
accident  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  negligence  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  a  verdict  without  anything  more.  In  argument.  Carpus  v.  London 
and  Brighton  Ry.  Co,^  was  cited  as  establishing  the  proposition  that 
the  occurrence  of  the  injury  itself  is  prima  facie  proof  of  negligence. 
On  this  Pollock,  C.B.,  said :  "  That  depends  on  the  nature  of  the 
accident ;  as,  for  instance,  if  it  arises  from  a  collision  of  different 
trains  on  the  same  line,  then  it  may  be  so.  Here  it  was  otherwise ; 
the  accident  was  of  a  nature  consistent  with  the  absence  of  negligence.'*^ 
This  seems  to  indicate  correctly  the  principle  of  differentiation.  A 
presumption  of  negligence  does  not  arise  in  each  and  every  case  of  an 
accident  on  a  railway.  If,  for  example,  the  occurrence  of  an  accident 
is  prima  facie  proof  of  carelessness  tn  aont/Aody^  it  does  not  necessarily 
foUow  that  the  carelessness  is  the  carelessness  of  the  company.  It  may 
be  evidence  of  negligence  in  the  party  injured  or  in  some  third  person. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  injury  arose  irora  some  defect  in  the  road, 
vehicle,  or  other  apparatus  used  by  the  railway  company,  or  by  any 
other  kind  of  carrier,  and  over  which  the  carrier  has  complete  control, 
or  in  the  agencies  employed,  the  presumption  of  negligence  is  raised 
in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary  ;  because  they  have  control,  and, 
when  any  accident  happens,  an  inference  is  raised  thereby  that  such 
control  has  not  completely  been  e^ercised.^ 

The  judgment  of  Palles,  C.B.,  in  the  Irish  case  of  Flannery  v, 
Waterford  and  Limerick  Ry.  Co.,^  well  deserves  study  on  this  point. 

1  28  L.  J.  Ex.  3.  In  Bigg  y.  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and  Linetdnshire  By.  Co.,  14 
W.  B.  834,  it  was  held  that  the  mere  statement  of  witnesses  of  their  opinion  that  a 
platform  was  dangerous,  was  not  any  evidence  for  a  Jury. 

2  5  Q.  B.  747.  As  to  Carpue  v.  L.  ds  B.  By.  Co.,  Brett,  J.,  says  in  Hanson  v. 
L.  A  7.  By.  Co.,  20  W.  R.  297,  298:  "Lord  Denman's  ruling"  "was  a  ruling 
at  Nisi  Prius,  not  reviewed  by  the  Court,  and  I  find  this  in  reference  to  it  in 
Hodges  on  Railways  (4th  ed.),  631  :  '  Although  in  one  oase  it  was  ruled  otherwise  by 
Lord  Denman,  it  seems  now  to  be  cleaily  established  that  in  order  to  render  the 
company  liable  for  negligence,  it  is  necessary  to  give  affirmative  proof  of  negligence 
on  their  pait ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  prove  the  ocourrenoo  of  an  accident, 
and  to  rely  on  that  as  primd  facie  evidence  of  negligence.  In  soma  cases  res  ipsa 
loquitur,  the  accident  may  be  of  such  a  nature  as  that  negligence  may  be  presumed 
from  the  mere  occurrence  of  it.  But  when  the  balance  is  even,  the  onus  is  on  the 
l>arty  who  relies  on  the  negligence  of  the  other  to  turn  the  scale.'  This  is,  I  think, 
a  correct  exposition  of  the  law."     See  Ayles  v.  8.  E.  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  £x.  146. 

3  28  L.  J.  Ex.  3.  The  same  judge,  in  Dawson  v.  Manchester  By.  Co.,  5  L.  T.  N.  S. 
682,  held  that  a  carriage  running  off  the  line  was  primd  facie  evidence  of  negligence. 
The  American  rule  is  laid  down  as  follows  :  *'  Whenever  it  appears  that  the  accident 
was  caused  by  any  deficiency  in  the  road  itself,  the  cars  or  any  portion  of  the  apparatus 
belonging  to  the  company  aud  used  in  connection  with  its  business,  a  presumption  of 
negligence  on  the  pait  of  those  whose  duty  it  was  to  see  that  everything  was  in  order 
immediately  arises ;  it  being  extremely  imlikoly  that  any  defect  should  exist  of  so 
hidden  a  nature  that  no  degree  of  skill  or  care  could  have  foreseen  or  discovered  it." 
Curtis  V.  Bochestcr  Bd.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.  534,  537  ;  Brehm  v.  0.  W.  Bd.  Co.,  34  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  266.  See  Burke  v.  Manchester,  Ac.  By.  Co.,  18  W.  R.  694  ;  Latch  v.  Rumner 
%.  Co.,27L.J.  Ex.  166. 

♦  See  Story,  Bailm.  (9th  ed.),  §  601a,  n.  I,  whore  the  authorities  are  fully  collected 
and  considered. 

^  Jr.  R.  1 1  C.  L.  30.  As  to  the  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  examine  trucks,  see 
Bichardson  v.  G.  E.  By.  Co.,  1  C.  P.  D.  342,  roversmg  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  486.  In  MuUen 
V.  St.  John,  57  N.  Y.  567,  the  fall  of  a  building  into  the  street  was  held  presumptive 
evidence  of  neglect  of  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  In  Lehman  ▼.  Brooklyn, 
29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  234,  a  child  was  found  in  a  well,  in  a  sidewalk,  two  or  three  feet  from 
the  flagging.  The  well  was  provided  with  a  cover,  having  a  lid  opening  on  hinges. 
Held  not  presumptive  evidence  of  negligence  against  defendant,  the  owner  of  the  well. 
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The  plaintifi  was  injured  through  some  empty  waggons,  next  the 
engine  in  the  train  in  which  she  was  travelling,  getting  off  the  line. 
No  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  cause  of  their  leaving  the  rails,  but  it 
was  stated  that  they  were  not  Ukely  to  get  off  the  line.  The  question 
was,  whether  these  circumstances  constituted  evidence  fit  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  that  the  injuries  were  caused  by  defendants'  negli- 
gence. "The  obUgation  of  the  defendants,''  said  the  Chief  Baron,^  Pa]les,G.B.'8, 
"  was  to  use  all  due  and  proper  care  and  foresight,  and  to  provide  for  judgment, 
the  safe  conveyance  of  the  plaintiff.  Everything  connected  with  the 
conveyance  was  under  their  exclusive  management."  '^  The  case, 
then,  is  one  in  which  negUgence  of  any  one  of  three  classes  would,  if 
sufficiently  connected  with  the  injuries,  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the 
action ;  firstly,  neghgence  in  the  supervision  or  maintenance  of  the 
permanent  way  at  the  point  where  the  waggon  left  the  line;  secondly, 
negUgence  in  the  supervision  or  maintenance  of  the  waggon  itself ; 
thirdly,  negligence  in  the  driving  of  the  engine.  Negligence  in  any 
one  of  these  three  particulars  would  be  an  obvious  explanation  of  the 
waggon  leaving  the  line.  On  the  other  hand,  the  circumstance  of  the 
waggon  leaving  the  line  is  not  inconsistent  with  inevitable  accident  nor 
with  the  malicious  act  of  a  third  party  ;  but  it  will  not,  I  apprehend, 
be  contended  that  the  latter  assumption,  involving  as  it  does  a  criminal 
offence,  ought  to  be  made  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  pointing  in 
that  direction.  I  take  it,  therefore,  that  the  problem  to  be  solved 
involves  a  choice  between  at  least  two  states  of  fact,  in  one  of  which 
the  defendants  would  be  irresponsible  ....  I  therefore  assume,  in 
favour  of  the  defendants,  that  the  alternative  of  inevitable  accident 
is  not  only  a  possible,  but  a  reasonable  one."  After  pointing  out  that 
where  a  reasonable  inference  against  the  plaintiff  may  be  drawn,  yet 
an  inference  the  other  way  is  also  reasonable,  the  case  is  for  the  jury, 
the  learned  judge  continues  :  "'  (although  some  of  the  propositions  in 
decided  cases  upon  this  subject  are  not  as  clearly  expressed  as  might 
be  desired)  I  have  a  strong  opinion  that  to  impute  to  any  judge  an 
intention  to  lay  down  the  opposite  doctrine  is  to  misconstrue  his 
language.  If  I  am  right  in  this,  the  sole  question  in  the  case  is,  whether 
the  jury  might  have  legitimately  drawn  from  the  facts  proved  the 
inference  that  the  waggon  left  the  rails  in  consequence  of  defect  in  the 
wheel,  defect  in  the  rail,  or  mismanagement  of  the  engine.  No  doubt, 
in  determining  whether  this  inference  of  fact  might  reasonably  be 
drawn,  we,  although  not  jurors,  must  avail  ourselves  of  our  know- 
ledge of  the  ordinary  affairs  and  incidents  of  life.  Without  this 
knowledge  we  cannot  determine,  as  we  are  bound  to  do,  whether  a 
particular  inference  can  reasonably  be  drawn.^  Now,  applying  my 
own  experience  of  railway  travelling,  I  find  it  impossible  to  say  that  it 

In  Stokes  V.  SaltonskiU,  13  Peters  (U.  S.)  181,  in  accordance  with  Chrisiie  v.  Origgs, 
2  Camp.  79,  it  waa  held  in  an  action  againnt  a  stage-coach  proprietor,  that  the  fact 
the  coach  was  upset,  and  t-he  plaintiff  injured,  raised  a  jjresumption  of  negligence  or 
want  of  skill  in  the  driver  :  luland  and  Hf aboard  Coast htg  Co.  v.  Tolwn,  139  U.  8. 
(32  Davis)  551.  i  ir.  R.  1 1  C.  L.  30,  35. 

2  In  Sliepherd  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  25  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  879,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
drew  the  inference  of  negligence  from  the  presence  of  ice  on  a  platform,  on  which 
the  plaintiff  slipped  and  was  injured.  Pigott,  B.,  said:  "  It  is  a  questian  of  d  gr^'e. 
If  there  had  been  only  a  veiy  small  piece  of  ice  in  a  place  wheie  the  railway  servants 
had  no  opportunity  of  seeing  it,  there  may  have  been  no  neffligenc^ ;  but  where  wo 
have  a  layer  of  ice  three-quarters  of  an  inch  thick,  and  extending  half  across  the  plat- 
form, and  that,  too,  at  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  there  was  plenty  of  oppoitunity 
for  them  to  have  seen  it  and  to  have  remove  it."  In  argument,  the  case  of  a  piece 
of  oranje-peel  on  the  platform  was  suggested  as  not  suggesting  negligence  on  the  part 
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is  in  the  ordinary  and  accustomed  course  of  things  that  a  waggon 
should  leave  the  rails  when  all  reasonable  precautions  are  taken.  To 
state  that  such  an  occurrence  happens  in  the  usual  and  normal  state 
of  things,  without  negUgence,  is  to  state  that  the  inevitable  result  of 
waggons  leaving  the  rails  when  travelling  at  a  high  rate  of  speed — ^viz., 
the  destruction  of  the  entire  train  and  the  loss  of  the  hves  of  numbers 
of  the  passengers,  are  ordinary  incidents  of  railway  travelling — nay,  of 
railway  travelling  conducted  with  due  care.  I  emphatically  refuse 
to  be  a  party  to  such  a  proposition.  I  beUeve  such  an  occurrence  to 
be  exceptional.  That  it  can  happen  with  due  care  is,  according  to  my 
experience,  no  doubt  possible,  but  extremely  improbable.  If  I  re- 
quired, which  I  do  not,  evidence  in  support  of  this  view,  I  find  it  in 
the  testimony  of  the  defendants'  foreman,  that  empty  waggons  are 
not  Ukely  to  get  off  the  Une." 

In  the  United  States  the  law  is  clearly  laid  down  :^  "  the  plaintiff 
must  show  negUgence  in  the  defendant.  This  is  done  prima  facte  by 
showing,  if  the  plaintiff  be  a  passenger,  that  the  accident  occurred." 
"  Since  the  decisions  in  Stokes  v.  SaUonstall,  13  Pet.  181,  and  BaUroad  Co. 
V.  Pollard,  22  Wall.  341 ,  it  has  been  settled  law  in  this  Court  (the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States)  that  the  happening  of  an  injurious  accident 
is  in  passenger  cases  prima  jade  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  carrier,  and  that  (the  passenger  being  himself  in  the  exercise  of  due 
care)  the  burden  then  rests  upon  the  carrier  to  show  that  its  whole 
duty  was  performed,  and  that  the  injury  was  unavoidable  by  human 
foresight."^ 

Daniel  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co?  is  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
which,  as  Lord  Westbury  said,*  "  will  greatly  tend  ultimately  to  bring 
the  liabiKty  of  railway  companies  to  a  position  in  which  it  may  be 
foimd  to  be  more  consistent  with  law  and  less  with  feeUng  and  excite- 
ment, than  it  has  hitherto  been."  Contractors,  not  under  the  control 
of  the  defendants,  were  constructing  a  work  for  another  corporation 
under  an  Act  of  Pariiament,  and,  in  the  course  of  construction,  were 
placing  heavy  iron  girders  upon  the  walls  running  along  the  line  of 
railway.  A  girder  overbalanced  and  fell  on  a  passing  train  and 
injured  a  passenger ;  by  whom  the  defendants  were  sued.  It  was 
contended  that,  as  the  company  were 'liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  or 
wilful  neglect  of  their  servants,  so  they  were  liable  for  the  acts  and 
negligence  of  persons,  not  in  their  employ,  by  which  travellers  on  their 

of  the  company,  and  the  same  learned  judge  said :  **  It  may  have  been  (negligence) 
if  the  orange-peel  had  been  allowed  to  remain  a  long  time  upon  the  platform  without 
being  swept  up."  In  Aylca  v.  8.  E.  Ry,  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  146,  whore  various  companies 
had  running  powers  over  a  line  of  railway,  it  was  presumed  that  a  train  that  caused 
an  accident  belonged  to,  or  was  under  the  control  ox,  the  company  owning  the  line. 

1  aieeaon  v.  Virginia  Midland  Rd.  Co.,  140  U.  S.  (33  Davis)  435, 445. 

a  X.c.  443.  See  also  Inland  A  Seaboard  Coasting  Co,  v.  ToUcm,  139  U.  S.  (32 
Davis)  551. 

3  (1871)  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  46.  In  Cli§  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  258,  it  was 
held  no  evidence  of  negligence  that  a  railway  company  had  left  oflE  keeping  a  gate- 
keeper at  a  level  crossiug,  and  had  not  exercised  powers  they  had  obtained  to  make 
a  new  road,  and  to  discontinue  the  level  crossing.  In  an  Irish  case,  there  was  an 
equal  division  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  presence  of  cattle  on  a  line  of  railway,  and 
evidence  that  a  gate  which  should  have  been  kept  locked  had  been  imlocked  on  other 
occasions,  and  that  the  post  to  which  it  should  have  been  locked  was  loose  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  constituted  evidence  of  negligence  to  leave  to  the  jury  :  Paickell 
V.  Irish  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  6  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  117.  See  the  remarks  of  Cleasby,  B.,  in  Harris 
V.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  25  W.  R.  63,  on  onus  of  proof  of  breach  of  contract,  under  17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  31,  §  7.  The  cases  under  the  Act  are  collected  post, 
.    ♦  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  45,  62. 
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line  were  injured.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  defendants 
Uable  ;  the  Exchequer  Chamber  reversed  this.  The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  committed,  as  Lord  Westbury  said/  "  a  complete  'petitio  prin- 
cipii  "  ;  since  the  contractors  being  undoubtedly  liable,  the  question 
was,  whether  in  law  the  railway  company  had  a  right  to  rely  on  their 
fulfilling  the  duty  on  them.  The  Exchequer  Chamber  held  they  had  ; 
and  the  House  of  Lords  unanimously  affirmed  the  judgment. 

The  general  principle  applicable  to  test  liabiUty  where  Degligence  is  General 
alleged,  as  stated  by  Willes,  J.,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  has  been  often  ^l^?^}^ 
cited  and  approved.  "  It  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  estabhsh  utiles  / 
by  evidence  circumstances  from  which  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  that 
there  is  reasonable  probability  that  the  accident  resulted  from  the 
want  of  some  precaution  which  the  defendants  might  and  ought  to 
have  resorted  to  ;  and  I  go  further  and  say  that  the  plaintiff  should 
also  show  with  reasonable  certainty  what  particular  precaution 
should  have  been  taken."^  The  decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  was 
given  upon  another  point,  having  reference  to  the  interposition  of 
contractors  and  the  conditions  of  their  working,  when  employed  to 
do  work  that  may  be  dangerous.  The  rejection  of  their  reasoning  by 
the  House  of  Lords  leaves  the  more  general  position  stated  by  Willes, 
J.,  unaffected.  Lord  Westbury  said :  "  If  it  were  necessary  to  go  into  Lord  West- 
it  (which  I  think  it  is  not),  it  is  plain  to  my  understanding  that  the  ^"[j^j^^ 
accident  in  this  case  arose  from  circumstances  of  which  the  railway 
company  could  not  have  been  aware — circumstances  which  it  belonged 
entirely  to  the  province  of  the  contractors  to  observe  and  regulate — 
that  it  arose  from  the  unusual  circumstance  that  a  peculiar  motive 
power,  namely,  that  of  a  small  steam-engine,  had  been  substituted  by 
the  contractors,  for  the  first  t-me,  in  moving  the  girders,  which  did 
not  move  them  with  a  sufficiently  regular  and  gradual  motion ;  so 
that  being  moved  by  jerks,  a  jerk  was  applied  to  the  girder  at  a  tipe 
when  the  train  happened  to  be  passing  by.  It  was,  therefore,  an 
undefined  and  unknown  contingency  which,  even  if  you  put  the  con- 
tract out  of  the  question,  it  could  not  have  entered  into  the  minds  of  the 
railway  company  to  foresee  as  possible  and  therefore  to  guard  against."^ 

The  maxim  res  ipsa  loquitur  does  not  apply  to  an  accident  on  a 
highway.  Those  who  go  on  the  highway  or  have  their  property 
adjacent  and  sustain  personal  hurt  there  or  damage  to  their  property 
lying  beside  it  can  only  show  a  right  to  recover  by  affirmative  evidence 
of  fault  in  the  person  doing  the  damage.  The  fact  of  an  accident 
raises  no  presumption.*  A  man  crossing  the  road  is  knocked  dowii  by 
a  cart.  Merely  to  prove  this  shows  no  cause  of  action.  The  plaintiff 
must  go  further  and  specify  some  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant :  the  cart  was  driven  too  fast,  or  was  on  the  wrong  side  of 
the  road,  or  swerved,  or  was  not  properly  constructed,  or  was  over- 
loaded— hence  the  accident :  some  fact  imputing  blame  as  the  cause 
of  the  accident.     It  is  as  much  the  duty  of  foot-passengers  attempting 

1  L,e.  61. 

2  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  222.  "  We  entirely  agree  with  the  law  laid  down  by  the  Court 
below  "  :  per  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  Ex.  Ch.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  593.  OrifUhs  r.  Hamilton 
Electric  Light  Co.  (1903)  6  Ont.  L.  R.  296.  See  Hayes  v.  Michigan  Central  Rd.  Co., 
Ill  U.  S.  (4  Davis)  241  :  "  The  question  is,  was  it  causa  sine  qud  non— a  cause  which, 
if  it  had  not  existed,  the  injury  would  not  have  taken  place — an  occasional  cause  ? 
And  that  is  a  question  of  fact,  unless  the  causal  connection  is  evidently  not  proximate.'* 

3  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  62.  There  are  some  very  valuable  and  striking  remarks  of  the 
JiOrd  Chancellor,  too  long  to  quote,  to  the  same  effect,  at  64, 65. 

4  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  per  Blackburn,  J.,  286. 
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to  cross  a  street  or  road  to  look  out  for  passing  vehicles  as  it  is  the 
duty  of  drivers  to  see  that  they  do  not  run  over  foot-passengers.^ 
There  must  be  evidence  from  which  the  jury  "might  reasonably 
and  properly  conclude  that  there  was  neghgence."^/  Neither  does  the 
maxim  res  ipsa  loquitur  apply  in  master  and  servant  cases.  The 
common  law  rule  is  that  a  master  is  not  liable  for  damage  caused  to 
his  servant  for  any  occurrence  in  the  course  of  the  employment,  unless 
a  foundation  is  laid  in  fault.  Fault  must^be^oved  affirmatively.^ 
"  It  is  not  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  has  sustained  an 
injury  under  circumstances  that  may  lead  to  a  suspicion  or  even  a  fair 
inference  that  there  may  have  been  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant ;  but  he  must  go  on  and  give  evidence  of  some  specific  act 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  against  whom  he  seeks  com- 
pensation."* The  exception  that  we  are  now  considering  is  recog- 
nised in  the  United  States.  In  the  Supreme  Court^  the  principle 
is  thus  stated  :  "  The  fact  of  accident  carries  with  it  no  presumption 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  employer,  and  it  is  an  affirmative  fact 
for  the  injured  employe  to  estabUsh  that  the  employer  has  been  guilty 
of  negUgence."  In  a  Pennsylvanian  case*  there  is  a  broad  and 
valuable  generalisation  :  "  Excepting  where  contractual  relations 
exist  between  the  parties,  as  in  the  case  of  carriers  of  passengers  and 
others,  neghgence  will  not  be  presumed  from  the  mere  happening  of 
the  accident  and  a  consequent  injury ;  but  the  plaintiff  must  show 
either  actual  negligence  or  conditions  which  are  so  obviously. dan- 
gerous as  to  admit  of  no  inference  other  than  that  of  negUgence."  J  The 
statutory  modifications  of  the  Common  law  have  not  altered  the  rule 
of  of^v^.  Under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,'  the  mere  occur- 
rence of  an  accident  will  not  found  UabiUty.  Besides  evidence  has 
to  be  given  which  shows  personal  injury  caused  by  reason  of  some  of 
tl^e  defects  or  negUgenccs  enumerated  in  sec.  1.  ;  and  even  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  1897,®  the  occurrcDce  of  the  accident 
and  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  raise 
a  presumption  of  UabiUty,  unless  the  accident  is  shown  to  be  one 
"arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employment."^  ByEngUsh 
law,  the  fact  of  an  accident  having  happened  to  a  servant  while  working 
for  his  master  is,  in  no  case,  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  that  the 
servant  has  a  claim  against  his  master  for  legal  compensation. 

Not  infrequently  the  circumstances  proved  are  of  a  neutral  kind, 
and  evidence  of  opinion  is  tendered  to  accentuate  them  to  UabiUty. 
SmUh  V.  Midland  Ry.  Co}^  is  an  instance  of  this  where,  under  a  special 
contract  Umiting  UabiUty  to  cases  of  negUgence,  cows  safely  loaded  in 
a  railway  truck,  at  the  end  of  the  journey,  were  found  to  be  injured. 
As  the  contract  was  a  special  one,  the  onu^  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  give 
evidence  of  negUgence ;  since  the  fact  of  animals  sustaining  injury 
while  in  the  custody  of  a  bailee  does  not  raise  any  presumption  against 

1  Cottfm  V,  Wood,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  568,  per  Erb.,  C.J.,  571. 

2  Toomey  v.  L.  B.  tb  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  146. 

3  Pafermn  v.  Wallare,  1  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  748. 

•t  Lovegrove  v.  L.  B.  d.  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  16  C.  B.  N.  S..  per  Willes.  J.,  692. 

fi  Pation  V.  Terns,  d-c.  R/.  Co.  (1901),  179  IT.  S.  658,  663. 

«  Stejarns  v.  Ontario  Spinning  Co.  (1898),  184. Pa.  St.  623.  In  Labatt,  Master  and 
Servant,  2298,  oolumn.s  of  oases  supporting  this  concliision  are  cited. 

7  43  A  44  Vict.  0.42.  «  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  37. 

0  Pomfret  v.  Lanc^.  d;  Y.  Ry.  Co.  (1903),  2  K.  B.  718;  Billing  v.  Semniena  (190^. 
7  Ont.  L.  R.  340,  8  Ont.  L.  R.  640;  Brown  v.  WcUerous  Engine  Works  Co.,  8  Ont. 
1-R.  37.  10  67L.T.813.  . 
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him.*  He  attempted  to  do  this  by  giving  "expert  evidence,"  stating 
in  effect  that  from  the  facts  he  was  of  opinion  the  accident  happened 
through  negUgence.  A  Divisional  Court,  however,  set  aside  the 
verdict  based  on  this  evidence,  holding  that  it  was  not  admissible ; 
since  the  plaintiff  did  not  come  within  the  rule  allowing  expert  evi- 
dence ;  and  the  facts  proved,  independently  of  his  opinion,  were 
ambiguous,  and  equally  consistent  with  injury  caused  by  restiveness  of 
the  animals  as  by  negligence  of  the  defendants. 

A  claim  to  interpret  facts  should  obviously  be  very  narrowly  Comment, 
scrutinised  ;^   and  the  instances,  where  what  is  not  evidence  of  fact 
may,  by  interpretation,  be  turned  into  evidence  to  charge  a  defendant, 
should  be  strictly  defined.    To  justify  the  admission  of  expert  testimony 
two  elements  must  co-exist : 

(1)  The  subject-matter   of  the   inquiry  must   be   such   that 

ordinary  people  are  unlikely  to  form  a  correct  judgment 
about  it,  if  unassisted  by  persons  with  special  knowledge. 

(2)  The  witness  offering  expert  evidence  must  have  gained  his 

special  knowledge  by  a  course  of  study  or  previous  habit 

which  secures  his  habitual  familiarity  with  the  matter 

in   hand. 

nearest  analogy  is   the    interpreting  of  evidence   given   in  a 

ni  language.     The  object  of  expert  evidence  is  not  to  eke  out  a 

but  to  explain  the  effect  of  facts  of  which  otherwise  no  coherent 

mg  can  be  given.* 

II.  Evidence  of  Negligence  for  the  Jury. 
iifficulty  of  discriminating  the  functions  of  judge  and  jury  Province  of 
,<-ively  was  the  occasion  for  a  long  controversy,  in  the  course  i"^8e  and 

which  many  and  conflicting  views  were  propounded.     The  general  J^Jectively. 
lule  is  laid  down  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the  case  of  Ryder  Ryder  t. 
V.  Wombwdl}    The   question  was  whether  articles  supplied  by  the  WombweU, 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  an  infant,  were  necessaries.     Willes,  J.,  WiUes,  J.'s, 
thus  discusses  the  point :    "  The  first  question  is,  whether  there  was  »J»t«°^ent  of 
any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  either  of  the  above  articles  was  of 
that  description  ?     Such  a  question  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact ;  in 
so  far  as  it  is  a  question  of  fact  it  must  be  determined  by  a  jury,  subject, 
no  doubt,  to  the  control  of  the  CJourt,  who  may  set  aside  the  verdict, 
and  submit  the  question  to  the  decision  of  another  jury ;   but  there 
is  in  every  case,  not  merely  on  those  arising  on  a  plea  of  infancy,  a 
prehminary  question  which  is  one  of  law,  namely,  whether  there  is  any 
evidence  on  which  the  jury  could  properly  find  the  question  for  the 
party  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  lies.     If  there  is  not,  the  judge  ought 
to  withdraw  the  question  from  the  jury,  and  direct  a  non-suit,  if  the 
ontM  is  on  the  plaintiff,  or  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  if  the  onus 
is  on  the  defendant.''^ 

This  has  been  accepted  as  a  correct  statement  of  the  law.    Its 
application  has  been  a  matter  of  greater  difficulty  ;  and  two  distinct  Two  views  as 
views  grew  up^  according  as  judges  were  impressed  with  the  frequently  *?  ^**  applica- 
unjust  decisions  of  juries  in  favour  of  injured  people  against  wealthy 
corporations,  or  with  the  necessity  of  protecting  the  individual,  even 
perhaps  at  the  cost  of  injustice,  against  the  negligent  tendencies  of 

1  Coopvr  ▼.  Barton,  3 Camp.  5 n^te  t^  Dsan  v.  Keaie,  3  Camp.  4. 

9  Cp.  Rigj  V.  Manchester,  Shzffizldani  Lintolnihire  Ry,  Co,  14  W.  B.  834. 

s  Carter  V,  Boehm,  1 8m.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.),  491 ;  Phipson,  Evidenoe  (4th  od.),  355, 

4L.R.4Ex.a2.  «ii.c38. 
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powerful  bodies  whose  wealth  and  influence  often  led  them  to  acts 
One  view :  of  absolute  oppression.  The  former  view  may  be  thus  stated  :  "  Where 
quefltionof  the  facts  are  certain,  where  there  is  no  other  material  fact  to  be  in- 
for^eludSr  ^^^^^  ^^^  them,  either  as  causing  them  or  as  resulting  from  them, 
'  and  the  question  is  not  one  for  experts,  but  for  that  common  sense 
The  other  which  is  common  to  all  of  us  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  the  matter  is 
view :  for  the  judge."    The  other  view  is,  that  where  the  question  of  Uabihty 

queitionof      "appears  to  be  a  matter  of  ordinary  reasoning,  which  the  jury,  as 
forSwjur^*^  ordinary  reasoning  men  of  the  world,  might  properly  and  justly  have 

arrived  at,  it  is  for  the  jury." 
Bridges  y.  After  a  multitude  of  irreconcilable  decisions,^  the  case  of  Bridges 

N,  L.  Ry.  Co,  y  ;[f(yrih  London  Ry.  Co?  came  before  the  House  of  Lords.  Deceased 
was  a  passenger  in  the  last  carriage  of  a  train  going  from  Broad 
Street  to  Highbury  Station.  Before  coming  to  the  Highbury 
Station  there  is  a  tunnel  for  some  short  distance,  down  which 
there  is  a  continuation,  though  narrower,  of  the  station  platform. 
On  the  occasion  in  question  the  night  was  dark  and  misty  ;  the  train 
did  not  draw  up  at  the  platform ;  and  the  carriage  in  which  the 
deceased  was,  continued  in  the  tunnel  after  the  front  part  of  the  train 
had  stopped  at  the  platform.  The  deceased,  who  was  shortsighted,  got 
out  on  hearing  the  porter  call  the  name  of  the  station  ;  and,  the  carriage 
in  which  he  was,  being  still  in  the  tunnel,  and  opposite  a  heap  of  dry 
rubbish,  that  sloped  down  from  the  end  of  the  narrower  portion  of  the 
.  platform,  he  fell,  broke  his  leg,  and  sustained  internal  injuries  from 
which  he  died.  The  servants  of  the  company  subsequently  called 
to  passengers  to  keep  their  seats  ;  yet  this  was  not  until  another 
passenger,  who  was  in  the  next  carriage  to  that  in  which  the  deceased 
was,  had  got  out.  Hearing  a  groan  he  went  into  the  tunnel,  and  found 
the  deceased  there  and  injured. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  negligence  to  leave  to  a  jury  ;  the  Queen's  Bench  sustained  his 
ruling ;  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  four  judges  sustained  the  nonsuit ; 
three  dissented.  The  judges  called  in  to  advise  the  House  of  Lords 
were  unanimous  in  finding  evidence  of  negligence ;  and  this  opinion 
was  upheld  by  the  House. 
y.  E.  Ry.  Co,  Between  the  argument  in  Bridges's  case  and  judgment  in  House 
v.  Wanless,  of  Lords,  North-Eastern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wanless  ^  was  decided.  There  is  a 
statutory  duty*  where  a  railway  crosses  a  highway  on  the  level,  and  where 
there  are  gates  for  the  protection  of  "  horses,  cattle,  carts,  or  carriages," 
for  the  company's  servants  to  keep  them  closed  when  a  train  is  ap- 
proaching. This  duty  was  neglected,  and  a  boy  got  on  the  Une  and 
was  injured  by  a  train  of  coal-trucks.  Lord  Cairns,  C,  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  House,  said  that  "  the  circumstance  that  the  gates 
at  this  level  crossing  were  open  at  this  particular  time,  amounted  to 
a  statement  and  a  notice  to  the  public  that  the  line  at  that  time  was 
safe  for  crossing,  and  that  any  person  who,  under  those  circumstances, 

1  Siner  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  150  ;  4  Ex.  1 17,  is  a  sample  of  the  one  class 
of  decisions.  Foy  v.  L.  B.  <t-  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  225,  of  the  other  class. 
"  As  I  understand  the  observations  of  the  L.C.  J.  (Cockburn),  he  would  himself  have 
been  of  opinion,  with  a  certain  qualification,  that  there  was  evidence  of  negligence 
to  go  to  the  jury  ;  but  he  said  if  a  rule  was  granted,  it  would  be  certain,  in  that  Courts 
to  be  discharged ,  and  therefore  it  was  refused  "  :  Bridges  v.  N.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
ai3,  per  Lord  Cairns,  C,  239.  2  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  213. 

8  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  12. 

♦  Under  8  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  47.  Waiiams  v.  Q.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  157  ;  Wakelin 
V.  L.  de  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  12  App.  Cas.  41,  ijvath  Lord  Halsbury,  C.'s,  comment,  43. 
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went  inside  the  gates  with  the  view  of  crossing  the  line,  might  very 
well  have  been  supposed  by  a  jury  to  have  been  influenced  by 
the  circumstance  that  the  gates  were  open."  The  evidence  of 
negligence  was  thus  based  on  the  non-performance  of  a  statutory 
duty. 

In  Robson  v.  North-Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  Brett,  J.A.,^  thus  states  what  Brett,  J.A.'a, 
he  conceives  to  be  the  effect  of  the  decision  in  Bridges* s  case  :    The  ^*®^  ^vi*J^ 
judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  put  "  an  end  to  a  long  controversy,  ^^Bridge^T^ 
not  as  to  the  law,  but  as  to  the  mode  of  deahng  with  these  cases,  case. 
Some  of  the  judges  seem  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  these  cases  should 
as  much  as  possible  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  and  that  the  Court 
ought  to  say  what  was  reasonable  for  the  passenger  to  do.     The  House 
of  Lords  held,  that  as  the  carrying  of  railway  passengers  was  conducted 
in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  the  jury  was  the  proper  tribunal  to 
decide."^ 

Amphlett,  J. A.,  in  Jackson  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.y^  with  the  Amphlett, 
assent  of  Cockburn,  C.J.,*  took  a  somewhat  extreme  view  of  tl^®^'i!u"^^ 
province  of  the  jury  consequent  on  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  c.J.*fl,  v^w. 
Lords.     He  regarded  it  as  settled  "  that  the  question  whether  in 
cases  of  this  sort  negligence  can  be  inferred  from  a  given  state  of 
facts,  is  itself  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  a  question  of  law 
for  the  Coiu^t  or  the  presiding  judge."    Lord  Cairns,  C,  in  Metro- 
politan Ry.  Co.  V.  Jackson,^  however,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  states 
authoritatively   the   principle   imderlying   Bridges*  s   case.     "I    am  Lord  Cairns, 
bound  to  say,"  he  says,  "  that  I  cannot  look  at  the  case  of  Bridges  as  Si^S^'^^ 
in  any  degree  estabhshing  the  proposition  which  it  appeared  to  Lord  cS^  y?   ^ 
Justice  Amphlett  to  estabhsh,  namely,  that  whether  in  cases  of  tMm  Jackson, 
sort  negUgence  can  be  inferred  from  any  given  state  of  facts,  is  itself  a  i"®°i*®  ^^™ 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  or  as  estabhshing  the  proposition  which  it  expoimdedby 
appeared  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  to  estabhsh — namely,  that  the  Amphlett, 
jurors  are  the  proper  judges  whether,  if  once  any  neghgence  is  proved,  J^'^^^^^ 
the  accident  which  has  occurred  is  to  be  connected  with  such  neghgence  c.  j.    "  ^ 
as  its  cause  or  as  materially  contributing  thereto.     Your  Lordships 
in  the  case  of  Bridges  did  not  lay  down,  and  I  am  satisfied  your  Lord- 
ships did  not  mean  to  lay  down,  any  new  rule  upon  this  subject.     It 
is,  indeed,  impossible  to  lay  down  any  rule  except  that  which  at  the 
outset  I  referred  to,  namely,  that  from  any  given  state  of  facts  the 
judge  must  say  whether  negUgence  can  legitimately  be  inferred,  and 
the  jury  whether  it  ought  to  be  inferred." 

Although  Bridges  v.  North  London  Ry.  Co.  was  discussed,  and  its  Metropolitan 
ratio  decidendi  was  more  explicitly  enunciated  in  Metropolitan  Ry.  Ry-  Oo.  v. 
Co.  V.  Jackson,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  question  there  was  whether,  •^^**°'*- 
in  order  to  warrant  the  leaving  a  case  to  the  jury,  it  was  sufficient  to 
prove  negligence  in  the  train  of  events  that  resulted  in  the  accident, 
or  was  necessary  to  show  negligence  bearing  an  actual  and  immediate 
relation  to  the  injury.     The  facts  were  as  follows  :    The  respondent 
took  a  ticket  on  the  appellant's  hne.     The  compartment,  into  which 
1  2  Q.  B.  D.  85,  89.     Rose  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  248. 

8  In  the  House  of  Liords,  in  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  Lord  Blackburn, 
referring  to  this  rule,  said  :  '*  I  quite  agree  that  this  consideration  ought  never  to  be 
lost  sight  of,  but  I  cannot  think  it  decisive."  "  The  utmost  extent  to  which  your 
Lordsiiips'  decision  in  that  {Bridges^ d)  case  can  be  fairly  pressed  is,  that  in  such  cases 
the  judges  should  be  cautious,  before  they  say  that  the  jury  could  not  legitimately 
draw  the  inference  which  in  fact  they  did  draw  ;  and  to  this  I  agree  "  :  3  App.  Cas. 
193  209. 

3  2  d  p.  D.  125, 127.  *  L.c.  145.  6  3  App.  Cas.  193,  200. 
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he  got,  gradually  Med  up,  till  all  the  seats  were  occupied.  At  the  next 
stoppage  after  the  carriage  was  full,  three  persons  forced  themselves 
in,  and  had  to  stand.  When  the  train  stopped  again,  the  three  extra 
passengers  still  remained  standing  in  the  compartment,  the  door  of 
which  was  opened  and  then  shut.  Just  as  the  train  was  starting  there 
was  a  rush,  and  the  door  of  the  compartment  was  opened  a  second 
time  by  persons  trjring  to  get  in.  Thereupon  the  respondent  partly 
rose  and  held  up  his  hand  to  prevent  any  more  persons  coming  in. 
After  the  train  had  moved,  a  porter  pushed  away  the  people  and 
slanmied  the  door  to,  just  as  the  train  was  entering  the  tunnel.  At 
that  very  moment  the  respondent,  by  the  motion  of  the  train,  fell 
forward,  and,  putting  his  hand  upon  one  of  the  hinges  of  the  carriage 
door  to  save  lumself,  his  thumb  was  caught  and  injured.  The  negli- 
gence in  allowing  too  many  people  in  the  carriage  was  admitted. 
Lord  Cairn8*8  Lord  Caims,  C,  thus  deals  with  the  case  '}  "  I  do  not  find  any 
judgment.  evidence  from  which,  in  my  opinion,  negUgence  could  reasonably  be 
inferred.  The  negUgence  must  in  some  way  connect  itself,  or  be 
connected  by  evidence,  with  the  accident.  It  must  be,  if  I  might 
invent  an  expression  founded  upon  a  phrase  in  the  civil  law,  incuria 
dans  locum  injuries.  In  the  present  case  there  was  no  doubt  negli- 
gence in  the  company's  servants  in  allowing  more  passengers  than  the 
proper  number  to  get  in  at  the  Gower  Street  Station ;  and  it  may 
also  have  been  negUgence  if  they  saw  these  supernumerary  passengers, 
or  if  they  ought  to  have  seen  them,  at  Portland  Road,  not  to  have  then 
removed  them  ;  but  there  is  nothing,  in  my  opinion,  in  this  negUgence 
which  connects  itself  with  the  accident  that  took  place.  If,  when  the 
train  was  leaving  Portland  Road,  the  overcrowding  had  any  effect  on 
the  movements  of  the  respondent ;  if  it  had  any  effect  on  the  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  carriage  where  he  was  sitting,  if  it  made  him 
less  a  master  of  his  actions  when  he  stood  up  or  when  he  fell  forward, 
this  ought  to  have  been  made  matter  of  evidence ;  but  no  evidence 
of  the  land  was  given." 

To  the  two  points  of  negUgence  mainly  reUed  on  below,  that  there 

was  no  attempt  made  to  remove  the  extra  passengers,  and  that  there 

was  an  uncontroUed  action  on  the  part  of  a  number  of  persons  on  the 

platform,^  the  answers  "given  in  the  House  of  Lords  were  :   as  to  the 

first,  that  it  was  in  no  way  connected  with  the  accident ;   as  to  the 

second,  that  the  action  of  the  porter  and  its  effectiveness  negatived 

the  fact  of  any  such  uncontroUable  action  as  was  aUeged. 

Rule  in  Jaeh-        1*^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  extracted  from  the  case  seems  then  to  be,  that 

S01C8  case^    although  there  may  be  evidence  of  negUgence  in  the  conduct  of  the 

*^d*^c    £     defendants  in  some  part  of  their  relations  to  the  plaintiff,  that  in 

negligence      itself  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  his  case  submitted 

must  be  con-   to  the  jury  ;   but  the  evidence  of  negUgence  must  be  connected  with 

the*accident   *^®  accident  by  having  more  or  less  contributed  to  produce  it.^ 

Bridges  v.  North  London  Ry.  Co.  decides  that  where  there  are  facts 
from  which  negUgence  can  be  inferred  the  jury  must  have  the  oppor- 

1  3App.  Cas.  193,198. 

2  In  the  Irish  Court  of  Appeal  it  has  been  directly  decided  that  the  presence  of  an 
excited,  riotous,  or  drunken  crowd  on  a  platform  id  not  in  itself  a  state  of  things  that 
a  railway  company  is  to  be  held  accountable  foi  :  Cannon  v.  Midland  0.  W,  By.  of 
Ireland,  6  L.  B.  Ir.  199 :  Fraaer  y.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.  (1902),  5  Fraser  41.  Primd 
facie  it  is  evidence  of  negligence,  but  is  rebuttable. 

3  Cp.  Callender  v.  Carlion  Iron  Co.,  9  Times  L.  B.  646  (G.  A.),  affirmed  in  H.  L. 
10  Times  L.  B.  366.  Headford  v.  McGlary  Manufacturing  Co.,  24  Can.  S.  C.  B.  291 ; 
PhiUipaY.  Orand  Trunk  By.  Co.  (1901),  1  Ont  L.  B.  28. 
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tunity  of  drawing  that  inference.    The  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jackson 
defines  the  negUgence  that  is  to  be  inferred,  as  negligence  having  a 
causal   connection  with  the   accident.    The  Dyblin,    WicJdow,  and  Dublin, 
Wexford  Ry,  Co.  v.  Slattery^ — ^the  third  and  last  of  this  group  of  negli-  J"™?*^ 
gence  cases,  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords — establishes  thaj)  where  jjy(^;y^ 
tacts,  from  which  negligence  can  be  inferred,  are  given  in  evidence,  stau&y. 
their  effect  cannot  be  neutralised  by  other  evidence  contradictory  of 
them,  and  that  the  whole  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to  draw  what  in- 
ference they  may  please  f  subject,  of  course,  to  an  appHcation  to  the 
Court  in  banc  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  not  being  "  such  as  reasonable 
men  might  find."^ 

The  decision  in  Dublin,  WicJdow,  and  Wexford  Ry.  Co.  v.  SlaUery 
was  the  occasion  of  an  extraordinary  division  of  judicial  opinion. 
The  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £1205,  a  motion  to 
set  aside  that  verdict  was  discharged  by  three  judges  in  the  Irish 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.      On  appeal,  the  judges  in  the  Irish  Exchequer  Diviaion  of 
Chamber  were  equally  divided.     In  the  House  of  Lords  the  decision  judicial 
of  the  Irish  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  affirmed,  by  a  majority  of  ^P'*"^"- 
five  to  three. 

The  material  facts  were  :  Plaintiff's  husband  went  to  one  of  the  Facts  of  the 
defendants'  stations  to  see  a  friend  off  by  train.  To  get  a  ticket  it  ^'••®- 
was  necessary  to  cross  the  hue.  The  train  was  then  slowly  coming 
into  the  station.  He  safely  crossed  and  got  a  ticket.  The  train  had 
in  the  meantime  arrived,  and  was  stationary.  He  began  to  recross 
the  line  to  rejoin  his  friend,  and  went  at  the  back  of  the  train.  His 
view  of  the  down  Une  was  impeded  by  the  stationary  train,  and  as  he 
got  there  an  express  train  caught  and  killed  him.  It  was  a  rule  that 
the  express  train  should  always  whistle  on  approaching  the  station. 
The  driver  of  the  express  swore  that  he  whistled  twice.  Nine  other 
persons,  "  including  every  person  whose  evidence  could  be  supposed  to 
have  been  material,  all  of  whom  seem  to  me  to  be  entirely  unimpeached 
and  unimpeachable,"*  said  they  heard  the  whistUng.  Two  persons, 
on  the  other  hand,  said  they  did  not  hear  a  whistle,  and  one  that  he  did 
not  hear  a  whistle  but  would  not  swear  there  was  no  whistling.  The 
negUgence  alleged  was  the  absence,  of  whistling.    The  question  was, 

^  3  App.  Cas.  1156,  affirmiiifflr.  B.  10  C.  L.  256,  and  distixisnmhed,  Hudson  v. 
Viciorian  My.  Commissioner,  26  V.  L.  R.  269.  In  Wright  v.  O.  N.  By.  Co.,  8  L.  R. 
Ir.  257,  a  man,  in  a  position  of  safety,  seeing  a  train  approaohing,  left  his  safe  place 
to  cross  the  railway  line,  and  being  injured,  was  held  disentitled  to  recover.  A  point 
was  made  that  members  of  the  jury  from  their  independent  knowledge  of  the  place 
of  the  accident  sUffgeeted  facts  of  negligence  which  mieht  have  warranted  their  verdict. 

a  The  Pennsylvania  ease  of  Citizens'  Passenger  Bd.  Co.  v.  FoxUy,  107  Pa.  St.  537, 
lays  down  the  same  proposition. 

3  Metropolitan  By.  Co.  v.  Wright,  11  App.  Cas.  152,  where,  per  Lord  Halsbury, 
the  rule  in  Solomon  v.  Bitton,  8  Q.  B.  D.  176,  should  be  altered  by  the  substitution  of 
the  word  "  might "  for  "  ought  to."  "  It  is  idle,"  said  Lord  JSsher,  in  Wdtster  v. 
Friedeberg,  17  Q.  B.  D.  737,  "  to  say  that,  in  determining  whether  a  verdict  was 
against  the  weight  of  evidence,  you  must  not  take  into  serious  consideration  the 
opinion  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  case.  No  one  has  ever  said  that  his  opinion  is 
oonolusive,  but  it  is  a  matter  to  be  taken  into  serious  consideration."  See  also  Com- 
missioners for  Bailways  v.  Brown,  13  App.  Cas.  133 ;  Phillips  v.  Martin,  15  App.  Cas. 
194 ;  Broum  r.  Commissioners  for  Bailways,  16  App.  Cas.  240.  The  Cou  t  of  Appeal 
may  in  a  poper  case  enter  judgment  instead  of  ordering  a  new  trial :  AUcock  v.  Hall 
(1891),  1  Q.  B.  444.  The  first  instance  of  a  new  trial,  with  reference  to  the  merits  of 
the  case  on  the  evidence,  is  in  the  year  1665 :  Style,  462, 466.  New  trials  in  ejectment 
where  the  verdict  went  for  the  defendant*  were  not  permitted  even  then,  because  the 
verdict  in  ejectment  was  not  conchisive :  Argent  v.  Darrell.  2  Salk.  648.  It  was 
otherwise  if  the  verdict  went  for  the  plaintiff. 

*•  3  App.  Cas.  per  Lord  Cairnn,  C,  1 164. 
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whether  on  these  facts  the  judge  ought  to  have  withdrawn  the  case 

from  the  jury  or  not. 

The  view  The  view  of  the  majority,  upholding  the  decision  of  the  Irish 

°'^^®     _     Court  of  CoDMnon  Pleas  was — that  whenever  evidence  has  been  given 

Se^  valuation  ^^^^  wjiich  legal  negligence  may  be  inferred,  and  other  evidence  is 

of  evidence  is  Subsequently  given  inconsistent  with  the  first,  the  decision  which  is 

fjr  the  jury,     ^j^^  more  credible  must  always  rest  with  the  jury;    and  the  duty 

of  the  judge  is  confined  to  pointing  out  to  the  jury  the  rules  to  guide 

them  in  their  findings,  and  the  consequences  that  would  respectively 

attach  to  them. 

Th3view  The  view  of  the  minority  was,  that  when  the  evidence,  assuming 

minoHt  —     ^^  *^  ^^  ^^^^'  shows  a  State  of  things  in  which  no  reasonable  person 

thevaluatio.!  cDuld  be  expected  to  say  that  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  without 

of  evidence  is  any  concurrence  of  negligence  on  the  plaintiff's  part,  was  established, 

•luv  where^in  ^^^^^  ^®  ^^  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  and  the  judge  should 

the'opinion  of  direct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendants.^ 

the  judge,  It  was  agreed  that  whether  there  was  whistling  or  not  was  a  question 

a^^retwonaWe  ^^^  *^®  J^^ .'  ^^^  *^**  ^^^  remedy  for  a  wrongful  verdict  was  to  move 
difference  of  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
opinon  about  of  evidence. 

^^'  The  chief  difference  of  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords  turned  on  the 

question,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  deceased  had  not  so  clearly 
proved  him  the  author  of  his  own  injury  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  defendants'  negUgence  to  go  to  the  jury. 
Skelion  v.  To  establish  that,  if  this  were  so,  the  matter  might  be  removed  from 

L.  .^'N.  W.  the  jury,  Lord  Blackburn  cited  the  case  of  Skdton  v.  London  and 
^yCo.  North-Westem  Ry.  Co}    There  the  Court  held  that  the  only  act  of 

negligence  alleged  against  the  Company — ^that  of  not  fastening  the 
gate — was  not  negUgence — i.e.,  was  not  of  such  a  character  as  to  call 
for  an  answer  from  the  defendants.    The  case,  therefore,  is  not  one 
where  the  defendants'  negligence  and  its  effect  on  the  accident  were 
The  actual      brought  into  any  relation  whatever  with  the  act  of  the  plaintiff.    It 
J  oint  decided  jg  merely  the  ordinary  case  of  a  plaintiff  not  giving  evidence  enough 
to  raise  a  legal  presumption  against  the  defendants  ;   and  shows  only 
that  where  no  negligence  of  the  defendants  was  established,  the  Court 
commented  on  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  that  brought  about  the 
accident.'    Lord  Blackburn  also  cited  the  opinion  of  Brett,  J.,  advising 
Brett,  J. 'b,      the  House  of  Lords,  in  Bridges  v.  North  London  Ry.  Co,,^  in  which, 
^Bridaes^       after  pointing  out  that  before  directing  the  jury  in  terms,  the  judge 
N.  tendon     first  determines  whether  the  plaintiff  has  been  inj ured  by  the  defendant ; 
By.  Co,  next,  whether  the  injury  was  the  result  of  negligence  ;   he  thus  con- 

tinues :    the  third  question  the  judge  should  ask  himself  is — "'  Are 
there  facts  in  evidence  upon  which,  if  unanswered,  men  of  ordinary 

1  Compare  the  view  taken  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  Schofidd  v. 
Chicago,  Milwaukee,  <£?  Si.  Paul  Bd.  Co.,  114  U.  S.  (7  Davis)  615.  In  BandaU  v. 
Baltimore  A  Ohio  Bd.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  (2  Davis)  478,  the  rule  is  laid  down,  that  where, 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  with  all  the  inferences  that  the  jury  could  justifiably 
diaw  from  it,  is  insufficient  to  support  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  so  that  such  verdict- 
if  returned  must  be  set  aside,  the  Court  may  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

2  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  631.  In  this  case  Willes,  J.,  at  636,  cites  WyaU  v.  O.  W.  By.  Co., 
6  B.  &  S.  709,  a6  an  authority  that  the  Court  is  bound  to  consider  the  question  of 
contributory  negligence  in  deciding  whether  there  is  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
of  the  defendant's  liability.  This  is,  however,  disputed  by  Lord  Blackburn,  3  App. 
Cas.  1211.  And  a  reference  to  the  judgment  of  Cockburn,  C.J.,  6  B.  &  S.  717,  will 
make  it  clear  that  the  derision  in  that  case  was  merely  upon  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  47, 
importing  a  legislative  prohibition. 

3  3  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Penzance,  1178.  «  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  233. 
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reason  and  fairness  might  fairly  say  that  the  plaintiff  had  not,  in  a 
manner  contributing  to  the  accident,  done  anything  or  omitted  to  do 
anything,  which  a  person  of  ordinary  skill,  under  the  same  circum< 
stances,  would  not  have  done  or  would  have  done  ?  "     Lord  Blackburn 
reUed  on  this  passage  as  showing  that  in  the  opinion  of  Brett,  J.,  a 
judge  could  in  such  circumstances  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury. 
Yet  in  Rculley  v.  London  and  North-Western  Ry,  Co.,^  Brett,  J.,  having  His  direction 
directed  the  jury  in  accordance  with  that  view  of  the  law,  was  held  by  in  accordance 
the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Blackburn  assenting,  to  have  made  a  state-  J^!^!^ 
ment  of  the  law  "  contrary  to  the  doctrine  estabUshed  in  the  case  of  i^i^w! 
Davies  v.  Mann  f  "    and  the  ease  was  ordered  for  a  new  trial.     If  %.  Co. 
then  a  case  were  removed  from  the  jury  on  evidence  of  such  acts,  the  Jh^o'^e^^ 
Court  in  banc  would  be  constrained  to  order  a  new  trial,  since  acts  Lords, 
of  the  character  indicated — ^viz.,  those  showing  want  of  ordinary  skill —  Brett,  J.'s, 
would  not  necessarily  import  Uability.     The  inquiry  in  all  such  cases  view  con- 
is,  could  the  defendant,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  »'<*«^d. 
have  avoided  the  mischief  ;   and  if  he  could,  the  plaintiff's  negligence 
will  not  excuse  him.^    This  is  subject  to  the  observation  that  in  all 
cases  there  must  be  sufficient  evidence  of  fault  of  the  defendant  to 
call  on  him  to  answer  ;  there  must  be  a  prima  facie  case  made  out. 

There  must  first  be  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Rule  of  law 
defendant ;  then  the  defendant  may  show,  either  by  calUng  witnesses  analysed, 
or  out  of  the  plaintiff's  own  case — ^not  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
guilty  of  negUgence,  for  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  say,  I  may  be  just 
as  neghgent  as  I  please,  that  does  not  excuse  your  injuring  me  ;  you — 
the  defendant — ^must  show  that  you  were  ordinarily  prudent  and 
careful,  and  that  you  could  not  avoid  injuring  me  : — that  it  was 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff  that  produced  the  accident,  though  the 
defendant  used  all  due  care.    A  negligent  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  made 
the  victim  of  a  recklessly  negligent  act.    The  proof,  then,  of  facts, 
however  condemnatory  of  the  plaintiff,  is  not  sufficient ;  he  is  entitled 
to  be  neghgent  :*  what  changes  the  oni^  is  the  finding  that  the  effect 
of  his  acts  could  not  be  avoided  by  the  ordinary  care  of  the  defendant. 
As  Lord  Blackburn  says,^  "  If  there  is  some  farther  inference  of  fact 
which  may  be  drawn  from  the  undisputed  facts,  it  is  still  for  the 
jurymen  to  say  whether  they  will  draw  that  inference."    A  drunken 
man  falls  asleep  in  the  middle  of  the  road  ;  the  defendant  drives  over 
him.     The  evidence  shows  that  the  road  is  wide  and  straight,  and  the  CJontributorj 
driver  skilful.    The  judge  must  not  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  of  con-  ^voiv"^°com. 
tribntory  negUgence  ;•    for  contributory  negligence,  which   "  arises  parison  of 
when  there  has  been  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  defendants'  part,  not  facts, 
where  ex  hypothesi  there  has  been  none,"^  cannot  be  estabUshed 
without  proof  of  the  proposition,  "  that  though  the  plaintiff  may  have 
been  guilty  of  negUgence,  and  although  that  negUgence  may  in  fact  have 
contributed  to  the  accident,  yet  if  the  defendant  could  in  the  result 
by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  diUgence  have  avoided  the  mischief 
which  happened,  the  plaintiff's  negUgence  will  not  excuse  him.'*    As 

^  1  App.  Cas.  754,  per  Lord  Penzance,  760 ;   Inland  ds  Seaboard  Coaling  Co,  v. 
Tds<m,  139  U.  S.  (32  Davis)  551. 
3  10  M.  A  W.  646. 

3  Radley  v.  L,  A  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  754,  759. 

4  Ante,U,n.2. 

6  3  App.  Gas.,  1201. 

«  Clayards  v.  Deihiek,  12  Q.  B.  439,  per  Coleridge,  J.,  445. 

7  Thomas  ▼.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  685,  per  Bowen,  L.  J.,  697. 
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and  is  to  be  this  proposition  involves  a  comparison  of  facts,  it  must  be  for  the 
fhf^.^^  jury.i  Wakdin  y.  London  and  SotUh-Westem  Ry.  Go}  accords  with 
this :  the  plaintiff's  evidence  failed  to  show  a  frimA  fade  case.  On 
the  whole  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  a  case  equally  consistent  with  the 
presence  or  with  the  absence  of  negUgence  was  shown ;  while  the 
burden  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  facts  more  consistent  with  negU- 
gence than  with  the  other  alternative.  In  SlaUenfs  case  the  onus  on 
the  plaintiff  had  been  discharged ;  on  the  plaintiff's  evidence  as  it 
stood  at  the  close  of  her  case  there  was  evidence,  which,  uncontradicted, 
would  warrant  a  verdict  for  her.  The  defendants  had  indeed  sub- 
sequently given  evidence  that  to  a  fair-minded  person  was  cojiclusive ; 
nevertheless,  the  conflict  of  evidence  had  come  into  being  and  could 
only  be  settled  by  the  jury.  In  WakelvfCs  case  no  frimS,  facie  case 
for  the  plaintiff  was  made  out ;  in  Skutery^s  only  a  dubious  one  ;  yet 
bad  though  it  was,  it  must  go  to  the  jury,  for  there  was  a  dispute  as 
to  fact. 
Principle.  The  difference  may  be  stated  thus  :  where  the  plaintiff's  evidence 

shows  on  the  whole  that  he  has  not  made  out  his  case ;  one  portion  of 
his  evidence  may  colour  another  portion,  and  the  whole  be  neutralised  ; 
the  judge  may  then  nonsuit.  But  contributory  negUgence  impUes 
a  primd  fade  case  estabUshed  by  the  plaintiff.  To  displace  a  prima 
facie  case  by  showing  contributory  negUgence  impUes  a  preference  of 
one  of  two  differing  views.     This  preference  is  the  prerogative  of  a 

Bearing  of  The  question  of  contributory  negUgence  is,  however,  only  iu- 

f^tife^'^inT^  cidentally  involved  here.  In  SlaUery's  case^  the  inquiry  was  whether 
eporn  ^j^gj^  evidence  is  given  which  by  itself  raises  a  presimiption  of  negli- 
gence, which  afterwards,  by  reason  of  other  evidence,  has  its  force 
diminished,  it  can,  in  any  circumstances,  be  considered  so  far 
obUterated  as  to  warrant  the  judge  in  removing  the  case  from  the 
jury. 

The  contention  of  the  minority  in  the  Lords  was  that,  where  the 
contradictory  evidence  could  be  regarded  as  admitted,  the  effect  was 
to  obUterate  the  evidence  that  showed  negUgence.  Now  though  the 
facts  of  the  manner  of  crossing  and  the  approach  of  the  train  were 
admitted  in  SlaUery's  case,  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  admitted 
facts  were  not  admitted.  On  the  one  hand,  the  conclusion  suggested 
was,  that  Slattery  was  guilty  of  negUgence  ;  on  the  other,  that  he  got 
into  his  perilous  position  through  the  neglect  of  the  engine-driver  to 
whistle  and  give  him  proper  warning.  Though  the  bare  facts  were 
admitted,  the  conclusion  from  them  being  consistent  with  either  of 
two  states  of  facts,  one  of  which  the  one  side  adopted,  the  other  the 
other;  and  evidence  having  been  given  which  threw  the  onus  of 
proof  on  the  defendants,  and  raised  a  presumption,  though  a  very 
sUght  one,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the  question  had  to  be  left  to  the 
jury.  Where  both  evidence  and  conclusions  from  evidence  are  ad- 
mitted, there  can  be  nothing  to  leave  to  the  jury  ;  but  this  is  a  state 
of  things  of  rare  occurrence ;  since  usually  where  facts  are  admitted 
the  inferences  from  them  are  disputed,  where  inferences  are  not  dis- 
puted then  the  facts  are. 

Gonolii8ioii&  SlaUery's  case  estabUshes  that  it  is  competent  to,  and  the  duty  of, 

homSlaUery^a 

case,  1  Radley  v.  L.  <fe.  N,  W.  Ry.  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  764,  759. 

2  12  App.  Cas.  41.     Kirhy  v.  Victorian  By.  Commissiorier,  24  V.  L.  R.  667. 

3  3  App.  Cas.  1166. 
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the  judge  to  say  whether  there  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  on  any 
issue  ;  and  he  is  not  precluded  from  taking  the  case  from  the  jury  when 
the  plaintiff,  in  proving  negligence,  proves  also  other  facts  of  such  a 
character  that  no  reasonable  men  could  find  in  his  favour.^  But  it  is 
not  competent  for  him  to  say  that  any  one  issue  is  proved  more  than 
any  other,  and  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury.  Further,  where 
there  are  either  facts  or  conclusions  from  facts  in  dispute  the  decision 
of  them  is  for  the  jury.^ 

The  effect  of  the  decision  in  Dublin,  Wickhw,  and  Wexford  Ry.  Davey  v. 
Co,  V.  SkUtery^  was  canvassed  in  Davey  v.  London  and  SotUh-Westem  ^  *  ^-  ^' 
Ry.  Co}  The  facts,  as  stated  by  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  were  :  the  ^^^  ^''' 
plaintiff  ^^  caused  the  accident  by  walking  straight  into  a  train  that 
he  might  have  seen."  On  this  the  judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff ;  a 
rule  was  then  obtained  on  the  ground  that,  "  if  there  is  evidence  of 
negUgence  or  a  breach  of  duty  by  the  defendants  without  which  the 
accident  would  not  have  happened,  there  is  a  case  for  the  jury ;  and 
it  is  well  settled  that  evidence  of  contributory  negligence,  however 
strong,  cannot  entitle  a  judge  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury." 
The  Divisional  Court  discharged  the  rule,  and  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. 
(one  of  the  dissentient  judges  in  SlaUery^a  case),  laid  down  the  law  Judgment 
in  the  following  terms  :  "It  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  before  he  can  p  f^?]f^ 
recover,  that  there  was  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  c. j^ 
that  such  negUgence  caused  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff.  In  the  present 
c^e  the  plaintiff  must  therefore  make  out  two  things  :  first,  that  the 
defendants,  through  their  servants,  did  or  omitted  to  do  something 
which  a  reasonably  careful  person  would  not  have  done  or  omitted  to 
do  ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff's  injury  was  thereby  occasioned. 
It  has  certainly  been  determined  in  several  cases,  which  have  not  been 
overruled  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  in  attempting  to 
estabUsh  his  case,  not  only  does  not  show  any  act  or  omission  of  the 
defendants  from  which  the  accident  arose,  but,  on  the  contrary,  does 
show  that  he  himself  caused  the  damage,  then  bis  calse  fails,  because  he 
proves  affirmatively  that  he  himself  is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong. 
If,  therefore,  by  the  uncontradicted  facts,  on  the  truth  of  which  the 
plaintiff  must  rest  his  own  case,  it  is  shown  that  the  damage  to  the 
plaintiff  was  caused  by  himself,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  learned  judge 
was  right  in  nonsuiting  the  plaintiff,  because  he  failed  in  sustaining 
the  onus  which  he  was  bound  to  sustain,  viz.,  of  showing  that  the 
injury  resulted  from  the  defendants'  acts." 

Denman,  J.,  concurred  in  this;    but  Manisty,  J.,  had  doubts Denman, J., 
whether  the  question  of  reasonable  precautions  was  not  for  the  jury.  JJ^J^'  j 
On  appeal,  the  decision  was  sustained  by  Brett,  M.R.,  and  Bowen,  L.  J.,  doubts. 

BiyiBional 

1  Wright  V.  Midland  By.  Co.,  51  L.  T.  639 ;   MitcheU  v.  New  York,  dc,  Rd.  Co.,  ^^J^^ 
146  U.  S.  (39  DaviB)  513.  of  ADDeal  • 

2  In  the  United  States  the  rule  is  the  same ;    Washington  da  Oeorgetoum  Rd.  Co.  v.         ^'^     * 
Harmon,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  571. 

3  3  App.  Gas.  1155.  The  law  in  the  United  States  ia  indistinguishable  :  Dunlap  v. 
N.  E.  Ed.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  (23  Davis)  649. 

4  11  Q.  B.  D.  213,  217,  12  Q.  B.  D.  70.  Beading  and  Cdumbia  Rd.  v.  Bilchie, 
102  Pa.  St.  425.  Cornish  v.  Accident  Insurance.  Co.,  23  Q.  B.  D.  453,  is  a  decision  on 
a  policy  of  insurance  against  accident  happening  **  by  exposure  of  the  insured  to 
obvious  risk  of  injury."  The  insured  met  his  death  through  attempting  to  cross  the 
main  line  of  a  railway  in  front  of  an  approaching  train.  The  Court  heldthat  injuries 
occasioned  by  negligence  were  not  in  all  cases  excepted  by  such  a  clause.  Bowen, 
L.J.,  inclined  to  construe  "  obvious  "  as  "  evident  to  the  senses."  Captain  Boyton's 
World's  WaUr  Show,  dfC,  y.  Employers'  Liability  Assurance,  doc,  11  Times  L.  R.  384. 
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Baggallay,      Baggallay,  L.J.,  dissenting.^    The  dissent  of   Baggallay,  L.J.,   was 
L.J.,  diasents.  based  upon  an  illustration  used  by  Lord  Caims  in  giving  judgment 
in  Dublin,  Wickhw,  and  Wexford  Ry.  Co,  v.  Slattery  :^   "  If  a  railway 
train,  which  ought  to  whistle  when  passing  through  a  station,  were  to 
pass  through  without  whistling,  and  a  man  were,  in  broad  dayUght 
and  without  anything,  either  in  the  structure  of  the  line  or  otherwise,  to 
obstruct  his  view,  to  cross  in  front  of  the  advancing  train  and  to  be 
killed,  I  should  think  that  the  judge  ought  to  tell  the  jury  that  it  was 
the  folly  and  recklessness  of  the  man,  and  not  the  carelessness  of  the 
company,  which  caused  his  death."     The  Lord  Justice  was  of  opinion 
that  the  case  showed  both  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
and  an  absence  of  contributory  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  majority  of  the  Court^  however,  were  of  opinion  that  no  negligence 
of  the  defendants  had  been  shown.^ 
Judgment  of         Bowen,  L.J.,  thus  deals  with^Lord  Cairns's  illustration:*    "The 
^•th^'^f  ^'^'*  ^^®s*i^^  ^^^  *^®  House  of  Lords  was,  whether  the  learned  judge  at  the 
to  Lonl^^^*^^  *^*^  should  have  nonsuited  or  not ;    and  that  question  divided  itself 
Cairns's  into  two  parts  :    First,  whether  there  was  evidence  of  negligence  in 

illustrations,  jj^g  railway  company  to  go  to  the  jury ;  and  secondly,  whether,  even 
assuming  there  was  such,  that  was  negligence  which  could  have  caused 
the  accident,  or  whether  there  was  not  such  clear  contributory  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  rendered  it  impossible  for  a  reason- 
able person  to  suppose  the  accident  was  caused  by  anybody  except  the 
plaintiff  himself.  Now,  the  observations  of  Lord  Caims  in  that  case, 
it  will  be  observed,  arise  solely  on  this  second  branch.  Lord  Caims 
thought  that,  on  the  admitted  facts,  it  could  not  be  said  that  there 
were  not  two  views  open  of  the  plaintiff's  conduct,  and  the  reason  he 
thought  so  was  because  the  plaintiff  was  a  person  who  was  simply 
crossing,  in  the  night-time,  a  station  where  the  trains  ought  to  whistle 
when  they  were  passing  such  crossing  in  the  night-time,  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  facts  there  did  admit  of  two  reasonable  views,  Lord 
Caims  thought  that  the  judge  ought  not  to  have  nonsuited.  If  the 
facts  here  had  been  exactly  as  they  were  in  that  case,  one  would  have 
come  to  the  same  conclusion  in  the  present  case,  but  it  is  because  I 
think  they  do  not  fall  within  the  facts  of  that  case,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
do  not  leave  open  two  views  which  can  be  reasonably  taken  of  the 
plaintiff's  conduct  that  I  think  the  judge  was  right  in  nonsuiting."* 

1  12  Q.  B.  D.  70,  74.  2  3  App.  Cas.  11C6. 

3  Cp.  Cfreemoood  v.  Philadelphia,  <kc.  Rd.  Co.,  124  Pa.  St.  572,  10  Am.  St.  R.  614, 
as  to  what  is  not  merely  evidence  of  negligence  but  "  negligence  per  tfe  "  in  a  traveller, 

*  12Q.B.D.78.     * 

»  See  Broum  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  1  Times  L.  R.  406,  with  note  of  Wright  v.  Midland 
Ry.  Co.,  where  Davy's  case  is  commented  on  by  Brett,  M.R.  In  Curfin  v.  The  Great 
Southern  ds  Western  Ry.  Co.  of  Ireland,  22  L.  R.  Ir.  219,  it  is  again  discii8.sed.  See, 
too,  McDonnell  v.  The  Great  Southern  4'  Western  Ry.  Co.,  24  L.  R.  Ir.  360.  Lord 
Esher,  M.R.,  subsequently  (Mich.  Term  1890),  on  Davey's  case  being  cited,  said  he 
hoped  he  should  never  hear  that  case  cited  again,  as  he  was  now  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  of  Baggallay,  L.J.,  was  right.  Bowen,  L.J.,  who  was  sitting  with  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  did  not  express  concurrence.  {Ex  mea  relatione.)  But  sub- 
sequently in  Smith  v.  S.  E.  Ry.  Co.  (1896),  1  Q.  B.  178,  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  said  that 
it  would  be  convenient  for  the  profession  if  the  judgments  of  the  C.  A.  in  Wakdiria  case 
were  appended  to  the  report  of  Sm  tk*s  cise  ;  and  the  M.R.  is  there  reported  to  have  said 
(191) :  I  do  not  retract  any  part  of  the  statement  which  I  made  in  the  case  of  Dave.y 
y.  Xr.  df  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  as  to  the  principle  of  law  in  relation  to  the  proof  of  the  cause  of 
action  in  cases  of  this  kind."  In  1899,  in  White  v.  Ehrry  Ry.  Co.,  15  Times  L.  R.  475, 
Smith,  L.  J.,  is  reported  :  "  It  is  true  that  in  Davey  v.  L.  d-.  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  this  Court  did 
hold  in  a  ca^  somewhat  like  the  present,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff  because  it  was  apparent  thnt  he  had  been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Baggallay,  L.J.,  however,  dissented,  and  Lord  Esher  had  since  expressed  a  doubt 
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In  these  level-crossing  cases  the  tendency  of  the  English  Courts  has 
been,  and  is,  to  lay  stress  on  the  practically  resistless  power  of  the 
steam-engine  and  the  severity  of  the  duty  to  be  exacted  from  the 
railway  company.  The  other  side  of  the  duty,  that  of  the  passenger 
to  avoid  danger,  though  as  imperative,  is  rarely  made  prominent. 
The  duty  of  the  passenger  to  avoid  danger  is  as  stringent  as  neglect 
of  it  is  irreparable.  The  railway  line,  the  signals,  the  gates,  the  level 
crossing,  apprise  him  of  the  probable  rush  past  of  a  train.  His  duty 
is  to  be  alert,  to  anticipate  and  to  avoid  danger ;  the  greatest  care  is 
necessary ;  he  should  look  both  up  and  down  the  line  and  search  for 
manifestations  of  approaching  danger.  If  he  would  only  use  his  ears 
many  fatal  accidents  would  never  have  occurred.  If  he  elects  not  to  be 
careful  he  must  abide  the  consequences.  If  he  risks  crossing  without 
precaution,  he  and  not  the  company  is  to  blame  if  his  adventure  brings 
disaster,  and  that  too  whether  his  act  is  prompted  by  ignorance  or 
bad  judgment  or  obstinate  recklessness.  "  A  mutual  duty  is  enjoined 
and  a  mutual  liability  results  from  a  failure  to  perform  that  duty  ;  and 
a  party  who  fails  in  performing  his  own  part  thereof,  is  in  no  condition 
to  enforce  the  penalty  of  a  breach  on  the  other  party."^ 

In   Wakelin  v.   London  and  South-Western  Ry,   Co.,^  plaintiS' 6  Wakdinv. 
husband  was  found  dead  on  the  defendants*  railway,  near  a  public  ^-  ^-  ^• 
footpatk,  and  nothing  was  known  about  how  he  got  there.    Brett,  sfett  m  R 
M.R.,in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  once  more  expressed  his  opinion  that:  repeats hig  ' 
The  plaintiff  "was  not  only  bound  to  give  evidence  of  negUgence  vie^i^the 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  which  was  a  cause  of  the  death  of  the  ^^^j 
deceased,  but  was  also  bound  to  give  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  '         , 

deceased  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  contributing  to  the  accident ; 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  having  been  unable  to  give  any 
evidence  of  the  circumstances  of  the  accident,  she  had -failed  in  giving 
evidence  of  that  necessary  part  of  her  prinid  facie  case."^    In  the  But ia  over- 
House  of  Lords,  however,  the  correct  view  was  determined  to  be  that  ruled  in  the 
the  plaintiff  was  required  to  give  evidence  only  on  the  first  head,  that  ^^  ^^ 
the  accident  was  caused  through  the  negligent  act  of  the  defendants. 
Lord  Watson  *  pointed  out  that  this  was  not  inconsistent  with  Slattery's  ^^^    , 

whether  the  j  udgmen  t  of  himself  and  Bo  wen,  L.  J. ,  was  right. ' '     In  the  House  of  Lords,  ^P*"^**^*^ 

17  Times  L.  R.  644,  the  judgment  of  the  C.  A.  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  on 

the  misdirections  of  the  judge  at  the  trial.      The  difference  between  the  English  and 

the  Canadian  systems  is  marked  in  Canadian  Pacific  By.  Co.  v.  Fleming,  22  Can. 

S.  C.  R.  33,  44.     Negligent  delay  in  opening  gates  across  a  highway  is  actionable : 

Boyd  V.  Q.  N.  By.  Co.   (1895),   2  I.   R.    555.     Cp.  Jones  v.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co., 

16  Ont.  App.  37,  and  Fdlet  v.  Toronto  Street  B:/.  Co.,  15  Ont.  App.  346,  the  case  of 

walking  a  horse  against  a  tramcar — very  like  Allen  v.  North  Metropolitan  Tramway, 

4  Times  L.  R.  561.     In  Peart  v.  Grand  Trunk  Bq.  Co.,  10  Ont.  App.  191,  Davey's  case 

is  considered  at  length.     Buddy  v.  L.  db  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  658,  is  the  case 

of  a  boy  being  run  over  by  a  van  ;    Dallas  v.  G.  W.  By.  Co.,  9  Times  L.  R.  344,  a 

level  crossing  case,  where  judgment  was  entered  for  plaintiff  in  C.  A.  ;    Newman  v 

L.  <fr.  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  7  Times  L.  R.  138,  a  nonsuit  in  a  level  crossing  case.     In  Harrison 

V.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  29  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  844,  there  was  said  to  be  no  duty  upon  a  railway 

company  which  allows  people  to  cross  their  line,  but  in  no  definite  track,  to  use  care 

to  protect  them.     Sims  v.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.,  10  Ont.  L.  R.  330 ;   PeaH  v.  Grand 

Trunk  By.  Co.  [Privy  Council),  10  A.  R.  191,  10  Ont.  L.  R.  753.     The  American  law 

is  very  fully  discussed  in  Grand  Trunk  Bd.  Co.  v.  Ives,  144  U.  S.  (37  Davis)  408,  419 

et  seq.  i  Wi^ds  v.  Hudson  Bivir  Bd.  Co.  24  N.  Y .  430, 44 1. 

2  12  App.  Gas.  41.  Barker  v.  L.  d:.  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  31,  where  the 
C.  A.  case,  Uohurn  v.  G.  N.  B.  By.  Co.,  is  appended  in  a  note.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co. 
V.  Hainer,  36  Can.  S.  C.  R.  180.  Cp.  per  Lord  Wensleydale,  Morgan  v.  Sim,  11 
Moo.  P.  C.  C.  311. 

3  12  App.  Cas.  43.  Brett,  M.R.'s,  judgment  in  Wakelin* s  case  is  printed  as  a 
note  to  Smith  v.  S.  E.  By.  Co.  (1896),  1  Q.  B.  189.  ♦  12  App.  Cas.  48. 
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cdse.  "  I  am  of  opinion,"  he  said,  "  that  the  onus  of  proving  affirma- 
tively that  there  was  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person 
injured,  rests,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  the  defendants,  and  that  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  tending  to  that  conclusion,  the  plaintiff  is 
not  bound  to  prove  the  negative  in  order  to  entitle  her  to  a  verdict  in 
her  favour.  That  opinion  was  expJressed  by  Lord  Hatherley  and  Lord 
Penzance  in  the  Dublin,  WicHow,  <md  Wexford  Ry.  Co.  v.  SUxttery} 
I  agree  with  these  noble  Lords  in  thinking  that,  whether  the  question 
of  such  contributory  negligence  arises  on  a  plea  of  '  not  guilty,'  or  is 
made  the  subject  of  a  counter  issue,  it  is  substantially  a  matter  of 
defence.  And  I  do  not  find  that  the  other  noble  Lords  who  took  part 
in  the  decision  of  Sldttery's  case  said  anything  to  the  contrary.  In 
expressing  my  own  opinion,  I  have  added  the  words  'in  the  first 
instance,'  because,  in  the  course  of  the  trial  the  ornis  may  be  shifted 
to  the  plaintiff  so  as  to  justify  a  finding  in  the  defendants'  favour,  to 
which  they  would  not  otherwise  have  been  entitled."  Lord  Blackburn 
concurred  with  Lord  Watson, 
Ix)rdHalB.  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  said  :    "  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  in 

bnry'fl  opinion  jjiiis  case  to  estabUsh  by  proof  that  her  husband's  death  has  been 
caused  by  some  negligence  of  the  defendants,  some  negligent  act,  or 
some  negUgent  omission,  to  which  the  injury  complained  of  in  this 
case,  the  death  of  the  husband,  is  attributable.  That  is  the  fact  to  be 
proved.  If  that  fact  is  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  fails,  and  if  in  the 
absence  of  direct  proof,  the  circumstances  which  are  established  are 
equally  consistent  with  the  allegation  of  the  plaintiff  as  with  the 
denial  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  fails,  for  the  very  simple  reason 
that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  estabtish  the  affirmative  of  the  pro- 
position :  Ei  qui  affirmat  non  ei  qui  negat  incumbU  probatio.^'  ^ 

"  If  the  simple  proposition  with  which  I  started  is  accurate,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  plaintiff,  who  gives  evidence  of  a  state  of  facts  which 
is  equally  consistent  with  the  wrong  of  which  she  complains  having  been 
caused  by — ^in  this  sense  that  it  could  not  have  occurred  without— her 
husband's  own  negligence,  as  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants, 
does  not  prove  that  it  was  caused  by  the  defendants'  negligence. 
She  may  indeed  establish  that  the  event  has  occurred  through  the 
joint  neghgence  of  both,  but  if  that  is  the  state  of  the  evidence  the 
plaintiff  fails,  because  in  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  de/endentis.  It 
is  true  that  the  onus  of  proof  may  shift  from  time  to  time  as  matter 
of  evidence,  but  still  the  question  must  ultimately  arise  whether  the 
person  who  is  bound  to  prove  the  affirmative  of  the  issue — i.e.,  in  this 
case  the  negligent  act  done — ^has  discharged  herself  of  that  burden.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  do  this  imless  she  proves  that 
the  defendants  have  caused  the  injury  in  the  sense  which  I  have 
explained."^  But,  "  a  person  on  whom  the  burden  of  proof  Ues,  may 
always,  in  order  to  discharge  himself  of  that  burden,  vouch  what  is 
proved  for  him  by  his  opponent."* 

It  often  happens  in  these  cases,  that  while  the  plaintiff  has  been 
striving  to  prove  neghgence,  he  indicates  facts  which  show  contributory 

1  3App.  Cas.  1169,  1180. 

2  Ei  incumbit  probation  qui  di  it ;  non  qui  negat :  D.  22,  3.  2.  Semper  necessitoA 
probandi  incumbit  Uli  qui  agit :  Inst.  2,  20,  4.  See  a  remark  by  Palles,  C.B.,  in  HuU 
V.  The  O,  N.  By.  Co.  of  Ireland,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  289,  294,  on  "  the  ordinary  principles 
as  to  onus  of  proof. " 

3  12App.Cas.44.    Pom/re/ v.  Lane*.  AT.  iJy.  (1903);  2  K.  B.  per  Collins,  M.  11.721. 
*  Kimherr.  The  Press  AMociation  {IS9Z),  1  Q.  B.  65,  per  Lord  Esher,  M.IL,  71.  ' 
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negKgence.    In  this  event,  before  he  can  recover,  he  has  not  only  to 

show  affirmatively  the  negHgence  of  the  defendant,  but  some  facts  to 

answer  the  implication  of  negligence  on  his  part,  also  arising  from  his 

evidence.^    Such  proof  depends  on  the  gap  in  his  own  proof,  not  on 

any  obhgation  in  advance  to  disprove  his  antagonist's  case.    He  has 

given  evidence  of  something  which  unexplained  destroys  his  cause  of 

action.    He  has  to  explain  it,  else  he  has  not  laid  proper  foundations 

to  go  to  the  jury.     The  onus  on  the  plaintiff  is  to  show  that  the  defen-  The  accepted 

dant's  negUgence  caused  the  accident,  and  where  the  plaintiff  gives  ''^®- 

evidence  of  a  state  of  things  equally  consistent  with  the  wrong  being 

caused  by  his  own  negligence  or  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 

he  has  not  proved  his  case.*    Save  in  this  connection  the  plaintiff  has 

nothing  to  do  with  disproof  of  contributory  negUgence  as  the  foundation 

of  his  case.^ 

The  cases  were  reviewed  by  Palles,  C.B.,  in  Coyle  v.  Great  Northern  CoyU  ▼. 
Ry,  Co.  of  Ireland^  and  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendants,  as  ^;  f^^^^' 
the  undisputed  facts  showed  affirmatively  that  C  crossing  the  railway  ^ 
line  acted  negligently,  and  that  this  negligence,  if  not  the  sole  was  at 
least  a  contributory  cause  of  the  accident.  Palles,  C.B.,  deduces  the 
followmg  principle  :  "  That  to  justify  the  judge  in  leaving  the  case 
to  the  jury,  notwithstanding  the  voluntary  act  of  the  injured  person, 
which  contributed  to  the  injury  complained  of,  the  circumstances 
must  be  such  as  either,  firstly,  to  make  the  question  whether  that  act 
is  negligent  (either  per  se,  or  having  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the 
defendants  inducing  or  affecting  it),  a  question  of  fact ;  or,  secondly, 
the  circumstances  must  be  such  as  to  render  reasonable  an  inference 
of  fact  that  the  defendants,  by  using  due  care,  could  have  obviated  the 
consequences  of  the  plaintiff's  negligence.  If  the  case  is  so  clear  that 
the  determination  of  those  two  questions  involves  no  inference  of 
fact,  it  is  for  the  judge  and  not  for  the  jury  ;  "  and  this  expression 
has  been  accepted  as  correct  by  the  High  Court  of  Australia.^ 

In  Smith  v.  South  Eastern  Ry.  Co,,^  the  Court  of  Appeal  seemed  Smith  v. 
more  uncertain  as  to  the  ground  of  their  decision  than  as  to  the  decisioh  ^-  ^-  ^y-  ^^• 
itself.  A  resident  in  the  neighbourhood  of  a  level  crossing  called  upon 
the  gate-keeper  at  the  lodge.  The  duty  of  the  gatekeeper  was  to 
leave  his  lodge  when  a  train  is  signalled  and,  by  day,  to  show  a  white 
flag,  by  night,  a  white  light.  The  visitor  found  the  gates  open  as  for 
a  train.     The  gatekeeper,  however,  omitted  to  leave  his  lodge  to 

1  Cp.  Cltfde  Navigation  Co.  v.  Barclay^  1  App.  Ca«.,  per  Lord  Chelmsford,  792,  793, 
Lord  Selborne,  796.     Avis  v.  O.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  693. 

2  The  rule  in  the  United  States  is,  that  where  the  evidence,  given  at  the  trial  with 
all  the  inferences  that  the  jury  could  justifiably  draw  from  it,  is  insufficient  to  support  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff — i.e.,  whore  such  a  verdict,  if  returned,  must  bo  set  aside,  the 
Court  is  not  bound  to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury,  but  may  direct  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant :  Qoodlett  v.  Louisville,  <fcc.  Hd.,  122  U.  S.  (16  Davis)  391, 411.  "  It  would  be 
an  idle  proceeding  to  submit  the  evidence  to  the  jury  where  they  could  justly  find 


only  in  one  way  :  Anderson  County  Commissioners  v.  Beal,  113.  U.  S.  (6  Davis)  227, 
241  "  :  per  Field,  J.,  in  North  Pennsylvanian  Bd.  Co.  v.  Commercud  Bank  of  Chicago, 
123 U.S.  (16 Davis) 733. 

3  Holland  v.  North  Metropolitan  Tramways  Co.,  3  Times  L.  R.  245 ;  where  Manisty, 
J.,  said  that  Davey's  case  was  no  longer  an  authority  on  this  point.  In  Cole  v. 
O.  N.  Ry.  Co.  of  Ireland,  20  L.  R.  Ir.  409,  all  the  cases  are  reviewed  by  Palles.  C.B. 
There  jud;m3nt  was  ente.ed  fjr  d  fendants  as  the  undisputed  facts  showed  affir- 
matively that  C  crossing  the  line  acted  negligently,  and  that  this  negligence,  if  not  the 
eole  WA£  at  least  a  contributory  cause  of  the  accident. 

*  20  L.  R.  It.  409,  418.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  BirheU,  36  Can.  S.  C.  R.  296 ; 
ValUa  V.  Grand  Tnink  Ry.  Co.  (1901),  1  Ont.  L.  R.  224. 

«  The  Gmnniissuiner  of  Rai'.wdys  y,  LeaJu/,  %  C.  I/.  R.  (Australa)  64. 

«  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  178. 
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g'2  to  save  life  ;  nor  could  there  be  any  arguable  point  made  adverse 

,.Nv.:  to  Lord  Lorebum,  C.'s,  statement  that  the  railway  company  were 

\^i  bound  further  to  show  that  **  the  cause  "which  led  to  the  necessity 

^^,-  of  stopping  the  train  was  not  brought  about  by  any  negligence  upon 

^■^^,  their  part." 

Tj  t  Lord  Lorebum,  C,  however,  assumes  that  a  man  being  on  the  line  is  Lord  Lore- 

V^  evidence  of  negUgence  until  his  presence  there  is  accounted  for.     If  bum,  C/s, 

^      J  the  man  were  a  workman  of  the  company's  this  view  might  be  tenable.  *""™P  ^^^' 

,  ^  But  the  company  had  rebutted  this  by  showing  that  he  was  a  passenger, 

^^/^  and  how  he  got  there.    Dublin,  Wicklow,  and  Wexford  Ry.  Co,  v. 

[^-^  Slattery^  is  apparently  in  point.    That  a  man  was  on  a  railway  line  and 

^^.  killed  by  an  express  train  was  held  not  to  raise  any  presumption  of 

^Y^\  negUgence  against  the  railway  company ;  ^  though  there  was  evidence 

r^  that  a  crossing  over  the  line  and  unprotected,  was  used  with  the 

P^'^,  assent  of  the  railway  company  by  passengers,  notwithstanding  a  notice 

f^^'  was  posted  up  which  forbade  its  use.     The  sole  negligence  alleged 

«i^*  in  the  case  was  neglect  to  whistle,  as  the  train  approached  the  station. 

CUB?-''  Again  in  Wakdin  v.  London  and  South  Western  Ry,  Co,,^  the  presence 

a*?1*  of  a  man  on  the  railway  line  was  held  no  evidence  of  negligence  ; 

-)f*  ^  though  in  this  case  there  was  the  admission  that  "  the  company  did 

rU^  iiot  give  any  special  signal  nor  take  any  extraordinary  precautions 

i^^  while  their   trains  were   travelling  over  the  crossing."    Rightly  or 

.*'j^-  wrongly,"  says  Lord  Halsbury,  C.,*  "the  Legislature  have  permitted  Lord  Hals- 

^i  >.-  the  railways  to  cross  roadways  on  a  level,  and  it  must  be  taken  that  ^K^  *^**^' 

^  '^  the  Legislature,  wherever  they  have  given  that  authority,  and  without 
'.^-  c"        •  requiring  special  measures  of  precaution,  have  left  to  the  railway 

' -,  o'  company  the  discretion  of  using  their  lines  in  a  reasonable  and  proper 
fashion."    This  then  disposes  of  any  suggestion  that  the  jury  were 


-:> 


-- » 


.'t         entitled  to  find  that  some  special  safeguard  satisfactory  to  their  own 


judgments  should  be  adopted.  Lord  Watson*  adds  :  "  Mere  allegation  Lord 
or  proof  that  the  company  were  guilty  of  negligence  is  altogether  Watson's, 
irrelevant ;  they  might  be  guilty  of  many  negUgent  acts  or  omissions, 
which  might  possibly  have  occasioned  injury  to  somebody,  but  had  no 
connection  whatever  with  the  injury  for  which  redress  is  sought,  and 
therefore  the  plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove  not  merely  that  they 
were  negligent,  but  that  their  negUgence  caused  or  materiaUy  contri- 
buted to  the  injury." 

Reverting  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  we  find :  •  "  If  in  the 
absence  of  direct  proof  the  circumstances  which  are  estabUshed  are 
equally  consistent  with  the  allegation  of  the  plaintiff  as  with  the 
denial  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  fails,  for  the  very  simple  reason 
that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  estabUsh  the  afi&rmative  of  the  pro- 
position :    ei  qui  affirmant  nan  ei  qui  negat  incumbii  probatioJ*^     Lord  Lord  Black- 
Blackburn's  authority  may  be  added  :^    "  Putting  the  matter  at  the  ^^  ^^^ 
lowest,  I  think  your  Lordships  will  be  safe  in  adopting  the  view  of  l'j  ™^^  ' 
Bramwell,  L.  J.,  *  supposing  the  evidence  to  be  consistent  with  negUgence, 
namely,  that  negUgence  may  have  caused  the  matters  complained  of, 
it  is  equally  consistent  with  no  negUgence,  namely,  that  the  matters 
proved  may  have  been  caused  otherwise  than  by  negUgence,  and  it  is 

1  3App.Ca8.  1155. 

2  Cp.  Singleton  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  7  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  287,  with  Williams  v. 
O.W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  167,  from  which  it  is  differentiated  by  the  breach  of  a 
statutory  daty  in  the  latter  case. 

3  12  App.  Cas.  41.  4  L.C,  46.  6  L.c.  47.  •  I.e.  46. 
7  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  3  App.  Cas.  206. 
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an  elementary  rule  that  when  the  evidence  is  consistent  as  much  with 
one  state  of  facts  as  with  another  it  proves  neither.' "  Further,  to 
raise  a  case  of  negUgence  not  only  must  neglect  of  some  precaution  be 
shown,  but  "  the  plaintiff  should  also  show  with  reasonable  certainty 
what  particular  precaution  should  have  been  taken."^  The  presence 
of  the  passenger  on  the  railway  line  not  being  per  se  evidence  of  negh- 
gence  and  his  presence  there  being  the  sole  reason  for  the  stoppage  of 
the  train,  the  plaintiff  manifestly  fails  in  proving  facts  from  which 
the  conclusion  of  negligence  may  be  legally  drawn.  There  is  then  no 
case  for  the  jury.*  Possibly  the  true  inwardness  of  the  decision  can 
best  be  expressed  in  the  language  of  the  civil  law  :  ex  his,  qacB  forte 
uno  aliquo  casu  cuxndere  jx>88unt,  jura  non  constiluunlur} 

Ddany  v.  The  Dvhlin  United  Tramways  Co}  presents  some  features 
that  may  be  noticed  here.  The  plaintiff,  being  drunk,  got  on  the 
defendants'  tramcar  while  in  motion.  The  conductor  pushed  him  off ; 
he  fell,  and  received  serious  injuries,  in  respect  of  which  he  recovered 
in  an  action.  The  Judge  expressed  himself  "  judicially  satisfied  " 
with  the  result.  On  appeal,  the  only  question  was  whether  the 
Judge  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  Palles,  C.B., 
and  Murphy,  J.,  in  the  Exchequer  Division,  held  it  competent  to  a 
jury  to  find  that  to  push  the  plaintiff  off  while  the  car  was  in  motion 
was  an  unreasonable  and  dangerous  mode  of  removing  him  ;  and  that 
though  it  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct  contributed  to  the 
accident,  the  issue  whether  the  accident  was  caused  by  the  defendants' 
negligence  could  not  be  withdrawn  from  them.  In  the  Court  of  Appeal 
this  decision  was  reversed  (Barry,  L.J.,  dissenting)  by  Lord  Ashbourne, 
C,  and  Fitzgibbon,  L.J.  The  majority  of  the  Court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  acting  illegally  and  wrongfully  in  forcing  his  way  when 
intoxicated  into  the  tramcar  ;  that  by  doing  so  he  placed  himself  in  a 
position  of  peril  and  the  conductor  in  a  position  of  difficulty ;  and 
assuming  the  conductor  not  to  act  with  the  most  perfect  presence  of 
mind,  it  could  not  be  said  that  he  acted  with  such  want  of  care  as  to 
cause  the  accident.  The  verdict  was  accordingly  set  aside,  and  judg- 
ment entered  for  the  defendant.  Barry,  L.J.,  was  of  opinion  there  was 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  verdict  was  maintainable.  An 
appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  was  abandoned.  This  is  to  be  regretted 
since  the  decision  as  it  now  stands  is  out  of  harmony  with  the  authorities. 

It  is  indisputable  that  where  the  issue  of  contributory  negUgence 
arises,  the  matter  cannot  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury.^  If  then  there 
was-  evidence  of  neghgence,  the  circumstances  of  plaintiff's  conduct 
would  not  avail  to  exclude  that  evidence  from  the  jury.  The  majority 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal  assumed  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct  throughout 
was  illegal  and  wrongful.     Consideration  will  show  this  was  not  so.     It 

1  Per  Willes,  J.,  Daniel  v.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  222,  affirmed  L.  R. 
5  H.  L.  45.  Again  :  "  It  is  not  enough  foi  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  has  sustained 
an  injury  under  circumstances  which  may  lead  to  a  suspicion,  or  even  a  fair  inference, 
that  there  may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  he  must  go  on, 
and  give  evidence  of  some  specific  act  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  against 
whom  he  seeks  compensation  *' :  per  Wilies,  J.,  Lovegrove  v.  L.  4k  JB.  By,  Co.,  16 
G.  B.  N.  S.  692. 

2  See  as  to  onus  of  proof  per  Blackburn,  J.,  Dublin,  Wicldow  <fe  Wexford  By.  Co, 
V.  Slatiery,  3  App.  Cas.  1201, 1209.  3  D.  1. 3, 4. 

4  30  L.  R.  Lr.  720.  The  rights  of  other  passengers  against  a  companv  carrying 
a  drunken  man  who  does  damage  to  them,  are  considered,  AddeHey  v.  Q.  JS.  By,  Co, 
(1905),  2  Ir.  378. 

6  Dublin,  die.  By,  Co,  v.  SlaUery,  3  App.  Cas.  1 155. 
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is  not  illegal  or  wrongful  for  a  drunken  man  to  travel  in  a  tramcar.  The 
company  have  an  option  to  refuse  to  carry  him ;  they  may  also,  if 
they  please,  carry  him  without  any  illegahty.  The  assumption  on  the 
drunken  man's  part  that  they  will  carry  him,  is,  at  the  worst,  an 
erroneous  one.  Till  the  company  have  elected  whether  they  will 
exercise  their  right  of  refusal,  he  has  a  right  to  tender  himself  as  a 
passenger.  He  did  this  by  getting  on  the  tramcar  while  in  motion. 
When  there,  the  company  by  their  conductor  exercised  their  option 
not  to  carry  him ;  and  though  their  election  could  have  no  effect,  on 
the  previous  conduct  of  one  lawfully  on  the  tramcar,  till  the  option  was 
exercised,  he  then  became,  what  the  Court  of  Appeal  terms,  a  wrongdoer. 
Yet,  having  got  there  lawfully — or  there  being  some  evidence^  that  he 
was  there  lawfully — ^the  company  were  boimd  to  give  him  reasonable 
facilities  to  aUght.  Here,  then,  is  a  question  that  cannot  be  withdrawn 
from  the  jury.  Further,  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  assumes  the  conductor  not  to  have  acted  "  with  the  most  perfect 
presence  of  mind."  This  must  have  reference  to  his  pushing  a  drunken 
man  off  a  moving  car.  Yet,  if  the  considerations  pointed  out  above 
are  correct,  this  pushing  was  simultaneous  with  the  election  of  the 
company,  not  to  carry  a  man  whom  they  perfectly  well  might  had 
they  chosen  ;  and  so  their  conductor  acted  without  due  care  in  regard 
to  one  at  the  moment  neither  acting  illegally  nor  wrongfully  on  the 
car. 

In  a  Scotch  case^  it  was  sought  by  admitting  the  negligence  sued  Evidence  of 
on  to  shut  out  the  pursuer  from  giving  evidence  of  the  facts  con-  a^avation, 
stituting  it,  which  were  of  an  aggravated  character.     The  Court  ^^^'^^^ 
defeated  the  attempt,  holding  that  ''  the  defenders  are  not  entitled  oUugow 
to  step  forward  and  say,  because  we  admit  our  Uability,  you  are  not  ^tf-  ^o, 
entitled  to  prove  to  the  jury  how  the  accident  happened  "  :    for  it 
might  be  that  the  circumstances  in  which  the  accident  happened 
would  be  ground  for  consideration  in  estimating  the  damages.     In 
England,  the  same  has,  in  effect,  been  decided  on  a  motion  for  a  new  Emblen  t. 
trial  in  the  Exchequer  against  an  alleged  misdirection  by  Wilde,  B.,'  ^y^*- 
that  the  jury  ought  to  consider  "  the  occasion  and  the  motive  and  iJl 
the  circumstances  of  the  case."    The  action  was  for  negligence,  and 
it  was  admitted  that  in  trespass  the  direction  would  have  been  right, 
but  it  contended  that  where  the  gist  of  the  action  was  negUgence,  the 
rule  was  difierent.     The  Court  were,  however,  unanimous  that  the 
considerations  objected  to  were  admissible  as  elements  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury  in  the  estimation  of  the  damages.    Pollock,  C.B.. 
pointed   out   the  distinction  between  damage  purely  the  result  of 
accident  for  which  the  party  responsible  may  be  liable  to  compensate, 
though  perfectly  innocent,  and  damage  the  result  of  wilfulness  or 
negligence  accentuated  so  as  to  make  the  wrong  an  insult  as  well  as  an 
injury.*    The  learned  judge,  however,  safeguards  his  expression  by 
saying,  *'  not  that  in  this  case  what  is  called  vindictive  damage  should 
have  been  given,  but  a  different  measure  of  damage  might  be  fairly 
given  according  to  the  nature  of  the  injury."    ChanneU,  B.,  added : 

1  That  of  the  priest,  30  L.  R.  Ip.  727.     Fitzgibbon,  L.  J.,  l,c.  760,  says ;  "  The  plain-     , 
tiff  was  acting  unlawfully  in  trying  to  get  up,  the  conductor  was  acting  lawfidly  in 
pie  venting  him . "     But  there  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  both  feet  on  the  car. 

a  CooUy  Y.  Edinburgh  and  Glaagow  Ry,  Co,  ( 1845),  8  Dunlop  288. 

3  Emblen  y.  Myers  (1862),  30  L.  J.  Ex.  71,  where  the  passage  cited  on  the  next 
page  is  given  very  much  fuller  than  in  6  H.  &  N.  54. 

^  As  to  vindictive  damages,  an^  42. 
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"  I  can  see  no  reason  why  that "  (i.e.,  damage  beyond  the  actual  injury 
sustained)  ^*  should  be  limited  to  one  kind  of  action  of  tort,  viz., 
trespass,  and  should  not  extend  to  an  action  which,  in  substance,  is  for 
negligence  committed  under  circumstances  which  might  have  supported 
an  action  of  trespass." 

Another  rule  with  regard  to  onus,  rather  in  the  nature  of  an  ex- 
ception to  the  principle  expressed  by  Lord  Halsbury's  maxim,  Ei 
qui  afjvrmat  non  ei  qui  negat  incumbit  frdbalio,  must  be  noticed ;  by 
which,  where  an  act  is  required  to  be  done  on  the  one  part,  so  that  the 
party  neglecting  it  would  be  guilty  of  a  criminal  neglect  of  duty  in 
not  having  done  it,  the  law  presumes  the  affirmative  and  throws  the 
burthen  of  proving  a  non-performance — that  is,  of  proving  the  negative 
on  the  other  side  ;  thus,  the  law  will  presume  that  a  parson  has  read 
the  Thirty-Nine  Articles,  where  loss  of  his  benefice  is  the  penalty  for 
omitting  to  do  so.^ 

Generally  it  may  be  said  that  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  the 
party  who  substantially  asserts  the  affirmative  of  the  issue.  Ei 
incumbit  probatio,  qui  didt  ;  non  qui  negate    The  tests  of  this  are  : 

(a)  to  consider  which  party  would  succeed  if  no  evidence  were 

given  on  either  side  f 

(b)  to  consider  the  effect  of  striking  out  of  the  record  the 

allegation  to  be  proved.* 
To  this  general  rule  there  are  two  main  heads  of  exceptions  : 

(1)  Where   there  is   a  presumption  of  law  in  favour  of  an 

affirmative  allegation,  the  party  who  supports  the  negative 
must  call  witnesses  to  rebut  the  presumption.^ 

(2)  Where  the  subject-matter  of  the  allegation  Ues  pecuharly 

within  the  knowledge  of  one  of  the  parties,  that  party  must 
prove  it.* 
Most  questions  relative  to  the  burthen  of  proof  will  be  solved  by  the 
application  of  these  tests. 

1  Monke  v.  Buiier,  1  Rol.  Rep.  83.  Lard  Halifax's  case.  Bull.  N.  P.  298.  WiUiam  ? 
V.  The  East  India  Co.,  3  East  192.  a  Dig.  22,  3,  2. 

3  Amos  T.  Hughes,  1  M.  &.  Rob.  per  Alderdon,  B.,  464. 

*  Mills  V.  Barber,  1  M.  &  W.  426,  per  Alderson,  B..  427. 

6  WiUiams  v.  East  India  Co.,  3  East  192  ;  Toleman  v.  Portbury,  39  L.  J.  Q.  B.  136. 

«  Dickson  v.  Evans,  6  T.  R.  67,  per  Ashhurst,  J.,  69 ;  E.  v.  Turner,  6  M.  &  S. 
206,pciBayley,J.,211. 


CHAPTER  V. 

CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLrOENCE. 

The  rule  of  the  Roman  law  on  contributory  negligence  is  short  and  Rule  of  the 
explicit :  Qiu>d  quis  ex  culpa  sua  damnum  sentit,  non  inteUigitur  damnum  ^^^^  l*'^- 
sentire  ;*   (The  harm  I  bring  upon  myself  I  must  bear  myself.)    This 
is  illustrated  by  a  decision  of  Paulus  :  E%  qui  irrUatu  suo  feram  hestiam 
vel  quamcumque  aliam  quadrupedem  in  se  prarUaverit,  eaque  damnum 
dederit^  neque  in  ejus  dominum  neque  in  custodem,  actio  dalur} 

The  question,  What  is  the  harm  I  bring  upon  myself  ?  admits  of  Two  theories 
the  widest  differences  of  interpretation.     Two  separate  views  have  j'*^'*^^^®^ 
been  expressed,  and  have  (each  in  its  time)  received  judicial  sanction.  *^* 
The  first  is  :   the  plaintiff  must  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  injury  con- 
plained  of  was  caused  solely  by  negligence  for  which  the  defendant  is 
answerable.  ^ 

The  second  contention  is  summed  up  in  two  propositions  :  First,  the 
plaintiff,  though  guilty  of  negUgence,  is  not  disentitled  to  recover  if 
the  defendant  might  have  prevented  the  injury  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care.*  Secondly,  the  defendant,  though  guilty  of  negligence, 
is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  if  the  plaintiff  might  have  prevented  the 
injury  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care.^  This,  in  effect,  makes  the 
question  of  UabiUty  to  turn  on  a  finding  of  fact  which  of  the  two 

1  Dig.  60, 17, 203.     Cp.  D.  9. 2, 9,  §  4 ;  D.  9, 2, 1 1,  pr. ;  D.  9,  2, 28,  pr. ;  D.  9, 2, 31,  pr. 

2  Sent.  Rec.  I.  15  §  3.  The  actio  in  dominum  is  the  actio  de  pauperiCf  which  is 
applicable  if  an  animal  has  done  damage  to  another  contra  naturam  sui  generis,  D.  9, 
1>  I)  §§  6,  6,  7.     The  actio  in  custodem  is  the  Aquilian  action. 

3  See  a  series  of  cases,  Vanderplank  v.  Miller  (1828),  Moody  &  M.  169  ;  Pluckwdl 
V.  Wilson  (1832),  5  C.  &  P.  375  ;  Luxford  v.  Large,  6  C.  &  P.  421  ;  Hawkins  v.  Cooper 
(1838),  8  C.  &.  P.  473 ;  Martin  v.  O.  N.  By.  Co.  (1855),  16  C.  B.  179 ;  this  case  goes 
rather  on  the  groand  of  defendants'  acquiescence  in  a  wrong  direction  ;  and  per  Brett, 
J.,  L.  R.  7  H.  L  213,  at  232-3  ;  also  charging  the  juiy  in  Madley  v.  L.  tb  N.  W.  Ry.  Co., 
1  App.  Gas.  755 ;  again  the  same  judge,  in  Davey  v.  L.  ifc  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  12  Q.  B.  D. 
70,  at  71,  with  the  following  addendum  :  "  Solely  by  the  defendants'  negligence  in 
this  sense,  that  he  himself  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  which  contributed  to  the 
accident,  because  even  though  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  which  con- 
tributed to  the  accident,  yet  if  the  plaintiff  also  was  guilty  of  negligence  which  con- 
tributed to  the  accident  so  that  the  accident  was  the  result  of  the  joint  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  defendants,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  it  being 
imderstood  that  if  the  defendants'  servants  could  by  reasonable  care  have  avoided 
injuring  the  plaintiff,  although  he  was  negligent,  then  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff 
would  not  contribute  to  the  accident."     Ante,  139. 

*  Smith  V.  Pelah  (1747),  2  Str.  1264  ;  Bird  v.  UoUbrook  (1828),  4  Bing.  628  ;  Venmdl 
V.  Gamer  (1832).  1  Cr.  &  M.  21 ;  Marriott  v.  Stanley  (1840),  1  M.  &  G.  668  ;  Smith 
V.  Dobson  {IS41),  3  M.  &  G.  59,  where  the  Court  refused,  on  the  motion  of  the  de'lcndant, 
to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  reduced  the  damages  because 
thev  thought  that  the  plaintiff  was  partly  in  fault ;  SpringeU  v.  Ball,  4  F.  &  F.  472, 
with  an  exhaubtive  note  of  the  earlier  cases. 

&  Flower  v.  Adam  ( 1810),  2  Taunt.  314,  a  case  that  admirably  illustrates  the  reason 
of  the  rule  of  law  as  to  contiibutory  negligence  ;  Lack  v.  Seward  (19^29)^  4  C,  &  p.  106  ; 
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parties,  plaintiff  or  defendant,  was  guilty  of  the  last  act  of  negligence 
previous  to  the  injury — that  is,  the  last  act  without  which  the  accident 
would  not  have  happened.^  In  this  view  the  question  of  contributory 
negligence  can  never  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury ;  for  the  decision 
of  it  necessitates  the  discriminating  between  different  sets  of  facts, 
and  this  is  their  pecuhar  province. 

The  case  usually  referred  to  as  the  first  which  definitely  formulated 
the  rule  of  law  is  Butterfidd  v.  Forrester.^  Plaintiff,  who  was  riding 
violently,  rode  against  an  obstruction  in  the  highway  placed  there  by 
defendant  and  was  injured.  Bayley,  J.,  directed  the  jury  that,  if  a 
person  riding  with  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  could  have  seen  and 
avoided  the  obstruction,  and  if  they  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff 
was  riding  along  the  street  extremely  hard  and  without  ordinary  care, 
they  should  find  for  the  defendant ;  which  they  accordingly  (fid.  A 
rule  was  moved  for  on  the  authority  of  a  passage  in  Buller's  "  Nisi 
Prius  :  "  "  If  a  man  lay  logs  of  wood  across  a  highway,  though  a 
person  may,  with  care,  ride  safely  by,  yet,  if  by  means  thereof  my 
horse  stumble  and  fling  me,  I  may  bring  an  action."  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.J.,  in  refusing  it,  said  :  "  One  person  beiz^  in  fault  will 
not  dispense  with  another's  using  ordinary  care  for  himself.  Two 
things  must  concur  to  support  this  action,  an  obstruction  in  the  road 
by  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  and  no  want  of  ordinary  care  to  avoid 
it  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff."  This  was  approved  and  adopted  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Bridge  v.  Orand  Junction  Ry.  Co.  f  Parke, 
B.,  saying  :  "  The  rule  of  law  is  laid  down  with  perfect  correctness  in 
the  case  of  BvUerfidd  v.  Forrester  ;  and  that  rule  is,  that  although  there 
may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  yet,  unless  he 
might,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the  consequences 
of  the  defendant's  negligence,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  ;  if  by  ordinary 
care  he  might  have  avoided  them,  he  is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong." 
Two  years  later,*  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  adopted  the  same  rule, 
by  refusing  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  in  directing  the 
jury,  in  an  accident  case,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  so  deficient  in 
reasonable  and  ordinary  care  that  he  had  brought  the  accident  upon 
himself,  he  was  disentitled  to  recover.     In  Davies  v.  Mann^^  again, 

Woolf  V.  Beard,  8  C.  &  P.  373 ;  Sills  v.  Brown  ( 1840),  9  C.  &  P.  601  ;  Raisin  v.  Mitehell, 
9  CAP.  613. 

1  Tuff  V.  Warman,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  686  ;  Walton  v.  L.  B.  <k  8.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  H.  &  R.  424. 

3  (1809)  11  East  60.  In  givinc  judgment  in  the  Bemina  (No.  2),  12  P.  D.  70, 
Lord  fisher,  M.  B.,  says  :  **  The  rule  of  law  was  laid  down  with  perfect  correctness  in 
1809,  in  the  case  of  BtUterfield  v.  Forrester ;  and  the  rule  is,  that  although  there  may 
have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£F,  yet,  unless  he  might  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defendant  s  negligence,  he  is 
entitled  to  recover." 

3  (1838)  3  M.  &  W.  244.  In  Holden  v.  Liverpool  New  Gas  A  Coke  Co.,  3  C.  B.  1, 
negligence  on  the  pso't  of  the  plaintiff  was  held  an  admissible  defence  under  the  plea 
of  not  guilty.  Contributory  negligence  need  not  be  pleaded,  in  the  sense  that  the 
plaintiff  is  required  to  make  out  his  own  case,  and  defendant  may  take  advantage 
of  any  evidence  given  by  him  which  shows  that  defendant's  negligence  was  not  the 
cause  of  the  injury,  but  plaintiff's  own.  Contributory  negligence,  however,  should 
be  pleaded  if  it  is  to  be  established  by  material  facts  on  which  the  defendant  relies. 
R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  xix.  r.  4.  Dahin  v.  Brown,  8  C.  B.  92  :  a  plea  denying  liability 
for  the  consequences  of  negligence  is  bad. 

*  (1840)  MarrioU  v.  Stanley,  1  M.  &  G.  668. 

6  (1842)  10  M.  &  W.  546.  The  question  is,  "  Whether  the  defendant,  by  ordinary 
care  and  skill,  might  have  avoided  the  accident  T  "  Dowell  v.  General  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Co.,  5  E.  &  B.  195.  Where  a  vessel  is  run  down  by  night,  and  there  is  evidence 
of  neglect  of  Admiralty  regulations  in  not  displaying  a  light,  such  negligence,  if  not 
the  immediate  cause  of  the  accident,  does  not  disentitle  from  recovering  damages 
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cited,  probably,  more  often  for  the  peculiarity  of  the  facts  than  for  any 
additional  clearness  in  the  exposition  of  the  law  there,  the  rule  in 
Butterfield  v.  Forrester  is  declared  to  be  correct. 

The  cases  of  Rigby  v.  Hewitt  ^  and  Greenland  v.  Chaplin  ^  require  to  Bigby  v. 
be  noticed.     In  the  former,  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  the  top  Hewitt  And 
of  an  omnibus  which  was  struck  by  the  defendant's  omnibus,  both  ^x^i^^  ^' 
omnibuses  going  with  great  speed.     The  onmibus  on  which  the  plaintiif  " 

was,  not  being  able  to  be  drawn  up,  ran  against  some  obstacle,  causing 
the  plaintiff  to  be  thrown  off  with  considerable  violence.  Rolfe,  B., 
directed  the  jury  to  ascertain  whether  the  mischief  arose  from  the 
negUgence  of  the  driver  of  the  defendant's  omnibus.  This  was  objected 
to  ;  and  a  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  ground  that  the  direction 
should  have  been  that  if  the  mischief  was,  in  part,  occasioned  by  the 
misconduct  of  the  person  driving  the  omnibus  on  which  the  plaintiff 
was,  the  defendant  would  not  be  responsible.  The  Court,  however, 
held  that,  "  generally  speaking,  where  an  injury  arises  from  the  mis- 
conduct of  another,  the  party  who  is  injured  has  a  right  to  recover 
from  the  injuring  party  for  all  the  consequences  of  that  injury." 
Oreenland  v.  Chaplin  is  to  the  same  effect.  A  steamboat,  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  negUgently  ran  against  a  steamboat  on  boaid  which 
the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  ;  in  consequence  of  which  an  anchor  was 
displaced,  fell  over,  and  broke  the  plaintiff's  leg.  Pollock,  C.B., 
directed  the  jury  that  if  they  thought  that  there  was  negUgence  in  the 
stowage  of  the  anchor,  or  that  the  accident  arose  from  the  plaintiff 
being  in  a  part  of  the  vessel  where  he  ought  not  to  have  been,  they 
ought  to  find  for  the  defendant.  The  jury  found  as  facts  that  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  of  those  matters  in  reality  existed.  A  new 
trial  was  moved  for  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
evidence  ;  but  the  Court  refused  a  rule.  Pollock,  C.B.,  saying  :  "  I 
may  add  that,  on  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  law  as  laid 
down  by  me  in  this  respect  was  not  correct.  I  entirely  concur  with 
the  rest  of  the  Court  that  a  person  who  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and 
thereby  produces  injury  to  another,  has  no  jight  to  say  '  Part  of  that 
mischief  would  not  have  arisen  if  you  yourself  had  not  been  guilty  of 
some  negUgence.'  I  think  that  where  the  negUgence  of  the  party 
injured  £d  not,  in  any  degree,  contribute  to  the  immediate  cause  of  the 
accident,  such  negUgence  ought  not  to  be  set  up  as  an  answer  to  the 
action  ;  and  certainly  I  am  not  aware  that,  according  to  any  decision 
which  has  ever  occurred,  the  jury  are  to  take  the  consequences  and 
divide  them  in  proportion  according  to  the  negUgence  of  the  one  or 
the  other  party."^ 

The  question.  What  amount  of  negUgence  disentitles  the  plaintiff  what  amount 
to  recover  ?  was  considered  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Tuff  v.  of  negligence 
Warman}    Plaintiff's  barge  was  proceeding  down  the  river  with  two  ^^'^J-g^  ^^^ 
men  on  board,  one  at  the  helm,  but  with  no  look-out.    A  steamer  on  Recover :  Tuff 
her  right  side,  and  taking  such  precautions  that,  if  the  barge  had  done  v.  Warman. 

against  the  injuring  vessel,  Morrison  v.  OenercU  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  8  Ex.  733. 
In  Mayor  of  ColeheMer  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a  nuisance 
is  constitnted  by  property  of  the  plaintiff,  is  no  excuse  for  negligently  injuring  it. 
And,  in  Dimes  v.  Petley,  15  Q.  B.  276,  a  private  individual  cannot  justify  damaging 
the  property  of  another  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  nuisance  to  a  public  right,  unless 
it  does  him  a  special  injury.  i  ( 1850)  5  Ex.  240.  2  5  Ex.  243. 

3  An  attempt  by  the  jury  to  do  so  was  made  in  Ayres  v.  BuU,  but  wa»  corrected  by 
the  Divisional  Court,  5  Times  L.  R.  202.     Smith  v.  Dobson,  3  M.  &  G.  59. 

*  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  740,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  673,  685.  This  decision  is  made  the  occasion  for 
verses,  "  Contributory  Negligence,  A  Law  Lay,**  17  Law  Mag.  and  Law  I^v.  234. 
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the  same,  would  have  avoided  any  collision,  ran  into  the  barge  and 
caused  the  injuries  for  which  redress  was  sought.  The  jury  found, 
on  the  direction  of  the  judge,  that  the  defendant  directly  caused  the 
injury.  Objection  was  taken  that  the  judge  left  to  the  jury  whether 
the  plaintiff  by  his  neghgence,  "  directly  "  contributed  to  the  mis- 
fortune ;  and  it  was  contended  for  the  defendants  that  whether  he 
directly  or  indirectly  contributed  was  immaterial,  if  he  contributed  to 
it  by  his  negligence  at  all.  In  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Cockbum, 
C.J.,  said  :  "  The  true  question  in  these  cases  is,  whether  the  damage 
having  been  occasioned  by  the  neghgence  of  the  defendant,  the  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff  has  directly  contributed  to  it ;  and  I  think  that 
in  this  case,  if  the  defendant  could  have  made  out  neghgence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  action. 
The  way  in  which  it  was  put  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  this, 
that  by  his  own  neghgence  in  omitting  to  keep  any  look-out,  the 
plaintiff  contributed  to  the  accident.  If  that  had  been  estabUshed 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  directly 
contributory,  and  the  defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict." 
Cresswell,  J.,  concurs  in  the  result,  but  cites  the  words  of  Lord  Camp- 
bell in  "Doioell  v.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.,^  adopting  the  view 
expressed  in  Davies  v.  Mann  ^  as  his  reason  for  arriving  at  his  conclusion. 
Williams,  J.,  based  his  concurrence  on  the  same  decision,  and  added  : 
"  I  dissent  entirely  from  the  proposition  urged  by  Mr.  ColUer,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  disentitled  to  recover  if  his  negligence  is  either  proximately 
or  remotely  connected  with  the  accident.  But  I  feel  great  difficulty 
in  deahng  with  the  question  whether  the  neghgence  was  proximate  or 
remote,  and  I  certainly  feel  great  difficulty  in  getting  rid  of  that  question 
of  law  by  leaving  it  to  the  jury."  In  giving  the  judgment  of  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,*  Wightman,  J.,  said  :  "  It  appears  to  us  that 
the  proper  question  for  the  jury  in  this  case,  and  indeed  in  all  others  of 
the  hke  kind,  is,  whether  the  damage  was  occasioned  entirely  by  the 
neghgence  or  improper  conduct  of  the  defendant,  or  whether  the 
plaintiff  himself  so  far  contributed  to  the  misfortune  by  his  own 
negligence  or  want  of  ordinary  and  common  care  and  caution,  that, 
but  for  such  neghgence  or  want  of  ordinary  care  and  caution  on  his 
part,  the  misfortune  would  not  have  happened.  In  the  first  case  the 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover,  in  the  latter  not ;  as,  but  for  his 
own  fault,  the  misfortune  would  not  have  happened.  Mere  neghgence 
or  want  of  ordinary  care  or  caution  would  not,  however,  disentitle  him 
to  recover,  unless  it  were  such,  that,  but  for  that  neghgence  or  want  of 
ordinary  care  and  caution  the  misfortune  could ^  not  have  happened; 
nor,  if  the  defendant  might,  by  the  exercise  of  care  on  his  part,  have 
avoided  the  consequences  of  the  neglect  or  carelessness  of  the  plaintiff." 


1  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  765.  a  5  E.  &  B.  206.  3  10  M.  &  W.  546. 

4  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  586. 

5  In  Walton  v.  L.  B.  db  8.  C.  %.,  H.  &  R.  430,  WillcH,  J.,  quotcB  this  as  "  would 
not  have  happened  "  ;  and  further  on,  in  the  judgment,  takes  exception  to  the  use 
of  tho  word  "  could  "  for  *'  would."  And  where  the  same  passage  is  cited  in  the 
argument  in  Radley  v.  L.  rf*  N.  W.  Ry,  Co.y  in  the  House  of  Lords,  1  App.  Cas.  757, 
the  word  is  '*  tpould,"  not*'  could."  The  word  "  could  "  occurs  in  the  Law  Journal 
Reports,  27  L.  J.  C.  P.  322,  but  in  the  Jurist,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  222,  the  word  is  •'  would. "  Thih 
last  report  is  by  far  the  best.  The  word  '*  could  "  is  obviously  a  mistake  ;  common 
senbs  satisfies  us  that  what  the  Court  intended  to  negative,  was  not  possihUily,  what 
could  have  happened ;  but  probability,  what  would  have  happened.  The  lule  laid 
down  in  Tnff  v.  Warman  has  been  unfavourably  criticised  in  Mvrphy  v.  Deane,  101 
Mas.}.  455,  463. 
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The  decision  of  Cockbum,  C.J.,  is  based  on  an  assumed  finding  of  Discufleion. 
the  jury  that  the  plaintiS  had  not  omitted  to  keep  a  look-out,  and  that 
he  had  not  contributed  to  the  injury.  If  the  finding  had  been  the 
other  way,  and  the  jury  had  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  omitted  to 
keep  a  look-out,  it  would  seem  that  Cockbum,  C.J.,  would  have  been 
prepared  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  This  is  on  the  ground 
that  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  would  entitle  the 
defendant  to  the  verdict ;  for  he  says  :  "  I  think  that  in  this  case 
if  the  defendant  could  have  made  out  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  action."  "  If  that  had 
been  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  (i.e.,  that  by  his  own 
negligence  in  omitting  to  keep  any  look-out,  the  plaintiff  contributed 
to  the  accident)  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  directly  contributory, 
and  the  defendant  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict."  The  other 
judges  do  not  hold  this  opinion  ;  since  Williams  J.,  thus  summarises  Williams,  J.'g, 
the  principle  of  DoweU  v.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.,^  on  which  they  summary  of 
acted  :  "  If  the  negUgence  or  default  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  any  degree  of  iSweS^v.*' 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  damage  he  cannot  recover,  however  great  Oeneral  Steam 
may  have  been  the  neghgence  of  the  defendant ;  but  that  if  the  ^««^a^*on 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff  was  only  remotely  connected  with  the 
accident,  then  the  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  might  not,  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have  avoided  it."  Williams,  J.'s,  doubt 
was,  "  What  is  meant  by  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  being  proxi- 
mately,  or  directly  contribvtory,  or  only  remotely  connected  with  the 
accident."  The  difficulty,  in  his  view,  was  that  whether  the  negligence 
was  proximate  or  remote  was  for  the  jury.  This,  then,  is  inconsistent 
with  the  judgment  of  Cockburn,  C.J.  The  jury,  in  effect,  have  to  find, 
first,  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  then  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff,  then  whether  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  was  proximately 
or  remotely  the  cause  of  the  accident.  In  the  view  of  Cockbum,  C.J., 
when  negligence  has  been  established  against  the  plaintiff  he  is  thereon 
disentitled  to  recover.  The  question  of  proodmity  or  remoteness  does 
not  enter  into  his  judgment ;  but  is  the  source  of  the  perplexity  of 
Williams,  J.  The  Exchequer  Chamber  is  clear  in  holding  that  the 
plaintiff's  negligence  must  be  such  that  ^'  but  for  that  negligence  or 
want  of  ordinary  care  and  caution,  the  misfortune  '  fvoidd  not  '*  have 
happened." 

In  Walton  v.  London,  Brighton,  and  South  Coast  Ry.  Co.,^  Willes  J.,  Willes,  J.'b. 
summarised  Tuff  v.  Warman  as  deciding  that  the  use  of  the  words  ^^i^^l^Jl 
"  directly  causing  "  was  not  wrong ;  since,  in  cases  where  there  has 
been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  question  is,  whether 
that  was  the  direct  cause  of  the  accident  or  proximately  contributed  to 
it.  The  learned  judge  thus  alludes  to  Williams,  J.'s,  doubt:  "It 
ought "  **  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  negh- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  If  there  was  evidence  of  negligence  on. 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  further  question  arises  whether  that  negli- 
gence was  the  proximate  or  direct  cause  of  the  accident." 

Radley  v.  London  and  North  Western  Ry,  Co.  definitely  fixed  the  Radlfy  v. 
law.*    The  plaintiffs,   colliery  owners,   had  a  siding  adjoining  the  ^- **^  j!!f • '^' 
defendants'  Une,  which  was  crossed  by  a  bridge,  and  on  which  the    ^'     ^' 
defendants  were  in  the  habit  of  conveying  the  plaintiffs'  trucks  from 

1  T)  E.  &  B.  195.  2  See  previous  pa  e,  note  5  3  H.  &  R.  424. 

*  (1874)  L.  R.  9  Ex.  71  ;  in  Ex.  Ch.,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  100 ;  in  H.  of  L.,  1  App.  Cos. 
754  ;  followed  in  Inland  and  Seaboard  Coasting  Co,  v.  Totson,  139  U.  S.  (32  Davis) 
551.558. 
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their  line,  the  plaintiffs  removing  them  thence  as  they  thought  fit. 
The  defendants  brought  to  the  plaintiffs'  siding  and  left  there,  after 
working  hours,  trucks  of  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  which  was  loaded  with 
a  broken  truck  to  such  a  height  that  it  would  not  pass  under  the  bridge. 
More  than  twenty-four  hours  afterwards,  but  before  work  was  resumed 
at  plaintiffs'  works,  the  defendants,  after  dark,  pushed  on  to  the 
siding  other  trucks  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  pushed  the  loaded  trucks  up 
to  the  bridge,  by  which  means  the  train  of  trucks  was  arrested.  The 
defendants'  servants,  not  being  aware  of  the  cause  of  the  obstruction, 
pushed  the  train  of  trucks  forward  with  so  much  force  that  the  loaded 
trucks  knocked  down  the  bridge.^  The  plaintiffs  brought  an  action 
Brett,  J.'s,  against  the  railway  for  negligence.  Brett,  J.,  told  the  jury  '}  "  You 
direction  to  must  be  satisfied  that  the  plaintiffs'  servants  did  not  do  anything 
®  jury.  which  persons  of  ordinary  care,  under  the  circumstances,  would  not  do, 
or  that  they  omitted  to  do  something  which  persons  of  ordinary  care 
would  do."  "  It  is  for  you  to  say  entirely  as  to  both  points,  but  the 
law  is  this  :  The  plaintiffs  must  have  satisfied  you  that  this  happened 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants'  servants,  and  without  any  con- 
tributory negUgence  of  their  own — ^in  other  words,  that  it  was  solely  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendants'  servants.  If  you  think  it  was,  then 
your  verdict  will  be  for  the  plaintiffs.  If  you  think  it  was  not  solely 
by  the  negUgence  of  the  defendants'  servants,  your  verdict  must  be 
for  the  defendants."  The  jury  found  contributory  negUgence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants, 
with  leave  to  move.  A  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  made  absolute  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
contributory  negUgence,  and  also  that  the  judge  had  misdirected  the 
jury.  The  Exchequer  Chamber  reversed  this  on  both  points.  On 
appeal,  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  and  restored  that  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  Lord  Penzance, 
who  deUvered  the  leading  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords,  declared  the 
Lord  Pen-  law  to  be  contained  in  two  propositions  :  '*  The  first  proposition  is  a 
zance'B  judg-  general  one,  to  this  effect,  that  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  negUgence 
in\he  House  cannot  succeed  if  it  is  found  by  the  jury  that  he  has  himself  been 
of  Lordb.  guilty  of  any  negUgence  or  want  of  ordinary  care  which  contributed  to 
cause  the  accident.  But  there  is  another  proposition  equaUy  well 
estabUshed,  and  it  is  a  qualification  upon  the  first — namely,  that  though 
the  plaintiff  may  have  been  guilty  of  negUgence,  and  although  that 
negUgence  may  in  fact  have  contributed  to  the  accident,  yet,  if  the 
defendant  could  in  the  result,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and 
diUgence,  have  avoided  the  mischief  which  happened,  the  plaintiff's 
negligence  will  not  excuse  him."  ® 

1  The  foregoing  statement  is  copied  from  tho  head-note  to  the  report  in  L.  R.  9 
Ex.71.  2  lAnp.  (a?.  755. 

3  1  Apt).  Cas.  759.  In  America  it  was  sought  to  limit  contributory  negligence  by 
requiring  that  befoie  the  plain ti£F  should  be  disentitled  to  recover,  it  should  be  shown 
that  his  own  negUgence  contributed  "  in  a  material  degree  "  to  the  accident.  This 
rule,  which  is  firmly  established  in  Illinois,  is  referable  to  tho  judgment  of  Breese,  J., 
in  Ocdena  Bd,  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  20  111.  478.  But  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  a 
direction  to  the  jury  to  th«at  effect  was  held  wrong :  Monongahela  City  v.  Fisher, 
111  Pa.  St.  9  ;   and  the  correct  doctiino  was  laid  down,  that  if  tho  negligence  of  the 

Party  contributed  in  any  degree  to  the  injiury  ho  cannot  recover.  "  This,"  said 
'axson,  J.  {I.e.  14),  "  is  a  sa^  rule,  easily  understood,  and  cannot  well  be  frittered 
away  by  the  jury.  But,  if  we  sub&titutc  tho  woid  *  material  '  for  the  woid  '  any,* 
we  practically  abolish  the  ride,  for  a  jury  can  always  find  a  way  to  avoid  it."  The 
vastly  preponderating  weight  of  American  legal  opinion  Is  in  favour  of  this  view. 
Sutton  V.  Wauwatosa,  Bigelow,  L.C.,  on  Torts,  711.      Cp.  Spaighi  v.  Tedcaatie,  6  App, 
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Much  of  the  difficulty  in  fixing  the  meaning  of  contributory  negli* 
gence  arises  from  the  ambiguous  use  of  the  phrase,  ''  contributing  to  Ambiguous 
the  injury."    This  may  indicate  any  of  the  whole  set  of  antecedents  use  of  the 
necessary  to  produce  the  effect,  or  that  one  of  them  which  marks  their  ^b^tlng  to^ 
final  completion  and  the  actual  calling  into  being  of  the  effect.    The  the  injury." 
causa  sine  qua  non  of  an  accident  is  not  that  on  which  depends  the 
legal  imputability  of  the  accident.    The  liability  depends  not  on  that, 
but  on  the  causa  efjiciens}    In  fact  the  same  test  is  applicable  to  the 
ascertaining  what  negligence  contributes  to  an  injury,  as  we  have 
already  applied  to  the  ascertaining  negligence  itself.     We  must  trace 
the  negligent  consequences  to  the  last  responsible  agent,  who,  either 
seeing  the  negligent  consequences  or  negligently  refusing  to  see  them, 
has  put  into  motion  the  force  by  which  the  injury  was  produced.    To 
constitute  a  responsible  agent  there  must  be  an  accountable  human 
will.. .... 

Viewed  in  this  hght,  contributory  negligence  is  but  the  recognition  import  of  the 
under  special  circumstances  of  a  principle  nmning  through  the  whole  rule  of  law 
law  of  negligence — that  where  a  responsible  agent  is  placed  in  such  a  S^^^^^^*^' 
position  with  regard  to  the  person  or  property  of  any  one  possessing  negligence." 
rights  that  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  such  responsible 
agent  would,  according  to  the  accustomed  course  of  events,  produce 
injury  to  either  person  or  property,  a  duty  arises  to  use  ordinary  care, 
so  that  when  injury  happens  from  the  absence  of  ordinary  care  an 
actionable  wrong  is  the  result.     The  peculiarity,  in  the  case  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  is  that  it  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  have  been  guilty  of  some  breach  of  duty  ;  and 
the  inquiry  is  limited  to  which  of  the  two,  by  exercising  ordinary  care, 
had  the  last  opportunity  of  preventing  the  occurrence.'^    In  a  case  of 
ordinary  neghgence,  the  inquiry  is  whether  the  defendant  is  guilty  of 
want  of  ordinary  care,  and,  if  so,  whether,  after  his  neglect,  any  other 
^ency  whatever  has  or  might  have  diverted  the  course  of  the  operations. 
The  conclusion  is,  that  contributory  negligence  is  no  more  than  a  case  Conclusion, 
of  neghgence,  not  dependent  on  any  different  rule  of  law,  though 
presupposing  the  Umitation  of  the  issue  of  negligence  to  an  inquiry  to 
which  of  two  persons  its  final  impulsion  should  be  imputed. 

The  rule  that  contributory  neghgence  disentitles  the  injured 
person  to  recover  is  hmited  to  those  cases  where  there  is  a  causal 
connection  between  the  plaintiff's  neghgence  and  the  injury.  The 
point  decided  in  Scoti  v.  Shepherd  was  that  the  act  of  the  intermediate 

Gas.  217.  In  Scotland,  Lord  President  Inglis,  in  Florence  y.  Mann,  18  Rottie  247, 
249,  bays :  "  I  do  not  know  any  better  exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  contributory 
negligence  than  that  given  by  Lord  Wood  in  M^Natighion  y.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.^ 
21Dunlop,466." 

1  The  AriRtotelianfi  recognised  four  kinds  of  causes : — 1.  rh  rl  ^v  eZWtc — the 
essence,  the  formal  cause;  2.  t6  riinav  byrotv  dpdyKri  roOr'  tli^at — the  necessitating 
conditions,  the  material  cause ;  3.  v  rl  irpCorov  iKipifvc — the  proximate  mover,  the 
efficient  cause  ;  4.  t6  tIpos  ivtica — that  for  the  sake  of  which,  tne  final  cause  (Analyt. 
Post.  IL  xi.  94,  a  21-36.)  Grote,  Aristotle,  vol.  i.  364.  The  second  of  these  might  be 
the  contribution  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  result,  but  would  not  preclude  his  recovering, 
if  the  third,  the  efficient  cause,  was  the  negligence  of  the  defendant.  The  subject  of 
causation  is  scientifically  investigated  by  J.  S.  Mill,  Logic,  Book  III.  c.  v. :  Of  the 
Law  of  Universal  Causation,  developing  tne  suggestions  of  HumeV  Inquiry  Concerning 
Human  Understanding.  For  illuHtrations  of  the  cauna  cauaans  and  the  causa  proxima, 
see  judgment  of  Brc-itt,  KJ.,  Vhartvrcd  Mercantile  Bank  of  India  v.  Netherlands 
India  Steam  Navigation  Co. ,  10  Q.  B.  D.  531. 

3  Spaighl  v.  Tedcastle,  6  App.  Cas.  217 ;  Cayzer  v.  Carron  Co.  The  Margaret,  9  App. 
Cas.  873,  distinguished  in  The  Ovingdean  Grawje  (1902),  P.  208.  As  applied  to  his 
Majesty's  fleet,  H,MM.  Satis  Pareil  (1900),  P.  267.     Geeves  v.  Lond,  Gen.  Omnibus  Co., 
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persons  who  threw  the  squib  was  involuntary  and  unpremeditated, 
and  without  distinct  and  independent  volition  ;  and  as  the  act  was 
instinctive,  the  actual  proximate  agent  of  the  injury  was  not  the 
responsible  agent.  The  same  reason  operates  to  take  from  acts  done 
in  certain  states  of  mind,  or  by  certain  classes  of  people,  the  note  of 
responsibiUty  ;  and  enables  the  doers  of  such  acts  to  recover,  notwith- 
standing that  their  conduct,  if  divested  of  the  exceptional  conditions 
surrounding  and  colouring  it,  would  impute  contributory  negligence 
to  them.  For  example  :  Persons  who,  in  a  sudden  emergency,  are 
distracted  by  terror,  and  thus,  between  two  courses,  choose  the  wrong 
one,  are  not  disentitled  to  recover.^  This  is  plain  ;  for  the  very  state 
of  incapacity  to  judge  calmly,  which  induces  the  improvident  act,  is 
produced  by  the  negHgent  act  of  the  defendant.  To  hold  that  a 
plaintiff  is  disentitled  to  recover  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  hold  that 
the  defendant  can  set  up  the  state  of  terror  produced  by  his  wrongful 
act  as  a  protection  against  the  consequences.^  The  principle  is  thus 
laid  down  by  Johnson,  J.,  in  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  :^  "  There 
can  be  no  rule  of  law  which  imposes  it  as  a  duty  upon  one,  over  whom 
danger  impends  by  the  negligence  of  another,  to  incur  greater  danger 
by  delaying  his  efforts  to  avoid  it  until  its  exact  nature  and  mea- 
sure are  ascertained.  The  instinctive  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  to  avoid  the  danger  did  not  relieve  the  defendant  from 
responsibiUty." 

In  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York  there  was  a  striking  case*  on 
this  branch  of  the  law,  in  which  the  Court  laid  down  a  rule  that  it  will 
not  impute  negligence  to  an  effort  to  preserve  human  life.  A  little 
child  of  three  or  four  years  old  got  on  the  railway  track  in  East  New 
York  as  a  train  of  cars  was  coming  along  at  a  rate  of  speed  estimated, 
by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  at  from  twelve  to  twenty  miles  an  hoiir  •; 
by  the  defendants',  at  not  over  seven  or  eight.  The  plaintiff's  husband, 
seeing  the  danger  of  the  child,  ran  on  the  track,  threw  the  child  clear, 
but  was  himself  caught  by  the  train  and  killed.  The  jury  found 
negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  An  exception  was  taken,  on 
the  ground  that  the  deceased's  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury. 
The  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the  deceased  "  owed 
a  duty  of  important  obUgation  to  this  child  to  rescue  it  from  its  ex- 
treme peril,  if  he  could  do  so  without  incurring  great  danger  to  himself." 
Two  of  the  Court  dissented,  on  the  ground  that  "  principles  of  law 
cannot  yield  to  particular  cases ; "  that  the  act  of  the  deceased  was 

17  Times  L.  R.  249,  is  an  omnibus  case  where  Grantham,  J.'s,  direction  to  the  jury, 
that  if  they  thought  that  it  was  not  entirely  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff  in  telling  the 
conductor  to  go  on  they  should  give  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  was  held  inaccurat€i 
in  the  use  of  the  word  "  entirely." 

1  Jones  Y.  BoycCy  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  493.  The  case  of  an  engineer  remaining  at  his 
post,  and  so  injured,  scarcely  comes  under  this  principle.  Yet  it  has  been  neld  in 
America  that  such  an  one  *'  is  not  necessarily  negHgent."  Central  Rd,  v.  Crosby, 
68  Am.  R.  463. 

2  Jones  V.  Boyce,  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  495. 

3  Cotdter  v.  The  American  Merchants''  Union  Express  Go,,  66  N.  Y.  686,  following 
Buely.  New  York  Central  Bd.  Co.,  31  N.  Y.  314. 

*  Eckcrt  V.  Long  J  stand  Rd.  Co.,  43  N.  Y.  602  ;  approved,  Linnehan  v.  Sampson, 
126  Mass.  606.  In  Donahoc  v.  Wabash  Rd.  Co.,  53  Am.  R.  594,  596,  the  principle  is 
stated  :  "  It  is  only  when  the  railroad  company  by  its  own  negligence  cieated  the 
danger,  or  through  its  negligence  is  about  to  strike  a  person  in  danget,  that  a  third 
person  can  voluntarily  expose  himself  to  peril  in  an  effort  to  rescue  such  person  and 
recover  for  an  injury  he  may  sustain  in  the  attempt."  See  Peyton  v.  Texas,  <fcc.. 
Pacific  R'f.  Co.,  41  La.  Ann.  861  ;  17  Am.  St.  R.  430 ;  Qibney  v.  State,  137  N.  Y.  1  ; 
33  Am.  St.  R.  690. 
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"  a  voluntary  act,  the  performance  of  a  self-imposed  duty,  with  full 
knowledg3  and  apprehension  of  the  risk  incurred."^ 

It  is  clear  that,  if  the  defendants  were  not  guilty  of  ne^hgence,  the  Sckertv. 
plaintifE    could  not  have  recovered.    Their  negligence,  m  the  case,  Lonjidand 
seems  to  have  been  the  going  at  too  great  speed  through  a  town.    The  ^f^^^^ 
ground  on  which  the  decision  is  justified — "  instinctive  humanity  " — 
is  somewhat  vague  and  rhetorical  though  possibly  sound,  and  is  at  any 
rate  recognised  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  in  Scaramanga  v.  Stamp,^  when  he 
says  *'  the  impulsive  desire  to  save  human  Ufe  when  in  peril  is  one  of 
the  most  beneficial  instincts  of  humanity."    There  are  expressions  in 
some  of  the  judgments  that  point  to  the  conclusion  that  the  act  of 
intervention  must  be  in  circumstances  where  the  intervener  can  act 
"  without  incurring  great  danger  to  himself."     This  is  assuredly  a 
wrong  test.     By  the  negligence   of  the  defendants  human  hfe  is 
endangered.     "  The  duty  of  important  obligation,"  which  the  judges 
held  to  have  been  owing  by  the  deceased  to  the  child,  does  not  become 
less  by  the  greater  ijmminency  of  the  danger.     The  justification  of  the 
act  is,  that  the  negligence  of  the  railway  company,  working  through 
feeUngs  akin  to  those  which  prompted  the  rash  leap  in  Jones  v.  Boyce, 
has  caused  an  act  that  is  either  instinctive  or  obligatory  f  and  which, 
having  been  rendered  necessary  or  expedient  by  the  failure  of  the 
railway  company  to  perform  its  duty,  affects  them  with  responsibiUty 
for  its  consequences.     If  the  act  of  the  deceased  were  instinctive,  it 
comes  under  the  class  of  cases  to  which  we  have  already  alluded  ;  if  it 
were  deliberate,  its  justification  must  be  sought  on  some  such  ground 
as  the  existence  of  a  duty*  cast  on  the  deceased  by  reason  of  the 
default  of  the  defendants.     If  they  had  not  been  in  default,  the  con- 
sequences from  which  the  injury  resulted  would  not  have  befallen. 
The  duty  of  the  deceased  cannot  be  better  stated  than  in  the  words 
of  Lord  Macnaghten,  deahng,  however,  with  a  difEerent  state  of  facts  :  Dictum  of 
"  To  protect  those  who  are  not  able  to  protect  themselves  is  a  duty  ^^ 
which  every  one  owes  to  society,"^  not  a  legal  duty  but  a  moral  one,  the  ^^**^^«***®"- 
performance  of  which,  when  rendered  necessary  by  the  default  of 
others,  they  are  not  allowed  to  gainsay.     Moreover,  the  liabihty  may  Suggested 
be  broader  based  even  than  this.    To  entitle  one  to  relief  from  the  "^"i®- 

1  In  Cook  V.  JohnsoUf  66  Am.  R.  703,  it  was  held  that  one  injured  while  exposing 
himself  to  danger  in  order  to  save  his  property  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  ; 
and  a  fortiori  if  he  were  endeavouring  to  save  any  one  else's.  Toum  of  Prescott  v. 
Connell,  22  Can.  S.  C.  R.  147,  applies  the  doctrine  of  Jones  v.  Boyee  to  the  case  of  a 
man  who  threw  himself  in  front  of  a  runaway  horse  frightened  by  an  explosion  in 
blasting  found  to  be  carried  on  negligently.  The  case  resolves  itself  into  a  finding 
of  fact,  and  the  Court's,  at  first  sight,  seems  bold. 

a  6  C.  P.  D.  304. 

3  "  To  preserve  one's  life  is,  generally  speaking,  a  duty  ;  but  it  may  be  the  plainest 
and  highest  duty  to  sacrifice  it  "  :  Queen  v.  Dudley y  14  Q.  B,  D.  pet  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J., 
287.  The  caution  given  by  an  eminent  legal  writer  (Holmes,  The  Common  Law. 
148) — "  Moral  predilections  must  not  be  allowed  to  influence  our  minds  in  settling 
legal  distinctions  " — must  moat  specially  be  observed  in  a  case  like  Queen  v.  Dudley. 
The  note  that  followed  in  the  former  edition  is  omitted,  not  retracted. 

4  The  moral  duty  may  be  clear  enough.  The  difficulty  arises  in  paming  from  moral 
to  legal  principles.  The  child  could  not  have  maintained  an  action  against  the 
plaintiff's  husband  for  not  rescuing  it ;  therefore  there  was  no  legal  duty  which  re- 
quired him  to  put  himself  in  the  position  he  did  ;  but  his  act,  without  legal  sanction, 
was  voluntary,  and  if  so,  how  could  he  recover,  except  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant's  negligence  estopped  them  from  setting  up  the  plaintiff's  act  7 

6  Jenoure  v.  Ddmege  (1891),  A.  C.  77.  SUvens  v.  M'Kenzie,  25  V.  L.  R.  116, 
where  the  admitted  negligence  of  the  defendants  had  ceased  to  operate,  and  the 
leturn  of  the  deceased  to  the  danger  zone  was  absolutely  his  own  voltmtary  act  for 
which  the  defendant  could  not  be  held  responsible. 
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consequences  of  another's  negligence,  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  that 
the  injured  party  should  have  been  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  injury 
in  the  discharge  of  any  duty  whatever.  His  rights  in  this  respect  are 
perfect  when  he  is  in  the  performance  of  any  lawful  act;  and  an 
attempt  to  save  life  endangered  by  the  negUgence  of  another  whether 
obligatory  as  a  duty  or  not  is  certainly  in  itself  a  thing  lawful ;  while 
the  wrongdoer  is  liable  for  the  results  of  his  negligence.^ 

The  line  of  defence  that  in  risking  Ufe  the  person  injured  is  a 
volunteer,  has  been  met  by  the  suggestion  that  the  employer  gives  "  an 
imphed  order,  in  case  of  danger  to  life,  to  assist  as  much  as  possible.^'  ^ 
This  seems  invoking  a  quite  superfluous  deus  ex  machina. 

The  implied  order  is  not  from  master  to  servant,  but  arises  from 
the  general  duty  to  preserve  human  Ufe,  and  is  universal.  The  defen- 
dants have  not  done  their  duty  ;  else  there  had  been  no  emergency ; 
how  can  they  be  allowed  to  escape  liabiUty  by  alleging  that  one  in  the 
performance  of  the  "  plainest  and  highest  duty  "  had  been  injured  in 
his  instinctive  effort  to  neutraUse  their  default.* 

The  Scotch  Courts  have  had  this  problem  before  them  and  were 
not  agreed  on  the  solution  of  it.'*  A  boy  workng  with  an  "  elderly 
man  "  saw  a  runaway  waggon  descending  upon  them.  He  got  out 
of  the  way,  but  seeing  the  danger  to  the  Ufe  of  his  companion  en- 
deavoured to  stop  the  course  of  the  waggon.  In  the  attempt  he  was 
injured,  and  sued  his  employers  for  their  negUgence  in  allowing  the 
waggon  to  be  at  large.  NegUgence  was  admitted.  The  case  was 
argued  before  seven  judges.  They  were  divided  in  opinion,  four  against 
three.  Lord  Young  held  that  in  a  claim  based  on  an  attempt  to  save 
life  endangered  by  defendants'  negUgence  the  defendants  were  estopped 
from  alleging  that  the  injuries  incurred  in  the  effort  were  voluntarily 
risked.  Lords  McLaren,  Kinnear  and  Moncreiff  were  agreed  in 
accepting  the  proposition  that  where  two  persons  are  exposed  to  a 
common  danger  through  the  fault  of  a  third  person,  and  one  of  the  two 
persons,  who  might  have  saved  himself,  is  injured  in  consequence  of 
having,  on  the  impulse  of  the  moment,  interposed  to  save  his  com- 
panion, it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  these  injuries  are  not  fairly 
attributable  to  the  fault  of  the  person  which  gave  rise  to  the  common 
peril.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  Lord  Adam,  and  Lord  Trayner  were  of 
opinion  that  the  boy's  injuries  were  due  to  a  risk  voluntarily  incurred 
by  him  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  after  he  had  put 
himself  out  of  danger.  It  is  plain  that  no  EngUsh  Court  would  adopt 
such  an  interpretation  of  the  maxim,  volenti  non  fit  injuria. 

Woods  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,^  a  previous  case  but  not  so  elaborately 
argued,  raised  a  very  similar  point.  A  young  woman  was  killed 
while  endeavouring  to  drag  her  companion  out  of  danger  from  an 
approaching  train.  Counsel  for  the  defenders  asked  the  judge  to 
direct  the  jury  that,  if  the  young  woman  encountered  a  seen  danger, 
she  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  even  though  her  object  was  to  rescue 
her  companion.  On  the  other  hand,  the  pursuer's  case  was  put  as 
high  as — that  though  the  deceased  was  acting  with  great  recklessness. 


1  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Langendorf,  29  Am.  St.  R.  553. 

a  Roebuck  V.  Norwegian,  dbc.  Titanic  Co.,  1  Times  L.  R.  117,  p?r  Day,  J, 


Lebatt, 
B.  1016,  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 


Master  and  Servant,  935. 

3  Cp.  Bees  r.  Thomas  (1899),  1  Q. 
Act,  1897. 

♦  Wilkinson  v.  Kinneil  Cannd  <fc  Coking  Coal  Co.,  24  Rettie  1001. 

«  23  Sc.  L.  R.  798. 
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and  was  guilty  of  what,  in  other  circumstances,  would  have  been 
contributory  negUgence,  yet,  if  she  was  engaged  in  an  effort  to  save 
Ufe  and,  through  alarm  and  her  perturbed  and  excited  feelings,  became 
insensible  to  her  own  danger,  she  was  not  legally  negligent,  and  dis- 
entitled to  recover.     There  was  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  railway 
company.     On  a  biU  of  exceptions  and  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  refused  to  lay  down  either  Scotch  view 
proposition  or  to  formulate  one  ;  but  held  that  the  whole  matter  was  ^^^^^^^fj^^^^J® 
rightly  left  to  the  jury  as  to  whether  there  was  contributory  neghgence,  Sie^^?° 
and  did  not  call  for  a  particular  direction  in  point  of  law. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  gives  a  working  solution  of  the 
problem.  There  was  negligence  of  the  railway  company,  and  conduct 
of  the  deceased,  which  was  an  element  in  the  accident.  There  was 
thus  that  conflict  of  fact  the  decision  of  which  is  not  to  be  taken  from  a 
jury.  Had  the  complexion  of  the  deceased's  conduct  been  admitted, 
that  not  only  was  her  conduct  in  fact  what  it  was,  but  further  that  the 
correct  conclusion  was  to  find  negligence,  the  duty  of  the  judge  would 
have  been  to  take  the  case  from  the  jury.  Where  contributory  negli- 
gence is  alleged  these  cases  must  be  for  the  jury ;  since  admitting  the 
facts  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  them  is  always  in  dispute ;  whether 
of  reckless  negligence  or  of  a  high  estimate  of  the  value  of  human  life.^ 

The  latest  American  decisions  adhere  to  the  principle  asserted  in  American 
Eckert's  case,  A  man  rescued  a  boy  at  the  sacrificej  of  his  own  Hfe  from  d«ci8ioi*8- 
an  approaching  train.  The  man's  widow  brought  an  action  against 
the  railway  company  who  were  in  default  and  succeeded,  on  the  ground 
that  "  the  law  has  so  high  a  regard  for  human  life  that  it  will  not 
impute  negUgence  to  an  effort  to  preserve  it,  unless  the  exposure  is 
clearly  rash  and  reckless."^  The  man's  act  in  this  case  appears  to  be 
spontaneous  and  without  an  interval  for  reflection.  The  principle 
does  not  extend  to  attempts  to  rescue  from  the  consequences  of  a 
disaster  already  befallen.  There  the  act  is  deUberate,  and  the  principle 
of  Sharp  v.  Powell  seems  applicable.  The  vaUd  excuses  for  the  father 
not  mentioning  the  defect  to  the  son  might  be  very  many.  As  against 
the  son  the  defendants  were  in  default ;  and  to  make  out  a  duty  on 
the  father  to  avert  the  consequences  of  their  default  in  his  own  case 
would  require  facts  indicative  of  that  gross  negUgence  which  is  evi- 
dence of  fraud. 

Further,  the  mere  fact  of  an  injured  person  being  of  unsound  mind,®  Persons  of 
or  drunk,*  or  bUnd,^  or  deaf*  does  not  of  itself  deprive  of  the  right  to  unsound 
recover  in  the  event  of  injury.     It  is  quite  another  matter  if  the  person  j^^j*  ordoaf. 
under  infirmity  acts  so  as  himself  to  produce  the  peril  from  which  he 
suffers.     Thus  it  has  been  held  to  be  negUgence  for  a  deaf  person  to 
drive  an  unmanageable  horse  across  a  railway  track  when  a  train  was 

1  Cp.  WUkinsony,  KinneU  Cnnnel  dh  Coking  Coal  Co.,  24  Rettie  1001,  where  Lord 
Young  draws  the  distinction  between  an  effort  to  save  life  and  an  eflfort  to  save 
property. 

2  Bidley  v.  MobUe,  Ac.  Ry.  Co.  (1906),  86  S.  W.  Rep.  606.  The  facts  are  set  out, 
Street,  Foundations  of  I^egal  Liability,  vol.  i.  133. 

3  Paii  quia  injuriam,  ettam  si  non  sentiat,  potest :  faeere  nemo,  nisi  qui  scit  'sz 
injuriam  fcuiere,  eliam  si  nesciat  cui  facial  :  D.  47,  10,  3,  §  2.  McFarlaTid  v.  Stewart, 
19  N.  Z.  L.  R.  22. 

4  "  If  a  man  is  lying  drunk  on  the  road,  another  is  not  negligently  to  drive  over 
him.  If  that  happened,  the  drunkenness  would  have  made  the  man  liable  to  the  injury, 
but  would  not  have  occasioned  the  injury  "  :  Clayards  v.  Dethide,  12  Q.  B.  439, 
per  Coleridge,  J.,  446. 

6  Neffr.  WeOedey,  148  Mass.  487  :  Harris  v.  Uebelhoer,  76  N.  Y.  169. 
6  Bex  V.  Walker,  1  C.  &  P.  320  ;  Reg.  v.  Longboltom,  3  Cox  C.  C.  439. 
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approaching.^    So,  too,  if  intoxication  contributes  to  the  injury,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover.^ 

While  deafness  or  blindness  or  any  similar  infirmity  does  not  put 
the  sufferer  under  civil  disabilities,  neither  does  it  confer  greater 
rights  unless  the  existence  of  it  is  known  to  the  injuring  person.  If, 
however,  he  comes  to  the  knowledge  that  the  person  in  &ont  of  him 
is  deaf  or  bhnd  or  lame,  he  must  regulate  his  conduct  accordingly. 
Knowledge  engenders  a  greater  duty.  Till  there  is  knowledge  or  the 
means  of  knowledge  of  infirmity  he  is  justified  in  carrying  on  the 
course  of  conduct  he  would  be  entitled  to  adopt  on  the  assumption 
that  the  person  in  front  of  him  is  normally  constituted.  The  opinion 
of  a  very  distinguished  judge  to  the  contrary  sometimes  cited  from 
a  newspaper  report  in  County  Courts  is  probably  inaccurately  re- 
ported, or,  if  not,  is  contrary  to  legal  authority  and  principle,  which 
regulates  conduct  by  the  rule  of  the  normal  and  not  of  the  abnormal. 
Husband  and  The  negUgence  of  the  husband  at  common  law  was  said  to  be 
^*®-  imputable  to  the  wife  f    or,  at  least,  where  the  neghgence  of  the 

husband  had  contributed  to  the  injury  to  the  wife,  there  could  be 
no  recovery  of  damages  ;  for  the  damages  assessed  for  the  wife  would 
be  recovered  for  the  husband.^  Now,  under  the  Married  Women's 
Property  Act,  1882,^  a  married  woman  can  sue  alone,  as  though  she 
were  a  single  woman,  for  torts  done  to  herself,  and  the  damages  re- 
covered by  her  become  her  separate  property.*  All  question  of 
imputability  in  this  case  is  therefore  avoided. 
Oamum  v.  A  curious  contention  was  advanced  in  Garmon  v.  Bangor,''  where 

oneoTtw ^^^'^^^  plaintiff  sued  for  an  injury  received  through  defect  in  a  highway,  of 
people  has  which  he  was  aware,  but  of  which  his  son,  who  was  driving  him,  and 
knowledge  of  through  whose  ignorance  the  injury  happened,  was  ignorant.  The 
h^'^'u"*  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  urged,  was  the  knowledge  of  the  son  ; 
caused  by  and  the  plaintiff  was  therefore  disentitled  to  recover  by  reason  of 
the  other, who  contributory  negUgence.  The  Court  refused  their  assent  to  so  novel 
iM;*Sfffor\he  *  pjci^ciple,  and  were  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  wap  not  prejudiced 
first.  hy  a  direction  that,  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  inform  his  son  of  the  defect, 

it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  he  was  guilty  of  neglect  or 
want  of  ordinary  care  in  neglecting  so  to  inform  him  ;  if  he  were,  he 
was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
o?^**^*^*^  In  considering  the  question  of  the  imputability  of  the  negligence 
negligence  of  parents  or  guardians  to  young  children,  the  cases  of  fathers  suing 
of  parents  or  in  their  own  names  for  injury  to  their  children  and  masters  suing  for 
fS^^""  ^  injury  to  apprentices  must  be  first  moved  out  of  the  way.  In  these 
children.        cases  the  negUgent  adult  sues,  on  his  own  behalf,  not  for  the  benefit  of 

I.  Fathers  and 

masters  suing  i  lUinois  Central  Rd.  Co.  v.  Buckner,  28  111.  299.  In  M'Kechnie  v.  Couper,  24 
in  their  own  So.  L.  R.  252,  though  the  injured  man  was  deaf,  and  so  did  not  hoar  the  defender 
names.  coming  in  his  cart  benind  him,  yet  he  was  held  entitled  to  recover  because  the  defender 

II.  Two  had  not  himself  taken  precautions ;  the  decision  may  also  be  put  on  the  ground 
classes  of  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  driver  of  a  carriage  to  pull  up  and  avoid  a  passenger,  irre- 
cases —  spective  of  the  question  of  deafness  :  Anderson  v.  Blackwood,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  227.     Deaf- 


(i.)  Where  the  ness  was  alleged  in  Smith  v.  Broume,  28  L.  R.  Ir.  1. 

child  itself  is  2  Maguire  v.  Middlesex  Rd,  Co,,  1 15  Mass.  239,  240. 

guilty  of  3  Peck  v.  New  York,  <fcc.,  Rd,  Co.,  50  Conn.  379,  392  ;    but  see  Plalz  v.  CUy  of 

negligence.       Cohoea  for  the  opposite  contention,  17  Hun  (N.  Y.)  101,  aflEd.  89  N.  Y.  219. 

(iL)  Where  the       *  Newton  v.  HaUer,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1208;    Dalton  v.  Midland  Counties  Ry.  Co., 

persons  13  C.  B.  474. 

having  charge        6  45  &  46  Vict.,  c.  75,  s.  1,  sub-s.  2. 

of  the  child  6  Beadey  v.  Roney  ( 1891 ).  1  Q.  B.  509. 

are  faulty  of  7  38  Me.  443.     *'  Ordinary  care  '*  is  discussed  in  this  case;  also  in  Beera  v.  Houaa* 

negligence.       tonic  Rd.  Co.,  19  Conn.  566. 
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the  infant ;  and  it  is  contrary  to  all  rule  to  allow  one  of  sound  mind  and 
understanding  to  profit  by  a  negligence  of  which  he  is  partially  the 
cause.^  These  cases  are  quite  clear ;  the  difficulty  only  arises  where 
the  damages  are  sought  for  the  benefit  of  the  young  chUd  injured.  A 
twofold  division  of  the  cases  under  this  head  may  be  made  : 

(1)  those  where  the  child  personally  is  guilty  of  what  in  an 

older  person  would  be  negligence  ;  and 

(2)  those  where  the  persons  having  charge  of  a  child  have 

neghgently  placed  the  child,  or  permitted  it  to  be,  in  a 
position  in  which  it  sustains  injury.^ 

Lynch  v.  Nurdiri?  is  the  most  often  cited  case  of  a  child  acting  in  (i.)  Where  the 
a  way  that  would  constitute  negUgence  in  an  older  person.     Defendant  child  itself 
neghgently  left  a  cart  unattended  ;  the  plaintiff,  a  child  of  seven,  got  nefugenoe! 
upon  the  cart  in  play  ;  another  child  incautiously  led  the  horse  on,  and 
the  plaintifE  was  thereby  thrown  down  and  hurt.     It  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  recover,  on  the  ground,  as  explained  by  Parke,  B.,  in  a 
subsequent  case,*  that  the  plaintifE  had  taken  as  much  care  as  could 
be  expected  from  a  child  of  tender  years — ^in  short,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  blameless  in  the  matter.    To  guard  against  a  natural,  perhaps, 
though  iUicit  extension  of  this  principle,  in  a  subsequent  case  it  was 
laid  down  that  the  mere  fact  of  an  accident  occurring  to  a  very  young 
child  will  not  raise  a  presumption  of  neghgence  any  more  than  in  the 
case  of  an  adult.^    NegUgence,  which  is  the  sole  ground  of  liabiUty, 
must  be  proved  in  the  defendant :   the  fact  that  injury  has  resulted, 
and  to  a  child  himself  incapable  of  neghgence,  will  not  import  Uabihty. 

Mangan  v.  AUerton^  is  at  variance  with  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  Defen-  Mangan  v. 
dant  exposed  a  machine  for  crushing  oil-cake  in  the  street,  and  without  ^^^^^rton, 
superintendence.  PlaintifE,  a  boy  of  four  years  old,  was  coming  past 
the  machine  from  school  in  company  with  his  brother,  aged  seven, 
and,  by  direction  of  his  brother,  put  his  fingers  in  the  cogs  and  got 
them  crushed.  The  Court  held  that  an  action  was  not  maintainable  : 
by  Martin,  B.,  on  the  ground  that,  admitting  negUgence,  the  negUgence 
"  was  too  remote  a  cause  of  the  mischief  "  to  make  the  defendant 
liable ;  "  the  accident  was  directly  caused  by  the  act  of  the  boy 
himself  ;  "  by  Bramwell,  B.,  because  :  "  The  defendant  is  no  more 
Uable  than  if  he  had  exposed  goods  coloured  with  a  poisonous  paint 
and  the  child  had  sucked  them.  It  may  seem  a  harsh  way  of  putting 
it,  but,  suppose  the  machine  had  been  of  a  very  deUcate  construction, 

1  OlaMey  v.  HesionvUle,  At.  Rd,  Co.,  67  Pa.  St.  172, 174. 
a  Gardner  v.  Grace,  1  F.  &  F.  359. 

3  1  Q.  B.  29 ;  Lay  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  34  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  30.  Cp.  PoteeU  v.  Deveney, 
67  Mass.  300. 

*  Lygo  V.  Neivboli,  9  Ex.  302,  305. 

*  Singleton  v.  Eastern  Counties  By.  Co.,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  287.  Williams  v.  G.  W.  By., 
L.  R.  9  Ex.  157,  is  very  similar  to  Singleton's  case  ;  but  here  a  neglect  to  fence  on 
the  part  of  the  railway  company  was  shown,  and  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to 
recover.  Fenna  v.  Clare  (1895),  1  Q.  B.  199,  is  concluded  by  WiUiams  v.  G.  W.  By.  Co. 
There  was  a  nuisance ;  the  defendants  were  in  fault  and  in  a  particular  relevant  to 
the  action  ;  while  the  injured  child  was  too  young  to  have  contributory  negligence 
imputed  to  her.  The  general  rule  is  undoubtedly  :  that  "  if  in  a  case  that  turns  on  a 
question  of  negligence,  the  evidence  leaves  the  matter  in  doubt,  those  who  set  up  the 
negligence  must  fail,  for  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  only  that  the  state  of  facts  is 
consistent  with  negligence  "  :  per  Rigby,  L.  J.  Scholfield  v.  Earl  of  Londesborough 
(1896),  1  Q.  B.  653  ;  Daniel  v.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  691 ;  ibid.,  5  H,  L. 
45 ;  but  here  the  nuisance  maintained  by  the  defendants  would  reasonably  explain 
the  accident.  Hagarty,  C.J.,  in  Hurd  v.  Grand  Trunk  Bj.  Co.,  15  Ont.  App.  58, 
66,  expresses  dissatisfaction  with  the  decision  in  Singleton's  case.  Tabb  v.  Grand 
Trunk  By.  Co.  (1904),  8  Ont.  R.  203. 

«  L.  R.  1  Ex.  239.     A  very  similar  Scotch  case  is  Campbell  v.  Ord,  1  Tettio  149. 
VOL.  I.  L 
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and  had  been  injured  by  the  child's  fingers,  would  not  the  child,  in 
spite  of  his  tender  years,  have  been  Uable  to  an  action  as  a  tort  feasor  ? 
This  shows  that  it  is  impossible  to  hold  the  defendant  Hable."*  This 
method  of  reasoning  is  now  quite  out  of  date.  The  illustration  put, 
if  the  case  were  to  arise,  would  probably  result  in  a  decision  that  people 
exposing  dangerous  goods  must  do  so  subject  to  the  risk  from  the  mis- 
chievous habits  of  children  to  whom  theyare  an  allurement,  and  they 
must  suffer  for  neglect  to  guard  them.^  While  the  answer  to  an  action 
against  a  "  boy  of  four  years  "  for  injury  to  a  deUcate  machine  standing 
in  the  street,  would  be  the  wholesome  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Black- 
bum  in  River  Wear  Commissioners  v.  Adamson,^  with  reference 
to  property  adjoining  a  highway :  "  the  owner  of  the  injured  property 
must  bear  his  own  loss,  unless  he  can  estabhsh  that  some  other  person 
is  in  fault,  and  hable  to  make  it  good."^ 

A  case  cited  in  Mangan  v.  Atterton  as  an  authority  for  the  decision 

Hvghesy.       was  Hughes  v.  Macfie^ — ako  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

MacfU.  fjijjg  defendants  placed  the  shutter  of  their  cellar  against  the  wall  in  a 

public  street,  and  the  dress  of  a  child,  who  was  plajdng  in  the  street, 
and  jumping  off  the  shutter,  caught  the  comer  of  the  shutter,  which 
fell  upon  and  injured  him.     It  was  ruled  that  the  defendants  were  not 

1  In  35  H.  VI.  11  pi.  18,  it  was  said,  per  Moyleand  Billing,  J  J.,  that  trespass  lies 
against  an  infant  though  only  four  years  of  age.     See  Bro.  Ahr.  C-orone,  pi.  5. 

2  Cp.  Jew3on  V.  OaUi,  2  Times  L.  R.  441 ;  Sticjaohn  v.  Brooke,  6  Times  L.  B.  684. 

3  2  App.  Cas.  767.  Little  children  have  a  right  to  go  into  the  streets  of  a  city  for 
air  and  exercise,  and  if  reasonable  provision  is  made  for  their  safety,  are  under  the 
protection  of  the  law  against  wrongdoers  who  disregard  their  rights.  Whether  the 
provision  made  for  the  care  of  the  plaintiff  was  reasonable  under  the  oiicumstances, 
and  whether  reasonable  care  was  taken  of  him,  must  be  left  for  a  jury  to  determine  : 
Midligan  v.  Curtis,  100  Mass.  612.  To  the  same  eflfeot  is  Martin  T.  Ward,  24  So. 
L.  R.  686,  where  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  said :  "  I  know  of  no  case  in  which  a  child  has 
been  run  over  in  a  public  thoroughfare  in  which  the  defence  has  been  successfully 
stated  that  the  child  had  no  business  to  be  there  and  to  get  in  the  way  of  the  vehicle. 
In  L^o  V.  Netobold,  9  Ex.  302,  Alderson,  B.,  says,  3(% :  ''It  seems  strange  that 
a  person  who  rides  in  his  carriage  without  a  servant,  if  a  child  receives  an  injury 
by  getting  up  behind  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  ride,  should  be  liable  for  the  injury.^' 
And  Pollock,  C.B.,  adds  :  The  case  last  put  raises  a  doubt  as  to  the  authoiity  of 
Lynch  v.  Nurdin."  But  in  the  case  put  there  is  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
"  person  who  rides  in  his  carriage."  If  it  were  negligence  to  ride  in  a  carriage  without 
a  servant,  and  the  accident  happened  in  consequence,  the  facts  in  Ljfneh  v.  Nwrdin^ 
might  be  paralleled. 

*  Abbott  V.  MacfU,  2  H.  &  C.  744.  Findlay  v.  Am/wt,  14  Rettie  312,  a  Scotch 
case,  is  inconsistent  with  this.  There  a  shutter  fastened  by  a  bolt  was  meddled  with 
by  children  and  fell,  injuring  one.  The  owner  was  held  liable,  though  the  Court  were 
of  opinion  the  protection  afforded  was  enough  "  if  not  tampered  with,  in  respect  of 
any  ordinary  pressure  that  might  be  exerted,"  but,  "  having  regard  to  the  risks  to 
which  in  the  locality  where  it  was,  it  was  exposed,"  it  was  not  enough.  The  mis- 
chievousnesa  of  children  in  a  particular  district  nnd  the  absence  of  restraint  on  their 
proclivities  seem  somewhat  peculiar  grounds  on  which  to  raise  a  legal  liability.  Cp. 
the  summmg  up  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Daniels  v.  Potter,  4  C.  &  P.  262.  In  Duff  v.  National 
Telephone  Co.,  16  Rettie  075,  the  owner  of  a  two- wheeled  barrow  left  it  in  a  lane  in  a 
to^Ti.  Two  children  began  to  play  with  it,  and,  whilst  doing  so,  brought  it  down  on. 
and  fatally  injured,  a  child  of  three  years  who  was  playing  with  them.  The  father  of 
the  child^brought  his  action  against  the  owner  of  the  barrow,  but  it  was  dismissed  on 
the  ground  that  the  father's  negligence  had  contributed  to  the  child's  accident,  and 
disentitled  the  father  from  suing.  A  remark  of  tlie  Lord  President  (Inglis)  mav  be 
noticed.  He  says :  "  I  do  not  intend  to  say  that  people  are  justified  in  leaving  wheel- 
barrowb  in  the  public  streets,  but  that  was  not  the  case  here.  The  barrow  was  left 
in  a  narrow  lane."  The  legal  test  of  liability  cannot  he  a  question  of  the  greater  or 
lesser  width  of  a  highway  in  which  a  vehicle  unattended  is  left ;  moreover,  it  is  a 
common  experience  that  in  narrow  lanes  the  swarming  of  children  is  greater  than  in 
wide  streets.  The  justification  of  the  decision  is  that  the  owner  of  the  barrow  was  in 
the  exercise  of  his  rights  and  not  in  default.  The  leaving  of  the  barrow  unattended 
might  have  been  negligent.     Then  the  action  would  have  been  maintainable. 
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liable  to  an  action  by  the  child,  on  the  ground  that  an  adult  could  have 
maintained  no  action,  as  he  would  have  voluntarily  meddled  for  no 
lawful  purpose  with  that  which,  if  left  alone,  would  not  have  hurt 
him;  and  the  fact  of  the  plaintifE  being  of  tender  years  made  no 
difference. 

This  case,  too,  seems  to  ignore  the  doctrines  we  have  just  noticed.  Manganv, 

These  cases,  then,  broadly  state  a  proposition  that  a  child,  when  a  ^i^etionajid 
trespasser,  differs  in  no  respect  as  to  habiUty  from  an  adult.  Maefie  con- 

In  Lyrtch  v.  Nurdin^  the  plaintiff's  improper  conduct  in  mounting  sidered. 
a  cart  was  a  trespass  to  the  defendant's  chattel ;  the  decision  was  that 
the  plaintiff  could  recover,  on  the  ground  that  "  he  merely  indulged 
the  natural  instinct  of  a  child  in  amusing  himself  with  the  empty  cart." 
"  The  child,  acting  without  prudence  or  thought,  has,  however,  shown 
these  quahties  in  as  great  a  degree  as  he  could  be  expected  to  possess 
them." 

The  duty  of  the  adult  is  so  to  conduct  his  affairs  that  he  is  not  Adult's  duty 
negligent.  Children  of  very  tender  years  are  not  to  have  negligence  *^  °*"'^®^ 
imputed  to  them.  If  they  are  injured  by  negUgence,  conduct  that  in  ^Lji^eiit  is 
an  adult  would  disentitle  him  to  recover,  works  them  no  disability,  absohite. 
In  intercourse  with  them  adults  are  to  use  a  greater  than  ordinary  care, 
because  of  their  greater  volatility  and  the  infirmity  of  their  judgment. 
To  be  free  from  habihty  where  youiig  children  are  concerned,  adults 
must  show  that  they  have  not  failed  to  attain  the  standard  of  duty  the 
circumstances  demand.  If  they  have  so  failed,  their  defatdt  in  duty 
is  not  condoned  by  conduct  conducing  to  the  injury,  which  would  be 
contributory  negUgence,  but  for  the  fact  that  the  injury  is  inflicted 
on  a  young  child,  to  whom  contributory  negligence  is  not  imputable. 
Considerations  such  as  these  invaUdate  the  Scottish  decision  M'LeUand 
V.  Johnstone,^  where  a  contractor  of  a  sewer  in  a  highway  was  held  not 
guilty  of  negligence  in  leaving  a  brazier  necessary  for  the  work  he  was 
doing  but  unienced  and  unguarded  on  the  pubUc  path,  whereby  a 
child  of  five  was  seriously  burned.  This  aggression  on  the  pubhc 
rights  certainly  cannot  be  regarded  as  in  law  not  negligent.  At  least 
the  necessity  of  curtailing  the  public  rights  must  be  shown,  and  accord- 
ing to  all  analogy,  this  can  only  be  done  with  the  observance  of  all 
reasonable  precautions. 

The  American  cases  accord.^ 

The  case  of  Bailey  v.  Neal^  is  decided  in  accordance  with  the  Bailey  v. 
principles  we  have  enunciated.  A  heavy  street  roller  with  reversible  ^<^^'- 
shafts  was  left  standing  in  a  street,  duly  secured  by  a  strong  rope, 
which  would  have  held  it  immovable.  The  plaintiff,  a  child  of  nine 
and  a  half,  and  another  child  meddled  with  it.  The  other  child  cut 
the  rope,  and  plaintiff's  fingers  were  crushed  in  the  wheels  of  the 
reversible  shaft.     On  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  been 

i  1  Q.  B.  29.  In  Mann  v.  Ward,  8  Times  L.  R.  G99,  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  speaking 
oi  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  says  :  *'  It  has  always  been  doubted."  This  remark  is  probably 
a  slip.  Mangan  v.  Atlerion  was  most  likely  the  case  in  his  lordship's  mind.  Cp^ 
Clark  V.  Chaniber^,  3  Q.  B.  D.  339  ;  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  McDonald.  162  U.  S. 
(46  Davis)  262,  per  Harlan,  J.,  270  ;  Harrold  v.  Watney  (1898),  2  Q.  B.,  per  Smith, 
L.J.,  322 :  Lynch  v.  Nurdin  '^  has  never  been  overruled,  but  has  been  treated  in 
subsequent  cases  as  sound  law."  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  Engdhart  v.  Farrant  (1897), 
1  Q.  B.  244,  doubts  whether  Mann  v.  Ward  is  "  fully  reported." 
.     2  4Fra8er469. 

3  Birge  v.  Gardiner,  19  Conn.  607,  612 ;  Daley  v.  Norwich  4p  Worcester  Rd*  Co., 
26  Conn.  691 ;  Rd,  Co,  v.  Oladmon,  15  Wall.  (U.  S.)  401  ;  Ranch  v.  Lloyd,  31  Pa.  St. 
?58.  4  6  Times  L.  R.  ^. 
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guilty  of  ahy  negligence — the  shaft  having  been  secured — ^the  plaintiff 
was  nonsuited.     Two  propositions  apparently  were  assumed  : 

(1)  that  if  the  defendant  had  been  negligent  in  leaving  the 
roller,  though  the  negligence  was  not  the  cause  of  the 
injury,  the  plaintiff  could  recover  ; 

(2)  that  contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  would  not 

affect  this  right. 
A  distinction  seems  to  have  been  taken  between  leaving  the 
roller  on  the  highway  in  a  negUgent  state — that  is,  with  its  shafts 
unfastened — ^and  placing  it  there,  unlawfully,  in  a  safe  condition. 
From  the  point  of  view  that  contributory  negUgence  is  not  to  be 
attributed  to  children  in  certain  circumstances,  it,  at  first  sight,  appears 
immaterial  in  what  condition  the  machine  was  placed  on  the  highway 
if  its  being  there  arose  from  negligence.  This,  however,  is  not  so. 
It  is  one  thing  to  impute  liability  when  the  intervening  agency  that 
sets  the  mischief  at  work  is  the  mere  ordinary  thoughtlessness  and 
ignorance  of  children,  who  may  be  expected  to  play  with  an  object 
like  a  roller  left  in  their  way  ;  and  it  is  quite  another  to  contemplate 
the  deliberate  cutting  of  a  strong  rope — an  act  that  is  scarcely  an 
ordinary  and  natural  incident  attendant  on  the  neighbourhood  of 
yoimg  children.  The  Scotch  case  of  M'Oregor  v.  Ros^  is  very  similar, 
though  there  no  evidence  was  produced  of  how  the  rope  which  secured 
the  machine  was  undone.  It  was  assumed  that,  if  not  wilfully  inter- 
fered with,  the  precautions  taken  were  sufficient  to  render  it  harmless. 

Harroldv.  Watney^  is  another  illustration.  **  A  rotten  fence  close 
to  a  highway  is  an  obvious  nuisance."  A  child  of  four  years  put  one 
foot  on  the  fence  and  was  about  to  put  another  when  it  gave  way  and 
he  was  injured.  The  owner  of  the  fence  was  in  default ;  the  child 
recovered  damages.  The  act  of  climbing  the  fence  was  one  to  be 
expected  of  a  young  child.  Smith,  L.J.,  goes  further  :  "  The  boy  was 
lawfully  using  the  highway."  Horsburgh  v.  Sheach?  gives  the  other 
aspect  of  the  principle.  Building  material  was  (lawfully)  heaped 
against  a  wall  eight  feet  high  abutting  on  a  highway  to  within  thirty 
inches  of  the  top ;  on  the  other  side  of  the  wall  was  a  pond.  A  child 
of  seven,  playing  on  the  highway  and  running  up  and  down  the  heap, 
clambered  over  the  wall  and  fell  into  the  pond.  These  facts  were 
held  not  to  raise  any  case  of  negUgence.  Had  the  heap  been  to  the 
top  of  the  wall,  following  the  cases  of  inducements  held  out  to  children, 
there  might  have  been  evidence  of  negUgence.  The  margin  of  thirty 
inches  between  the  top  of  the  heap  and  the  wall  repelled  any  pre- 
sumption of  insufficient  protection  for  young  children.  Had  the 
placing  of  the  heap  there  been  illegal,  UabiUty  would  have  attached. 
As  it  was  the  defendant  was  not  in  default. 

The  American  decisions  are  by  no  means  uniform.  For  example, 
in  the  case  of  Bd.  Co,  v.  Stout^^  where  a  child  of  six  years  of  age  was 

1  10  Rettie  725.  In  Slade  v.  The  Victorian  Railways  Commissioners,  15  YiaU, 
L.  R.  100,  there  was  the  additional  factor  that  the  injured  boy  was  a  licencee  on 
defendant's  pier.  But  it  was  rightly  decided  this  made  no  difference  in  the  principle 
applicable. 

a  (1898),  2  Q.  B.  320.     Cp.  FennaY.  Ctore(1895),  1  Q.  B.  199.  8  3 Fraser  268w 

«  17  Wall  (U.  S.)  657.  As  to  this  case,  in  Frost  v.  Eastern  Bd.,  10  Am.  St.  R, 
396,  64  N.  H.  220,  Clark,  J.,  very  sensibly  says  :  "  We  are  not  prepared  to  adopt  the 
doctrine  ....  that  the  owner  of  machineiy  or  other  property  attractive  to  chUdre» 
in  liable  for  injuries  happening  to  children  wrongfully  interfering  with  it  on  his  own 
jpremises.  The  owner  is  not  an  insurer  of  the  safety  of  infant  trespassers.  One  havinf 
in  his  poeseesion  agricultural  or  mechanical  tools  is  not  responsible  for  injuries  causes 
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injured  through  playing  with  a  turntable  on  the  premises  of  the 
defendant  railway  company,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
held  that  if  the  situation  of  the  turntable  was  such  that  children 
would  probably  resort  to  it,  and  if  children  had  in  fact  resorted  to  it 
within  the  knowledge  and  observation  of  the  officers  of  the  company, 
there  is  a  duty  on  the  company  to  take  precautions  in  the  matter,  the 
neglect  of  which  exposed  them  to  Uability.  Freedom  from  fault  is  not 
required  of  an  infant. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Connecticut,  in  the  elaborately  argued  case  Nolan  r. 
of  Nolan  v.  New  York  Rd.  Co}  another  view  is  presented.    A  child  ^^J^^ 
of  seven  was  attracted  on  a  railway  line  by  something  he  saw.    The     *    ^' 
State  Court  held  the  age  of  the  child  injured  ineffectual  to  raise  a  duty 
where  none  otherwise  existed.    With  regard  to  duties  to  the  pubUc 
at  large,  children,  women,  and  men  are  upon  the  same  footing.    Pre- 
cautionary measures  having  for  their  object  the  protection  of  the 
public,  must,  as  a  rule,  have  reference  to  all  classes  aUke ;   though 
there  are  duties  to  infants  where  a  different  degree  of  care  is  requisite 
than  is  due  to  adults. 

The  view  is  expressed  by  Henry,  C.J.,  in  Schmidt  v.  Kansas  City  Weight  ot 
Distilling  Co,^  that  an  owner  of  property  must  not  place  temptations  authority, 
upon  it  to  allure  any  one  to  a  dangerous  place  upon  his  premises,  nor 
yet  place  dangerous  things  so  near  a  public  street  or  highway  as  to 
endanger  persons  thereon ;   and  the  fact  that  young  children  are  in 
the  habit  of  resorting  to  the  neighbourhood  is  an  element  in  determining 
what  is  alluring,^  and  what  safeguards  should  be  adopted.     This 
do  trine  is  approved  in  Jewson  v.  Gatti,  yet  is  not  free  from  difficulties.* 
Though  a  sound  principle,  there  is  often  uncertainty  in  its  appUcation  ; 
for  example,  in  Klix  v.  Nieman,^  a  child  fell  into  an  unfenced  pond,  KHz  v. 
which  was  found  to  be  dangerous  to  the  lives  of  children  living  in  the  ^*cfnan. 
neighbourhood  and  who  might  be  attracted  thereto  for  amusement 
or  otherwise.     The  Court,  however,  negatived  any  duty  to  fence,  on 

to  trespassers  by  careless  handling,  nor  is  the  owner  of  a  fruit  tree  bound  to  cut  it  down 
or  inclose  it  or  to  exercise  care  in  securing  the  staple  and  lock  with  which  his  ladder  iR 
fastened,  for  the  protection  of  trespassing  boys  who  may  be  attracted  by  the  fruit." 
Beary  v.  LouisviUe  Ry.  Co.,  40  La.  An.  32,  8  Am.  St.  R.  497.  On  the  same  point 
RodgersY.LeeSy  140  Pa.  St.  475,  23  Am.  St.  B.  250  may  be  consulted.  The  consideration 
of  proximity  or  rather  adjacency  to  the  highway,  which  was  the  determining  factor 
in  Jewson  v.  OaUiy  2  Times  L.  R.  441,  is  absent  here.  Cases  may  be  put  where  the 
doctrine  of  Jeufnon  v.  Oatti  will  be  hard  of  application,  e.g.,  fruit  trees  divided  from 
admiring  children  by  a  thorn  hedge ;  golden  carp  in  a  pond  in  a  public  pleasure 
^ound  railed  off  by  a  fence  of  a  single  twisted  wire ;  or  delicate  flowers  blooming 
just  out  of  reach:  these  allurements  may  perhaps  be  held  forbidden  plesksures.  If  so, 
the  distinction  seems  one  of  degree  and  not  of  kind. 

1  63  Conn.  461. 

2  59  Am.  R.  16,  2 

3  An  allurement  seems  to  be  some  attraction  added  to  land,  not  the  mere  effect  of 
land  in  its  natural  state  :  EvansviUe  Rd,  Co,  v.  Griffin,  60  Am.  R.  783. 

*  2  Times  L.  R.  441  ;  in  the  Div.  Court,  at  381.  Stiefsohn  r,  Brooke,  6  Times 
L.  R.  684,  per  Pry,  L.  J.  ;  cp.  Findlay  v.  Angus,  14  Rettie  312.  The  same  principle, 
with  regard  to  alluring  children,  is  laid  down  in  America  in  what  are  known  as  the 
turntable  cases  :  Haesley  v.  Winona  Rd.  Co.,  24  Am.  St.  R.  220. 

*  60  Am.  R.  854.  Boss  v.  Keith,  16  Rettie  86,  is  similar  ;  only  there  children  had 
to  pass  along  a  private  road  to  get  to  the  pond,  and  the  negligence  alleged  was  leaving 
the  gate  of  the  private  road  open.  In  Boyan  v.  M^Lennans,  17  Rettie  103,  Lord 
Young  distinguishes  the  case  of  the  child  of  a  '*  farm  servant  who  had  a  house  on  the 
farm  not  far  from  the  place  at  which  the  child  was  drowned."  In  English  law,  at 
least,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  distinction.  If  M^Feat  v.  Bankings  Trustees,  6  Rettie 
1043,  is  an  authority,  the  distinction  may  exist  in  Scotland,  however  opposed  to 
principle  it  may  be.  As  to  M'FeaCH  case,  bod  post,  Djty  of  Occupiers  of  Property. 
See  also  Oibson  v.  Glasgow  Police  Commissioners,  20  Rettie  466,  and  llatniCto'i  v. 
Hermand  OH  Co.,  20  Rettie  995,  out  of  Scotland  a  more  than  doubtful  decision. 
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defendants'  line  ;  as  they  were  crossing  the  railway  the  child  was 
injured  by  a  passing  train.  The  jury  found  that  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  negligence,  and  that  the  grandmother  was  guilty  of  neghgence, 
which  contributed  to  the  accident,  whilst  there  was  no  neghgence  of 
the  infant  plaintiff.  A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintifi,  with 
leave  to  move.  In  the  Queen's  Bench,  the  verdict  was  entered  for 
the  defendants,  without  calling  on  them  to  argue,  on  the  groimd  that 
the  infant  was  identified  with  its  grandmother.  In  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  Cockbum,  C.J.,  thus  stated  the  principle  of  the  decision  :^ 
"  When  a  child  of  such  tender  and  imbecile  age  is  brought  to  a  railway 
station,  or  to  any  conveyance,  for  the  purpose  of  being  conveyed,  and 
is  wholly  unable  to  take  care  of  itself,  the  contract  of  conveyance  is 
on  the  impUed  condition  that  the  child  is  to  be  conveyed  subject  to 
due  and  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  person  having  it  in  charge. 
Such  care  not  being  used,  where  the  child  has  no  natural  capacity 
to  judge  of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  a  child  might  get  into 
serous  danger  from  a  state  of  things  which  would  produce  no  disastrous 
consequences  to  an  adult  capable  of  taking  care  of  himself."  Lindley, 
L.J.,  subsequently^  thus  more  tersely  expressed  the  decision  :  '*  The 
defendants  had  a  right  to  expect  that  proper  care  would  be  taken  of 
the  child,  and  if  such  care  had  been  taken,  there  would  have  befen  no 
accident."  The  child  further  had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  company 
should  not  be  guilty  of  negligence,  even  though  the  contract  brought 
him  on  the  premises  ;^  and  had  the  company's  violation  of  this  duty 
been  the  cause  of  the  accident  there  is  no  reason  why  the  fact  that  the 
injured  person  was  in  charge  of  any  oije  else,  or  was  on  the  premises 
in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  a  contract,  should  lessen  the  consequence 
to  the  railway  of  their  own  neghgence.  If,  however,  the  company's 
neghgence  was  merely  a  condition,  and  not  the  cause  of  the  injury, 
then  they  would  not  be  Uable  in  any  case  and  quite  irrespective  of  any 
question  of  identification. 

The  fact  according  to  Lindley,  L.J.,  is  that  it  was  not  the  lack  of 
care  on  the  part  of  the  railway  that  caused  the  accident,  but  the  lack 
of  care  on  the  part  of  the  grandmother  ;  for  "  if  such  care  had  been 
taken  there  would  have  been  no  accident."  The  decision,  therefore, 
goes  no  further  than  to  hold  that  where  a  railway  company  would  not 
be  Uable  for  an  accident  to  an  adult,  their  hability  is  not  increased 
because  the  person  injured  is  a  helpless  child,  and  the  immediately 
preceding  negligence  is  that  of  the  child's  keeper.  But  this  explanation 
is  too  vague  to  be  satisfactory  ;  and  besides  does  not  accord  with  many 
expressions  in  the  judgments.  We  must  accordingly  take  a  closer 
view  of  the  facts.  The  alleged  neghgence  of  the  railway  company  was 
in  not  notifying  to  the  grandmother,  at  the  time  she  took  her  ticket, 
or  subsequently,  the  danger  of  crossing  the  hne.  The  neghgence  of 
the  grandmother  was  in  not  taking  sufiicient  caution  in  crossing. 
Thus,  had  there  been  no  contract,  the  grandmother  and  the  child  would 
have  been  mere  licensees,  if  not  actual  trespassers.  They  were  on  the 
line  with,  at  the  utmost,  the  permission  of  the  company,  who  would 
not  undertake  any  duty  to  them  further  than  that  of  not  increasing 
the  risks  to  which  they  were  exposed  by  the  ordinary  conduct  of  the 

1  1  E.  B.  E.  733.  2  The  Bernina  (2),  12  P.  D.  92. 

3  "  There  would  be  that  duty  which  the  law  imposes  on  all,  namely,  to  do  no  act 
to  injure  another  "  :  Fouikes  v.  Metropolian  District  Co,,  5  C.  P.  D.,  per  BramwelL 
L.J.,  159.  ^ 
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company's  business.^  If,  then,  they  were  either  trespassers  or  licensees, 
the  railway  company  would  not  have  been  in  default ;  for  there  was 
no  negligence  alleged  in  the  running  of  the  train.  So  that  the  only 
duty  violated  was  a  contractual  one ;  and  the  contract,  as  Lord 
Campbell  points  out,^  was  that  in  consideration  of  the  grandmother 
taking  ordinary  care  of  the  child  the  company  would  undertake  to 
convey  him.  But  the  grandmother  broke  the  contract  in  such 
circumstances  as  to  discharge  the  company  ;  while  the  circumstances 
raised  no  duty  apart  from  contract.  If  this  is  the  right  view  of  the 
case  the  head-note  is  not  accurate.  Moreover,  it  is  plain  from  Lord 
Campbell's  judgment  that  the  negligence  was  not  joint  but  successive. 
If  these  conclusions,  or  either  of  them,  are  accurate,  very  much  of 
the  criticism  on  this  case  is  beside  the  point,  and  it  is  no  authority  for 
the  proposition  for  which  it  is  most  often  vouched. 

BurcheU  v.  Hichisson  ^  has  points  of  similarity  with  Waiters  cctse.  Burehellr. 
The  plaintifE,  a  boy  of  four  years  old,  went  with  his  sister  to  defendant's  Bickisam. 
house.  A  few  steps,  protected  on  either  side  by  railings,  led  up  to  the 
front  door.  One  of  the  rails  at  the  topmost  step  had  been  for  some 
time  broken  away,  leaving  a  gap,  across  which  ropes  had  been  inter- 
laced but  had  worn  away.  The  plaintiff  was  told  to  stop,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  steps,  while  the  sister  went  in  the  house.  He,  however, 
came  up  the  steps,  and  falling  through  the  gap  into  the  area  below,  was 
injured.  Lindley  and  Lopes,  JJ.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover ;  on  the  groimd  that  the  defendant  never  invited  such  a 
person  as  the  plaintiff  to  come  unless  he  was  taken  care  of  ;  and  if  he 
was  in  charge  of  others,  there  was  no  concealed  danger — that  is,  there 
was  no  duty  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  which  had  been 
violated,  and  consequently  no  negligence.*  The  distinction  between 
this  case  and  Lay  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co}  is  that  there  the  bridge,  which 
was  found  by  the  jury  to  be  dangerous,  was  for  use  by  the  public,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  consequently  a  right  to  use  it ;  while  in  the  present 
case  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  be  where  he  was  when  he  met  with 
the  accident.  Had  the  gap  been  in  the  railings  abutting  on  the  street, 
the  decision  must  have  been  different.* 

A  word  must  be  added  on  joint  negligence.     InAhboU  v.  MacfiCy''  AbboUr, 
the  Court  said  :   "  If  he  [the  plaintiff]  was  playing  with  Hughes  so  as  J^««A«- 
to  be  a  joint  actor  with  him,  he  cannot  maintain  this  action.     If  not, 
we  think  he  can,  as  his  injuries  would  then  be  the  result  of  the  joint  injury  from 

joint 

1  Gauirei  v.  Egerton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371 ;  cp.  Batchdor  v.  Fortescue,  11  Q.  B.  D.  474.  negligence. 

2  E.  B.  &  E.  719,  727. 

3  60L.J.  Q.  B.  101. 

*  There  is  no  legal  obligation  to  fence  an  excavation,  unless  it  be  so  near  a  public 
road  A8  to  constitute  a  puluic  nuisance  :  HounseU  v.  Smylh,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  731  ;  Hard- 
castle  V.  SotUh  Yorkshire  Railway  Company ^  4  H.  &  N.  67.  See  ante,  165,  as  to  where 
there  is  an  allurement. 

6  34  L.  T.  30. 

^  In  America  it  was  held  thafc  where  a  child  of  seven  was  out  walking  with  his 
father,  and,  stepping  aside  to  c]asp  in  sport  a  post  forming  part  of  a  bridge  they  wore 
crossing,  fell  through  a  hole  in  the  planking  into  the  water  and  was  drowned,  there  was 
no  evidence  of  contributory  negligence  :  OuUine  v.  Lowell^  144  Mass.  491  ;  also  note 


to  59  Am.  R.  104.  On  the  general  question  whether,  assuming  contributory  negli- 
gence of  a  parent,  an  infant  is  barred,  there  is  considerable  difference  of  opinion.  The 
Pennsylvanian  Courts  answer  it  in  the  negative.  Smith  v.  O^ Connor ,  48  Fa.  St.  218  ; 


Erie,  City,  <fec.  Co.  v.  Schiuter,  113  Pa.  St.  412  ;  57  Am.  R.  471,  and  note  474.  So 
too  in  Belief ontaine,  Ac.  Rd.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  18  Ohio  St.  399,  at  408,  and  post,  173,  ct 
seqq.  On  the  other  hand,  see  Fitzgerald  v.  St.  Paid,  <kc.  Ry.  Co.,  43  Am.  R.  212, 
and  note  216. 

7  2  H.  &  C:  744.     Hughes  v.  Macfie,  id. 
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negligence  of  Hughes  and  the  defendants.''  It  is  clear  that  if  the 
negligence  were  the  joint  neghgence  of  Hughes  and  the  defendant,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  free  from  negligence,  the  plaintiff  could  recover 
against  both,  or  either.  But  assuming  that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  negligence,  and  plaintiff  and  Hughes  were  plajring  together,  and 
acted  in  a  way  that  in  the  case  of  an  adult  would  be  negligent,  the 
first  point  to  decide  would  be  whether  in  view  of  the  propositions 
enunciated  above,  the  child  were  capable  of  neghgence.  If  the  child 
were  capable  of  neghgence,  the  opinion  of  the  jury  would  have  to  be 
taken,  whether  the  child  were  guilty  of  the  particular  neghgence 
alleged ;  and  if  this  were  resolved  affirmatively,  recovery  would  be 
precluded ;  for  the  neghgence  causing  the  action  would  not  be  the 
defendant's  negligence. 

The  cases  hitherto  examined  are  cases  where  the  child  is  said  to  be 
under  the  control  of  an  older  person  at  the  time  of  the  happening  of 
the  accident ;  or,  may  be,  injured  in  circumstances  where  no  duty 
had  been  violated  by  the  defendant.  There  remains  the  case  where 
the  absence  of  control  is  the  cause  of  the  child  sustaining  injury. 

The  only  reported  Enghsh  case  on  the  point  is  at  Nisi  Prius.^ 
Defendant  was  driving,  when  the  plaintiff,  aged  three  years  and  a 
quarter,  ran  out  into  the  road,  was  knocked  down,  and  run  over. 
Channel,  B.,  said :  "The  doctrine  of  contributory  neghgence  does  not 
apply  to  an  infant  of  tender  age.  To  disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  entirely  by  his  own 
neghgence." 

The  point  that  there  was  any  such  duty  on  the  parent,  the  neglect 
of  which  would  disentitle  the  infant  to  recover,  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  taken  ;  and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reported  Enghsh 
case  in  which  it  has  been  mooted.*- 

There  is  a  multitude  of  American  cases  on  this  subject,  and  the 
doctrines  laid  down  by  them  very  materially  vary. 

"  The  Vermont  rule  "^  formulates  the  principle  that  "  although 
a  child  or  idiot  or  lunatic  may,  to  some  extent,  have  escaped  into  the 
highway  through  the  fault  or  neghgence  of  his  keeper,  and  so  be 
improperly  there,  yet,  if  he  is  hurt  by  the  neghgence  of  the  defendant, 
he  is  not  precluded  from  his  redress.  If  one  knew  that  such  a  person 
is  in  the  highway,  or  on  a  railway,  he  is  bound  to  a  proportionate 
degree  of  watchfulness,  and  what  would  be  but  ordinary  neglect  in  regard 
to  one  whom  the  defendant  supposed  a  person  of  full  age  and  capacity, 
would  be  gross  neglect  as  to  a  child  or  one  known  to  be  incapable  of 
escaping  danger."  The  expression  "  ordinary  neglect "  here  used 
is  inaccurate,  since  proof  of  ordinary  neglect  "  on  a  highway  would  be 
sufficient  to  charge  the  person  guilty  of  it.  What  is  meant  is  that 
conduct,  or  want  of  care,  not  actionable  where  an  adult  is  concerned ; 
may  yet  be  actionable  when  a  yoimg  child  is  injured  thereby.  Thus 
interpreted  the  decision  is  good  sense,  and  is  approved  and  developed 

1  Gardner  v.  Qrace  (1858),  1  F.  &  F.  359  ;  followed  McrriU  v.  HepenMal,  25  Can. 
S.  C.  R.  150. 

2  In  Martin  v.  Wards  (1887),  14  Rettie  814,  the  point  was  taken  in  Sootlaod,  where 
two  cliildren,  aged  three  and  five  respectively,  were  run  over,  the  driver  being  negligent. 
In  an  action  by  the  father  it  was  contended  that  hia  negligence  contributed  to  the 
accident  by  allowing  such  young  children  to  be  in  a  place  of  dancer  without  some  one 
in  charge  of  them.  This  was  held  not  to  show  any  defence.  See,  however.  Duff  v. 
National  Telephone  Co.,  16  Kcttio,  jx^r  the  Lord  President,  076 ;  ant(,  162. 

3  Bobinaan  v.  Cone,  22  Vt.  213. 
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in  a  late  New  Jersey  case,^  where  the  Court  says  :  "  The  law,  natural  Newman  y. 
and  civil,  puts  the  infant  under  the  care  of  the  adult,  but  how  can  this  ^^ip^rg 
right  to  care  for  and  protect  be  construed  into  a  right  to  waive,  or  jj^^?^,  ^^ 
forfeit,  any  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  infant  ?  The  capacity  to  make 
such  waiver  or  forfeiture  is  not  a  necessary,  or  even  convenient,  in- 
cident of  this  office  of  the  adult,  but  on  the  contrary  is  quite  incon- 
sistent with  it,  for  the  power  to  protect  is  the  opposite  erf  the  power  to 
harm,  either  by  act  or  omission."  Having  stated  the  assumed  theory 
of  law  to  be  that  the  custodian  of  the  infant  is  the  agent  of  the  infant, 
the  judgment  continues  :  "  Such  custodian  cannot  surrender  or  impair 
.a  single  right  of  any  kind  that  is  vested  in  the  child  nor  impose  any 
'kgal  burden  upon  it."  ^'  In  the  language  of  an  ancient  authority  this 
.doctrine  is  thus  expressed.  '  The  common  principle  is,  that  an  infant 
in  all  things  which  sound  in  his  benefit  shall  have  favour  and  jweferment 
rin  law,  as  well  as  another  man,  but  shall  not  be  prejudiced  by  anything 
to  his  disadvantage  '  (9  Vin.  Abr.  374).'^  And  it  would  appear  to  be 
•plain  that  nothing  could  be  more  to  the  prejudice  of  an  infant  than  to 
convert  by  construction  of  law  the  connection  between  himself  and  his 
custodian  into  an  agency  to  which  the  harsh  rule  of  Respondeat  superior 
should  be  appUcable.".  ..."  The  sensible  and  legal  doctrine  is  this — 
an  infant  of  tender  years  cannot  be  charged  with  negUgence,  nor  can  he 
be  so  charged  with  the  commission  of  such  fault  by  substitution,  for 
he  is  incapable  of  appointing  an  agent,  the  consequence  being  that  he 
can,  in  no  case,  be  considered  to  be  the  blameable  cause  either  in  whole 
or  in  part  of  his  own  injury.  There  is  no  injustice  nor  hardship  in 
requiring  all  wrongdoers  to  be  answerable  to  a  person  who  is  incapable 
either  of  self-protection  or  of  being  a  participator  in  their  misfeasance." 
Whatever  the  ultimate  course  taken  by  the  English  Courts,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  this  view  has  the  merit  both  of  common  sense  and 
humanity.' 

There  is  a  Pennsylvanian  decision*  holding  that  where  a  father  knew  Fatherassent- 
of  his  son's  employment  at  dangerous  work  and  allowed  him  to  remain  ing  to  infant 
without  objection,  the  father  is  chargeable  with  contributory  negUgence  ^^^at^*^  ^^ 
and  is  not  entitled  to  recover.     In  this  case  it  must  be  remembered  dangeroiu 

that  the  action  is  by  the  father  ;^    even  with  this  fact  in  view  the  work  not 

entitled  to 

1  (1890)    Neuman  v.  PhUlipsburg  Horse  Car  M.  Co.,  62  N.  J.  Law,  446.     The  recover  for 
judgment  is  printed  in  a  note  to  Jones,  Negligence  of  Municipal  Corporations,  §  215.      injury  to  him. 

2  Enfant  {A.  2.) 

3  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  held  in  New  York,  Massachusetts,  Indiana,  and  perhaps 
JUinois,  that  an  infant  is  person nJly  chargeable  with  negligence,  or  fault  of  its  guardian, 
whereby  it  is  cxpoBC<l  to  injury.  The  leading  case  for  this  view  is  Hartfidd  v.  Moper, 
21  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  616.  See  also  WeU  v.  Dry  Dock,  dfc.  Rd.  Co.,  119  N.  Y.  147  ; 
Birkeii  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.,  110  N.  Y.  604,  where  it  was  hold  not  n^ligerice  as 
matter  of  law  for  the  parents  of  a  child  four  and  a  half  years  old  to  permit  it  **  with 
proper  instruction  and  directions  against  going  into  the  street  to  play  upon  the 
side- walk  without  an  attendant."  Casey  v.  Smith,  162  Mass.  294;  Ledie  v.  City  of 
Lewiston,  62  Me.  468.  In  a  New  York  case,  Moebus  v.  Herrmann,  108  N.  Y.  340, 
where  a  child  under  seven  years  of  age  was  run  over,  the  direction  given  was  :  ''  The 
rule  of  vigilance  applies  to  children  as  well  as  to  adults,  but  a  child  of  immatuxe  years, 
whilst  bound  to  exercise  care,  is  held  to  no  higher  degree  of  forethought  than  you  would 
expect  of  its  age."  "  If  you  say  that  the  child  did  what  an  ordinarily  careful  child 
would  have  done,  then  it  is  not  negligence  "  :    and  "  if  the  boy  failed  to  adopt  the 

.means  known  to  him  to  be  effective  in  protecting  him  againKt  danger,  and  was  injured 
thereby,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover."  This  was  sustained  by  the  Court.  See,  too, 
CoUins  V.  South  Boston  Rd.  Co.,  142  Mass.  301 ;  and  post, 

*  Schtoenk  v.  Kehler,  122  Pa.  St.  67  ;  9  Am.  St.  R.  70.  Cp.  Uemmingtoay  v. 
Chicago,  d:c.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Am.  St.  B.  823,  as  to  the  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  an 
infant  passenger  ;  and  the  negligence  of  a  parent. 

6  In  Pralt  Cool  and  Iron  Co.  v,  Braxdey,  3  Am.  St.  R.  751,  where  an  action  was 
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decision  is  difficult  to  follow,  having  regaxd  to  the  language  of  thereport:^ 
"  There  was  testimony  from  which  it  was  claimed  that  the  car-track 
was  not  in  proper  condition,  that  the  appUances  in  use  for  detaching 
the  mule  from  the  car  were  unsafe  and  essentially  unhke  those  in  use 
at  some  other  collieries  in  the  vicinity."  In  the  event  of  the  jury 
finding  defective  condition  of  the  plant  it  seems  an  extreme  position 
to  take  up,  that  the  possible  previous  negligence  of  the  parent  should 
disentitle  him  to  recover.  Surely  the  father  was  justified  in  assuming 
that  the  machinery  actually  provided  was  adequate.  If  the  accident 
had  happened  from  a  danger  inherent  in  the  work,  the  case  might  be 
arguable.  The  actual  danger,  however,  seems  to  have  been  superadded, 
and  on  the  defendant's  work,  to  which  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
father  had  right  of  access  or  inspection.  In  England  at  least  there  are 
other  vital  objections  to  the  validity  of  this  decision,  since  the  judgment 
of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Smith  v.  Baker,^  which  will  be  apparent  to 
any  one  referring  to  and  continuing  the  quotation  just  made.* 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  maintained  its  doctrine  in 
M^Cool  V.  Luc(M  Coal  Co} :  a  father  who  sufEers  his  son  of  tender  years 
to  engage  in  a  dangerous  service  cannot  recover  where  the  son  is 
killed  through  going  without  directions  to  a  dangerous  place  to  comply 
with  a  proper  order  and  when  there  was  a  perfectly  safe  place  that 
he  might  have  gone  to.  The  decision  is  placed  on  the  ground  of  the 
father's  duty  of  protection.  There  is  no  doubt  that  cases  may  occur, 
if  rarely,  where  the  father's  conduct  is  so  flagitious  that  he  would  be 
disentitled  from  it  to  recover  for  an  injury  to  his  child.  The  jury 
should  be  the  discriminators  of  these.  On  the  other  hand  "con- 
brought  on  behalf  of  a  child,  contributory  negligence  of  the  father  was  hold  no  defence  > 
but  otherwise  where  the  father  sued  on  his  own  behalf.  In  the  latter  case  negligence 
of  the  custodian  appointed  by  the  father  is  negligence  of  the  father.  This  seems 
right. 

1  122  Pa.  St.  68. 

a  (1891)  A.  C.  325. 

3  A  question  that  often  arises  may  be  here  noted,  viz.,  Can  the  medical  or  surgica 
expenses  of  a  child  that  is  injured  by  an  accident,  be  recovered  as  part  of  the  damages 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  father  as  next  friend  of  the  child  ?  The  contract  with  the 
medical  man  is  most  usually  with  the  father.  Sums  paid  by  the  father  are  not  neces- 
sarily, nor  ordinarily,  damages  recoverable  by  the  child.  The  jury  have  a  liberal 
limit  for  the  assessment  of  damages  in  accident  cases ;  but  where  there  is  no  jury 
the  judge  may  have  to  decide  what  damages  are  legally  recoverable.  If  then  the 
medical  expenses  are  alleged  to  be  incurred  by  the  father  on  his  contract,  they  are  an 
such  not  recoverable.  But  medical  attendance  is  a  necessary  for  which  the  child 
mav  contract :  Co.  Litt.  172  a,  §  259,  "If  an  infant  is  wounded,  an  action  will  lie 
on  his  promise  to  the  surgeon,"  Pickering  v.  Ounninjy  PcdmcTy  628  ;  Keane,  v.  Boycotl-^ 
2  H.  Bl.  511.  A  contract  with  the  child  might  thus  in  some  cases  be  alleged  ;  or  a 
contract  with  the  father,  as  agent  for  the  child,  in  a  contract  for  necessaries.  An 
infant  can  authorise  an  agent  to  do  any  act  for  his  benefit,  Story,  Agency,  §  6.  The 
liability  where  the  father  did  not  obtain  medical  assistance  for  his  child,  is  deter- 
mined by  57  &  58  Vict.  c.  41  s.  1.  The  Queen  v.  Doumes,  I  Q.  B.  iD.  25;  The 
Queen  v.  Morby,  8  Q.  B.  D.  571 ;  The  Queen  v.  Senior  (1899),  1  Q.  B.  283.  If  the 
infant  live  with  the  father,  who  provides  him  with  the  necessaries  of  life,  he  cannot 
contract :  Bainbridge  v.  Picker ing^  2  Wm.  Bl.  1322.  If  the  father  do  not  provide 
the  necessaries,  then  the  child  can  contract  for  them  ;  and  if  he  do  not  live  with  the 
father,  he  can  ;  and  if  he  can,  there  does  not  seem  any  objection  in  law  to  the  child 
having  the  father  ae  his  agent  for  his  benefit,  as  well  as  any  other  person.  Again,  if 
the  child  has  separate  estate,  and  the  father  is  guardian,  a  contract  might  be  presumed 
with  reference  t )  that  estate  made  by  the  father  as  a  :en t  for  the  child.  Any  difficulty* 
however,  may  be  avoided  by  joining  a  claim  by  the  father  for  the  expenses  on  the  writ, 
with  the  claim  for  damages  on  the  part  of  the  child,  or  by  an  amendment  to  the  same 
effect.  See  per  Lord  Kenyon  allowing  recovery  of  apothecary*s  expenses  by  the  father 
of  a  child  who  died  from  the  bite  of  a  mad  dog,  Jones  v.  Perry,  Peake,  Law  of  Evidence* 
§  ii.,  Actions  founded  in  Negligence,  292. 

4  160  Penn.  St.  638. 
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tributory  negligence  per  «6,"    the    phrase    used   in  Peiilisy'ivanian 
cases,  is  not  recognised  in  England.^ 

To  return,  however,  to  our  immediate  subject,  the  position  of  Principle 
young  children  with  regard  to  their  disabihty  to  recover  by  reason  of  discussed, 
their  own  or  their  guardian's  contributory  neghgence.  It  is  a  sound 
principle  that  since  yoimg  children  are  not  capable  of  contributory 
neghgence  in  the  sense  in  which  adult  persons  are,  the  duty  of  adults 
towards  them  should  be  commensurate  with  their  own  feebleness  and 
inabiUty  to  safeguard  themselves.  There  is  no  injustice  in  requiring 
people  in  their  deahngs  with  young  children  to  avoid  being  negUgent 
at  all ;  and  in  fixing  them  with  habihty  if  they  are  negUgent,  notwith- 
standing that  the  children's  own  negligence  contributes  to  the  injury.* 

A  person  negUgently  flings  a  fire-brand  ;  it  may  fall  harmless  ;  then, 
though  the  act  is  wrongful,  there  is  no  damage  ;  if  it  fall  into  a  basket 
of  hay  and  ignite  it,  the  measure  of  damage  is  the  value  of  the  hay, 
which  is  inconsiderable ;  but  if  the  brand  fall  among  valuable  silks 
and  satins  and  ignite  them,  the  measure  of  damage  is  the  value  of  the 
goods  destroyed.  Thus  the  same  act  done  in  the  same  circumstances 
may  incur  very  different  consequences ;  and  there  seems  no  vaUd 
reason  why  an  act  of  neghgence,  which  is  without  legal  consequences 
when  affecting  one  class  of  the  community,  should  not  bear  a  very 
different  aspect  when  done  with  regard  to  another. 

A  child  has  independent  legal  rights  even  against  its  father  or 
guardian,  in  cases  where  the  property  of  the  child  is  injured.'*  It 
would  seem  contrary  to  principle,  then,  that,  where  the  child  receives  a 
personal  injury,  the  neghgence  of  the  father  could  be  set  up  as  a  bar 
to  recovery.  A  distinction  may,  however,  be  drawn  between  injuries 
resulting  from  the  parent  neghgently  omitting  and  negUgently  com- 
mitting certain  acts.  It  has  been  said  that  the  parent  is,  by  common 
law,  under  no  legal  obUgation  to  safeguard  his  child.  Ajssuming  this 
to  be  so  (which  by  the  way  would  involve  a  very  strong  argument 
against  the  doctrine  of  identification)  there  are  yet  cases  where  the 
parent's  actual  neghgence  causes  injury  to  the  child,  and  where  no 
legal  principle  denies  the  child's  right  of  action.  The  parent  is  guilty 
of  neghgence  if  the  child  is  injured  by  the  joint  neghgence  of  the  parent 
and  a  third  person.  If  the  neghgence  had  been  joint  neghgence  of 
persons  unconnected  with  the  child,  the  child  could  maintain  an  action 
against  both  or  either  of  the  wrongdoers.^  There  seems  no  reason 
then  why  the  parent's  neghgence  should  exonerate  from  the  con- 

i  Shearman  and  RedSeld,  §  82  n.  > 

3  A  good  instance  of  a  child  too  young  to  be  responsible  for  contributory  negligence 
held  disentitled  to  recover  against  a  raUway  company  by  reason  of  the  railway  com- 
pany's freedom  from  negligence,  is  to  be  found  in  McMvUen  v.  Pennsylvania  Bd. 
Co.,  10  Am.  St.  R.  591.  Cp.  the  Scotch  cases.  Grant  v.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  9  Macph. 
258  ;  Morran  v.  Waddell,  11  Rettie  44 ;  Haughton  v.  North  British  By.  Co.,  20  Rettie 
113.     Also  an^e,  160. 

3  9  Vin.  Abr.  Enfant  (H.  6),  Actions.     How  they  must  be  sued. 

^  Burrows  v.  March  Oas  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Ex.  67,  71.    For  a  joint  trespass  a  plaintiff  Righta  against 
may  sue  all  the  trespassers  jointly  or  each  of  them  separately,  and  each  is  liable  for  joint  treiK 
the  act  of  all,  Co.  Litt.  §  376,  232a  ;  Cabell  v.  Vaughan,  1  Wms.  Saund.  291  eL  seq  ;  passers. 
Sutton  Y.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  29.     Where  two  paities,  acting  together,  commit  an  illegal 
or  wrongful  act,  the  party  who  is  held  responsible  in  damages  for  the  act  carmot 
have  indemnity  or  contribution  from  the  other  ;  because  both  are  equally  culpable  or 
partieipes  criminis  and  the  damage  results  from  their  joint  offence.     This  rule  does  not 
apply  when  one  does  the  act  or  creates  the  nuisance,  and  the  other,  though  not  joining 
therein,  is  yet  exposed  to  liability  and  suffers  damage.     Such  a  person  may  recover 
against  him,  whose  wrongful  act  has  exposed  him  to  pay  damages,  an  indemnity  for 
wnat  he  has  had  to  pay.     The  rule  that  wrongdoers  cannot  have  redress  or  con- 
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sequences  that  would  otherwise  follow,  except  on  the  consideration 
that  the  duty  of  the  parent  not  to  be  negligent  is,  if  theie  is  any 
difference,  greater  than  in  a  case  where  the  relation  does  not  exist. 

tribution  against  each  other  is  confined  to  cases  wheie  the  person  seeking  redress 
must  be  presumed  to  have  known  that  he  was  doing  an  unlawful  act.  Palmer  y» 
Wick  do  PvlUneytown  Steam  Shipping  Co.  (1894),  A.  C.  318 ;  The  Englishman  ani 
The  Australia  (1895),  P.  212  ;  The  Frankland  (1901),  P.  161.  The  right  to  indemnity 
stands  upon  the  principle  that  every  one  is  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  his 
own  negligence,  and  if  another  person  has  been  compelled  (by  the  judgment  of  a 
court  having  jurisdiction)  to  pay  the  damages  which  ought  to  have  been  paid  by 
the  wiongdoer,  they  may  bo  recovered  from  him,  Oceanic  Steam  Navigation  Co, 
V.  Compania  TransailarUica  Espanola,  134  N.  Y.  461,  30  Am.  St.  R.  685.  On 
the  point  whether,  where  plaintiff  has  gone  against  one  and  recovered,  he  can  sub- 
sequently proceed  against  another,  American  and  English  decisions  have  diverged. 
In  America,  in  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  1  Johns.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  C.)  290,  after  a  minute 
examination  of  the  earlier  EInglish  cases,  and  professing  to  decide  in  accordance  with 
Heydcn*^  case,  11  Ck).  5a,  Kent,  C.J.,  stated  the  rule  thus  :  "  that  where  you  elect 
to  bring  separate  actions  for  a  joint  trespass,  you  may  have  separate  recoveries  and 
but  one  satisfaction  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  may  elect  de  meliorwus  damnis,  and  issue 
his  execution  accordingly  ;  and  that  where  he  has  made  his  election,  he  is  concluded 
by  it,  and  that  if  he  should  afterwards  proceed  against  the  other  defendants,  they 
shall  be  relieved  on  payment  of  their  costs."  This  view  was  sustained  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Lovejoy  v.  Murray,  3*  Wall.  (U.  S.)  1,  at  10,  where,  the 
later  English  cases  to  the  contrary,  King  v.  Hoare,  13  M.  &  W.  494,  and  Bucldand  v. 
Johnson,  15  C.  B.,  14o,  were  considered.  The  English  Exchequer  Chamber  ^however,  in 
Brinsmead  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  547,  followed  King  v.  Hoare,  13  M.  &  W.  494 
and  Comyns,  Dig.  Action  (K.  4),  in  regarding  Brown  v.  Wootton,  Cro.  Jac.  73,  Yelv. 
67  sub  nam.  Broome  v.  Wooton,  as  "  a  satisfactory  and  binding  authority,"  and  held 
that  a  judgment  in  an  action  against  one  of  two  joint  tort  feasois  is  a  bar  to  an  action 
against  the  other  for  the  same  cause.  See  also  Ex  parte  Drake,  In  re  (Tare,  5  Ch.  D. 
866 ;  Edevain  v.  Cohen,  41  Ch.  D.  563,  43  Ch.  D.  187.  The  American  view  is  fully 
presented  in  Cooley,  Torts,  2nd  ed.  152-162.  As  to  joint  and  separate  liability  in 
the  law  of  Scotland,  see  Liquidators  of  Western  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  Douglas,  22  Dunlop 
447,  476. 

In  the  law  of  England  there  is  a  limitation  to  be  borne  in  mind  which  is  thu^ 
exprejsed  by  Lord  iiI.lenbDr  )u?h,  C.J.,  in  Drak".  v.  Mitdidt,  3  East  258:  **  I 
have  always  understood  the  principle  of  transit  in  rem  judieatam,  to  relate  only  to 
the  particular  cause  of  action  in  which  the  judgment  is  recovered,  operating  as  a  change 
of  remedy  from  its  being  of  a  higher  nature  than  before.  But  a  judgment  recovereid 
in  any  form  of  action  is  atill  but  a  security  for  the  original  cause  of  action,  until  it  is 
made  productive  in  satisfaction  to  the  party  ;  and  therefore,  till  then,  it  cannot  operate 
to  change  any  other  collateral  concurrent  remedy  which  the  party  may  have."  Drake 
V.  Mitchell  is  distinguished  in  Cambefort  v.  Chapman,  19  Q.  B.  D.  229,  see  especially 
per  Manisty,  J.,  at  234),  which  is  dissented  from  Wegg-Prosser  v.  Evans  (1894),  2  Q*  ti. 
ion,  (1896),  1  Q.  B.  108.  In  Windsor  and  Annapolis  Bi/.  Co.  v.  The  Queen,  10  Can. 
S.  C.  R.  3fik)  et  seqq.  Foumier,  J.,  considers  the  authoiities  in  the  French  law^  which 
he  says  are  in  accord  with  the  rule  stated  by  Lord  Ellenborongh  in  Drake  v.  Mitchdt, 
that  a  judgment  recovered  in  any  form  of  action,  is  still  but  a  security  for  the  original 
cause  of  action  until  it  be  made  productive  in  satisfaction  to  the  party  ;  and  thecefoie* 
till  then,  it  cannot  operate  to  change  any  other  collateral  conciurent  remedy  which 
the  party  may  have.  See  also  per  Henry,  J.,  I.e.  412.  The  salne  has  been  held  in 
Ireland:  Wakefield  v.  Smythe,  16  Ir.  C.  L.*R.  173.  Bruce,  J.,  has  held  {Chancellor  v. 
Webster,  9  Times  L.  R.  568)  a  distress  illegal  after  judgment  for  the  icnt  which  remained 
unsatisfied.  The  promises  were  hold  under  a  lease.  Lord  Ellen  borough's  dictum  in 
Drake  v.  Mitchell,  and  the  adoption  of  it  in  Vestry  of  Bermondsey  v.  Ramsey,  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  247,  261,  and  In  re  Dav  son,  13  Q.  B.  D.  50,  do  not  appear  to  have  been  cited. 
la  2  Kent  Comm.  (12th  ed.)  389,  the  conclusion  is  reached  that  a  judgment  in  trover, 
without  satisfaction,  does  not  vest  the  property  in  the  goods  in  the  de^ndant,  though 
there  is  much  confusion  and  conflict  in  t-ne  cases.  The  principle  approved  is  that 
property  does  not  pass  by  the  judgment  but  only  by  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 
See  also  3  Kent  Comm.  31  n.  (a),  32.  In  Bantleon  v.  Smith,  2  Binney  146,  it  is  distinctly 
held  that,  in  Pennsylvania,  judgment  in  debt  for  rent  without  natisfaction  does  not 
take  away  the  remedy  by  distress. .  .For  the  effect  of  having  levied  a  distress,  which 
is  still  in  distrainer's  hands  unsold,  on  the  right  to  bring  an  action  on  the  covenant,  sec 
Lehain  v.  Philpott,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  242.  A  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of  a  number  of  join)b 
tort  feasors  does  not  release  the  others  from  liability.  Duck  v.  Mayeu  (1892),  2  Q.  6. 
511.  The  rule  in  the  civil  law  is  si  duo  dolo  malo  fecerint,  invicem  de  dolo  non  agent,  I>. 
4,  3,  36.  In  Price  v.  Harris,  10  Bing.  331,  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  the  applicatipn 
of  the  plaintiff  against  one  of  two  defendants,  damages  being  assessed  agamst  the 
other  defendant,  who  did  not  oppose  the  application.     But  the  Court  considered 
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The  case  of  WaUe  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.^  is  not  an  authority  to  the  Waiie'a  case 
contrary ;  for  that  case  was  decided,  and  is  to  be  supported  on  the  distinguished, 
contract.  In  the  ordinary  case  of  a  young  child  playing  in  the  street, 
where,  according  to  an  American  decision,^  young  children  have  a 
right  to  be  "  for  air  and  exercise,"  no  question  of  contract  comes  in. 
Lord  Campbell,  C.J.'s,  suggestion  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  Waite 
V.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  of  a  baby  only  a  few  days  old,  carried  in  the 
nurse's  arms,  and  injured  through  negUgence,  to  which  the  nurse  had 
contributed,  seems  to  raise  all  the  difficulties. 

The   "  identification  "  on  which  Lord  Campbell  bases  his  decision  Case 
is  not "  complete."^    For  the  child,  by  next  friend,  can  clearly  maintain  j^ffiested 
an  action  for  negligence  against  the  nurse.     The  immunity  of  the  Campbell, 
railway  company,  in  the  words  ol  Cockburn,  C.J.,  in  the  Exchequer  C. J., 
Chamber,  is  due  to  the  fact  that  there  \s  an  *'  implied  condition  that  examined, 
the  child  is  to  be  conveyed,  subject  to  due  and  propor  care  on  the 
part  of  the  person  having  it  in  charge."*    Eliminating,  then,  this 
contractual  condition,  there  seems  no  reason  why  t!io  child  should 
not  have  an  action  against  the  joint  tort  feasor  wi  h  itn  nurse,  in  a 
case  where  the  nurse  is  carrying  a  child  across  a  road  and  is  run  down 
and  the  child  injured,  her  negligence  contributing,  with  that  of  the 
negligent  driver,  to  produce  the  result.     They  are  both  negligent,  and 
their  co-operating  act — ^not,  as  in   Waite's    case,  successive  acts — 
works  an  injury  to  the  child,  which  it  can  certainly  recover  for  against 
the  nurse  with  whom  its  identity  has  been  asserted.     Again,  for  the 
wilful  act  of  the  parent  or  guardian — e.g.,  throwing  the  child  down  a 
well — ^the  child,  suing  by  next  friend,  upon  every  ground  of  reason  and 
principle,  should  recover  ;  so,  too,  for  negUgence  relating  to  property. 
What  distinction,  then,  can  be  drawn  as  to  person  ?     And  if  the  child 
could  have  an  action  for  the  negUgence  of  the  father  or  guardian, 
there  seems  no  reason  why  there  should  not  be  an  action  against  the 
person  whose  negUgence  co-operated  with  the  parent  in  producing 
the  injury  ;  nor  yet  against  that  person  singly. 

In  Waiters  case  the  assumption  was  made  throughout,  that  if  the 
plaintiff's  grandmother  had  acted  with  ordinary  caution  and  prudence, 
neither  she  herself  nor  the  infant  would  have  suffered  f  and  this 
assumption  is  the  foundation  of  the  decision.® 

he  ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  any  new  assessment  of  damages,  and  that  the  sum 
already  assessed  against  him  should  be  considered  the  maximum  to  which  he  could 
be  made  liable ;  so  that  though  he  might  be  liable  to  less,  he  should  not  in  any  cir- 
cuniBtances  be  charged  in  execution  for  more.  In  Doe  dem.  Dudgeon  v.  Martiny  14 
L.  J.  Ex.  128,  it  is  stated  that  the  new  trial  in  Price  v.  Harris  was  granted  with  the  con- 
sent of  th^  defendants.  The  effect  of  a  j  udgment  against  one  j oint  debtor  as  regardj*  the 
other  is  considered,  McLeod  v.  P&wer  (1898).  2  Ch.  296;  Morel  v.  Earl  of  West- 
morland  (1904),  A.  a  11.  Rice  v.  Reed  (1900),  I  Q,  B.  54,  is  a  question  of  wa  ver  of 
tort  in  the  case  of  joint  tort  feasors.  A  judgment  against  one  is  generally  not  even 
evidence  against  another  not  party  to  it.  But  whore  a  principal  sues  his  agent  for 
negligence  in  order  to  prove  his  damage  he  may  produce  the  record  of  a  judgment 
obtained  against  him  by  a  third  party  for  the  negligence,  and  the  veidict  is  evidence 
as  to  the  quantum  of  damages,  though  not  as  to  the  fact  of  the  injury ;  Oreen  v. 
New  River  Co.,  4  T.  R.  689. 

1  E.  B.  &E.  719. 

2  Mulligan  v.  Curtis,  100  Mass.  512,  514.  In  Bliss  v.  Sautk  Hadley,  145  Mass.  91, 
where  a  child  of  eight  was  sent  with  a  child  under  two  years  old  into  a  street  for  air 
and  exercise,  and  the  baby  was  injured,  it  was  held  not  negligence  as  matter  of  law  on 
the  parent's  part,  but  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  depending  on  how  much  the 
street  was  used,  and  the  inteUigence  and  experience  of  the  elder  chUd. 

3  E.  B.  &  E.  727.  *  L.c.  733. 
A  Ir.r.  per  Lord  Campbell,  726. 

«  See  per  Lindley.  L.  J.,  The  Bernina,  12  P.  D.  58,  92.  ... 


176 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  I. 


Conduaioik 


TharogoodY, 
Bryan  and 
The  Bemina, 


Proceeding  one  step  further,  if  the  father  is  guilty  of  positive 
negligence,  if  such  a  term  is  admissible — of  doing  something  without 
care  or  precaution  through  which  the  child  suffers  injury — ^the  child 
has  prima  fade  an  action  against  him.  On  what  ground  can  the 
alleged  immunity  of  the  father  be  placed,  so  that  the  primd  facie  right 
of  the  child  to  have  an  action  is  rebutted  ?  If  the  child  is  injured 
through  the  contributory  negUgence  of  the  father,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  father  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  loss  of  services  ;  for  his  own 
act  brought  about  the  loss  for  which  he  seeks  to  recover.  But  why 
should  the  child  be  identified  with  him  ?  Not  because  of  the  father's 
moral  duty  ;  which,  however  strong,  is  wholly  apart  from  legal  obUga- 
tion ;  wlule  no  legal  obUgation,  to  which  the  father's  allegefl  im- 
munity can  be  referred,  is  evident. 

In  principle,  then,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the  child 
should  be  disentitled  by  reason  of  the  parent's  negligence,  in  placing 
it  or  permitting  it  to  be  in  a  position  in  which  it  has  sustained  injury. 
In  America,  indeed,  there  are  conflicting  decisions  on  the  point ;  ^ 
while  in  England  the  point  does  not  seem  to  have  been  directly  decided, 
at  least  in  any  reported  case  f  probably  because  juries  have  taken 
the  matter  into  their  own  hands  in  cases  where  the  defendant  has  been 
negUgent,  and  negatived  contributory  negUgence. 

The  conclusions  above  arrived  at  derive  support  from  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  The  Bemina?  Previously  to  that  decision  the  case  of 
Thorogood  v.  Bryan,^  though  more  often  acquiesced  in  than  approved,* 
and  occasionally  dissented  from,*  was  generally  followed  as  an  authority, 
binding  tribunals  below  the  rank  of  a  Court  of  Appeal,  for  the  pro- 
position that  a  passenger  is  identified  with  the  driver  of  the  vehicle 
in  which  he  is,  although  the  driver  is  not  his  servant,  but  the  servant 
of  third  parties.  While  this  was  regarded  as  law,  an  insuperable 
obstacle  was  presented  to  the  recovery  of  damages  by  a  child  insured 
through  the  contributory  negligence  of  a  nurse  or  guardian  when  imder 
the  actual  control  of  such  nurse  or  guardian.    Thorogood  v.  Bryan 

1  Lynch  v.  Smith,  104  Mass.  62 ;  Bahrenburg  v.  jB.  jB.,  N.  Y.  Ckjurt  of  Appeals, 
1876,  cited  in  Wharton,  Neriigenoe,  §  312,  note  2  ;  Hartfidd  v.  Rojter,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
615  ;  the  greater  part  of  the  judgment  in  this  case  is  based  on  the  assumption  that 
the  defendant  was  not  negUgent ;  Mangam  v.  Brooklyn  City  Rd,  Co.,  36  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
230,  38  N.  Y.  455 ;  Munn  v.  Reed,  86  Mass.  431.  The  Massachusetts  decisions  hare 
been  thus  bummed  up  :  "  That  if  a  child  of  two  years  and  four  months  is  unnecessanly 
sent  unattended  across  and  down  a  street  in  a  large  city,  he  cannot  recover  for  a 
negligent  injury  {CaUahan  v.  Bean,  91  Mass.  401) ;  that  to  allow  a  boy  of  eight  to 
be  abroad  alone  is  not  necessarily  negligent  {Carter  v.  Tovme,  98  Mass.  567) ;  and 
that  the  effect  of  permitting  a  boy  of  ten  to  be  abroad  after  dark  is  for  the  jury ; 
{LoveU  Y.  Salem  dk  South  Danvers  Rd,  Co.,  91  Mas6.  557),  coupled  with  the  statement, 
which  may  be  ventured  on  without  authority,  that  such  a  permission  to  a  young 
man  of  twenty  possessed  of  common  intelligence  has  no  effect  whatever  ** :  Holmes, 
The  Common"Law,  128.  In  WeHbrook  v.  Mobile,  Ac  Rd.  Co,,  14  Am.  St.  R.  587, 
it  is  laid  down  on  the  authority  of  Beach  on  Contributoiy  Negligence,  §  43,  that  when  the 
action  is  brought  by  the  infant  or  for  his  benefit,  the  batter  rule  is  that  the  negligence 
or  misconduct  of  the  parent  or  custodian  of  the  child  shall  not  be  imputed  to  the  child. 
See  also  the  note  to  the  above  cited  case  in  which  the  American  cases  are  collected  ; 
and  the  subsequent  case  of  Norfolk,  dkc.  Rd.  Co.  v.  Oroaecloae,  29  Am.  St.  R.  718. 

a  See.  however,  Austin  v.  O.  W,  Ry,  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  442,  where  conduct  on  the 
part  of  the  mother  was  held  not  to  disentitle  an  infant  to  recover  where  the  injury 
arose  out  of  an  implied  contract. 

3  12  P.  D.  58, 13  App.  Gas.  1  {svb  nom.  Mills  v.  Armstrong). 

4  8  0.  B.  115. 

6  Child  V.  Beam,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  176;   Armstrong  v.  Lanes,  ds  Y,  Ry,  Co.,  L.  R.    ^X 
10  Ex.  47. 

6  The  Milan,  Lush.  388,  31  L.  J.  Adm.  105  ;  Adams  v.  Glasgow  A  8.  W,  Ry,  Co., 
3Rettie215. 
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was,  however,  definitely  overruled  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  The 
Bemina,^  on  the  ground  that  "  the  proposition  maintained  in  it  is 
essentially  unjust  and  inconsistent  with  other  recognised  propositions 
of  law,"  and  that  the  doctrine  of  identification,  as  laid  down  in  Thoro- 
good  V.  Bryan,  is  "  quite  unintelligible,"  and  "  leads  to  results  which  are 
wholly  untenable — e.g.,  to  the  result  that  the  passengers  would  be 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  person  driving  them,  which  is  obviously 
absurd."^ 

The  facts  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  showed  that :  The  deceased  was  Thorojooi  v. 
getting  out  of  an  onmibus  while  the  omnibus  was  in  motion,  and^^"*- 
without  waiting  for  it  to  draw  up ;  the  omnibus  of  the  defendant 
coming  up  very  fast  behind,  the  deceased  was  unable  to  get  out  of  the 
way  of  it,  and  was  run  over  and  killed.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
said  that  the  plaintifE  ''  chose  his  own  conveyance,  and  must  take  the 
consequence  of  any  default  of  the  driver  whom  he  thought  fit  to  trust." 
The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
in  The  Bemina  is,  that  this  is  not  law.  If,  then,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
identified  with  the  driver  when  there  is  at  least  a  determination  of  the 
will  that  he  should  go  rather  than  refrain  from  going  in  the  conveyance, 
it  would  seem  that  much  less  would  there  be  any  doctrine  of  im- 
putabihty  when  the  conduct  of  the  plaintifE  had  been  altogether 
without  self-determination,  as  in  the  case  we  have  been  considering  of 
very  young  children. 

In  the  House  of  Lords,  which  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  In  the  House 
Appeal,  Lord  Bramwell,  though  concurring  in  the  decision  on  the  ^J^     * 
case  before  the  House,  in  a  written  opinion,  which,  however,  was  not  Bramwell 
delivered,  supported  the  decision  in  Thorogood  Y.Bryan  on  the  pleading.^  considered 
The  declaration  was,  that  the  defendant,  by  her  servant,  so  carelessly  ^^JJJrighl 
drove  and  directed  the  carriage  and  horses,  that,  by  the  negligence  on  the 
and  improper  conduct  of  her  servant  in  that  behalf,  they  ran  against  pleadings, 
the  deceased  and  knocked  him  down,  &c.,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises 
he  died.     The  plea  was  "  not  guilty."     Upon  that  issue  it  was  for  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  deceased  was  killed  by  a  negligent  act  in  the 
defendant's  driver ;   but  this  was  not  done  by  showing  that  he  was 
killed  by  a  negligent  act  of  the  defendant's  driver,  and  another  negh- 
gent  act  in  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  in  whch  he  was  riding.     Lord  }^^ 
Herschell  doubted*  whether,  even  as  a  pleading  point,  it  would  have  do^Jbied. 
been  effectual  if  the  facts  were  properly  averred  ;  since,  in  the  case  of 
a  coIUsion  between  two  vehicles,  if  a  person  unconnected  with  either 
were  injured,  and  were  to  sue  either  wrongdoer  in  respect  of  the  injury, 
the  defendant  would  not  be  able  to  maintain  a  defence  that,  but  for 
the  negligence  of  another  person,  the  accident  would  not  have  hap- 
pened ;  and  the  case  of  a;  passenger  in  no  way  differs. 

The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  however,  was  based  on  the  Grounds  of 
broad  ground  of  disapprobation  of  the  doctrine  of  "  identification,"  the  judgment 
which,  says  Lord  Herschell,  "  appears  to  me  to  beg  the  question,  when  of  Lorda?"*^ 
it  is  not  suggested  that  this  identification  results  from  any  recognised 

1  12  P.  D.,  per  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  82.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
bad  previously  declined  to  follow  Thorogood  v.  Bryan  in  LitUe  v.  Hackettf  116  U.  S. 
(9  Davie)  371  :  "  We  have  only  to  conaider,"  said  the  Court,  "  whether  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  existed  between  them  *' — f.e»,  the  passenger  and  the  driver  ; 
and  ^is  had  been  decided  adversely  to  the  existence  of  the  relation  so  far  back  as 
Quarman  v.  Burnett,  8  M.  &  W.  499. 

2  L.'-.  per  Lindley,  L.J.,  87. 

3  Sub  nam.  MUU  y.  Armstrong,  13  App,  Caa.  I,  *  Zr.r.  9. 
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principles  of  law,  or  has  any  other  efEect  than  to  furnish  that  defence, 
the  vaUdity  of  which  was  the  very  point  in  issue."^ 

Lord  Bramwell,  in  his  opinion,  puts  several  test  cases,^  which  he 
considers  are  involved  in  the  proposition  afi&rmed  by  the  House  of 
Lords — viz.,  that  a  passenger  is  not  identified  with  those  in  charge  and 
control  of  the  vehicle  in  which  he  is  being  carried  in  respect  of  their 
negUgence,  so  as  to  be  disentitled  to  recover  for  the  neghgence  of  third 
persons,  in  conjunction  with  that  of  those  in  charge  and  control  of  the 
vehicle  which  produced  the  injury.  "  If,"  says  he,  "  the  passenger 
can  maintain  the  action,  why  cannot  the  owner  of  the  carriage  for 
injury  to  it  ?  "  Plainly,  because  he  is  in  default.  His  duty  was  to 
provide  a  suitable  vehicle ;  and,  as  against  third  persons,  if  he  had 
servants,  servants  who  would  not  be  guilty  of  neghgence  ;  if  he  himself 
took  charge  he  had  to  see  that  he  himself  was  free  from  negligence. 
He  has  chosen  to  act  in  the  engagement  of  servants  ;  it  is  but  fair, 
as  against  the  third  person,  that  he  should  not  recover  when,  but  for 
his  default  in  the  engagement  of  them,  or  at  least  for  their  defaults 
after  he  had  engaged  them,  he  sustains  injury,  which,  had  he  not 
had  negHgent  servants,  would  not  have  happened.  If,  as  Lord 
Bramwell  says,  the  maxim  Qui  fadt  per  cdium  facit  per  se  does  not 
apply,  the  allied  maxim  Respondeat  superior  would  seem  to  do  so. 

The  same  reasoning  applies  where  the  owner  is  a  passenger.  The 
law  contemplates  him  as  driving  his  own  vehicle  ;  if  he  prefers  to  do  it 
by  deputy  there  seems  every  reason  why  he  should  answer  for  the  hand 
he  uses  instead  of  his  own,  as  if  it  were  his  own.  "  Suppose,"  says 
Lord  Bramwell,  again,  "  the  owner's  wife  is  a  passenger,  and  injured, 
can  she  maintain  such  an  action  ?  "  True,  she  cannot  for  personal 
injuries  ;  because  her  position  is  a  wholly  exceptional  one.^ 
Test  proposed  The  solvent  proposed  by  Lord  Watson  for  all  these  difficulties  is 
the  inquiry.  Does  the  servant  in  charge  of  the  vehicle  look  for  orders 
to  the  passengers  ;  or  have  they  any  further  right  to  interfere  with 
his  conduct  of  the  vehicle,  except,  perhaps,  the  right  of  remonstrance 
when  he  is  doing,  or  threatens  to  do,  something  that  is  wrong  and 
inconsistent  with  their  safety  ?  It  has  now  been  held  that  the  proper 
question  for  the  jury  in  this  class  of  case  must  amount  to.  Did  the 
negligence  of  those  in  charge  of  the  vehicle,  other  than  that  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was,  in  whole  or  in  part,  cause  the  accident  ?  If  the  jury 
find  it  did,  then  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  plaintiff."* 

The  American  cases  had,  previously  .to  Mills  v.  Armstrong,  most 
generally  adopted  the  line  of  decision  there  marked  out.*  There  is  a 
curious  case,  however,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
holding  that  where  a  person  is  injured  on  a  vessel,  through  a  "  marine 
tort "  arising  partly  from  the  negligence  of  the  officers  of  the  vessel 
and  partly  from  his  own  negligence,  and  sues  in  Admiralty  for  damages 

1  Lx.  7.  2  L.c.  13. 

•  3  But  by  S8.  2.  12  of  the  Married  VVomen'R  Property  Act,  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  76), 
she  may  obtain  redress,  aa  regards  her  hujband  by  the  same  remedies,  for  injuries  done 
to  her  property  an  any  other  person.  In  shoit,  her  husband  may  break  her  leg  with 
civil  impunity,  but  not  her  watch. 

*  Mathews  v.  London  Street  Tramways  Co.,  58  L.  J.  Q.  B.  12.  A  curious  case  is 
MckolU  V.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co,,  27  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  382. 

6  See  Borough  of  CarlUle  v.  Brisbane,  67  Am.  R.  483,  and  notes  488-511.  There 
is  an  instructive  judgment,  subsequent  to  the  overruling  of  TJtorogood  v.  Bryan,  in 
Deanr.  Pennsylvania  Bd,  Co.,  129  Pa.  St.  514,  15  Am.  St.  R.  733.  where  the  peculiar 
doctrine  of  the  Pennsylyanian  Courts  on  this  point  is  reconsidered,  and  where,  on  thci 
special  facts,  a  guest  riding  with  the  driver  was  held  precluded  from  recovering. 
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for  his  injuries,  he  is  not  debarred  from  all  recovery  because  of  the 
fact  that  his  own  negligence  contributed  to  his  injuries.^    This,  what- 
ever the  merits  of  the  decision,  is  clearly  not  the  law  of  England. 
The  Court  of  the  United  States,  however,  seems  to  have  gone  on  the  Rule  of 
consideration  that  the  rule  of  dividing  damage  between  negUgent  J^^^*"*^ , 
shipowners  is  a  rule  of  Admiralty  practice,  not  merely  in  the  case  of  norapply^^^ 
ships  injured  by  reciprocal  negUgence,  but  apphcable  generally  in  to  personal 
Admiralty  suits.     In  the  Enghsh  cases,  however,  the  rule  is  Umited  to  ^^j^7  ^ 
ships^  and  does  not  extend  to  persons.     But,  further,  the  rule  does      ^^^  ^' 
not  seem  applicable  to  persons.     The  rule  is,  that  the  damage  to  both 
parties  is  to  be  divided  by  half.     This,  where  the  parties  are  ships,  is 
intelligible,  and  there  is  reciprocity.    Where  one  party  is  a  person, 
the  other  a  ship,  all  community  ceases.     The  rule  becomes  one  which 
allows  a  person  injured  in  a  marine  collision  for  which  he  is  somewhat 
to  blame,  to  recover  for  a  proportion  of  his  injuries — ^a  principle  of 
which  no  traces  can  be  found  in  Admiralty  law,  and  which  bears  no 
relation  to  the  principle  which  governs  where  ships  only  are  concerned. 
The  ship  may  be  sold  to  compensate  him,  but  he  cannot  be  sold  to 
compensate  the  ship.     The  damage  he  may  do  the  ship  will  not  un- 
likely be  the  merest  scratch.     The  damage  the  ship  will  do  him,  will 
not  improbably  verge  on  destruction.    The  rule  as  applied  to  ships 
is  founded  on  a  rough  equity  that  starting  from  an  assimiption  of  some  ' 
equaUty  of  forces  works  out  a  theory  of  compensation  on  a  common 
basis  where  there  is  common  blame.    As  applied  to  a  man  and  a  ship, 
there  is  no  common  basis  by  which  the  relative  damage  can  be  ap- 
praised, neither  does  the  pohcy  of  encouraging  shipping  avail.     The 
reason  of  the  rule  ceasing,  it  is  only  natural  that  the  rule  itself  should 
not  apply. 

1  The  Max  Morris,  137  U.  S.  (30  Davis)  1.  Lebatt,  Master  and  Servant,  783. 
gives  ih©  cases ;  see  also  The  Samvtl  S.  Thorpe  (1900),  99  Fed.  R.  108,  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  the  law  in  this  sense  is  not  yet  fixed.  See  OwcrCs  Gase,  The 
Bernina  (2),  12  P.  D.  68,  84.  96. 

a  Th^  Mi'afi,  31  L.  J.  Adm.  106,  Chartered  Mercantile  Bank  of  India  v.  Netherlands 
India  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  lOQ.  B.  D.  521,  538,646.  The  rule  is  stated,  Addison, 
Torts  (4th  ed.),  401.  Reynolds  v.  TiUing,  19  Times  L.  R.  539,  only  needs  notice 
frum  the  disaereemeiit  of  the  jiiry  whether  the  defendant  could  have  avoided  the 
accident  by  the  use  of  reasonable  care.  To  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  they  must 
find  this.  If,  as  is  suggested,  the  accident  arose  from  driving  a  truck  into  an  omnibus, 
there  is  a  plain  trespass,  and  recondite  discussion  on  contributory  negligence  is  not 
necessary.     Builerly  v.  Mayor,  do:.  Drojheda,  (1907)  2  I.  R.  134. 


CHAPTER  Aa 

LORD  CAMPBELL'S   ACT. 

(9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93,  amended  by  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  95,  otherwise  called  The  Fatal  Accidents 
Act,  1846.     See  Short  Titles  Act,  1896 :  59  &  60  Vict.  c.  14.) 

Actio  person-  The  common  law  maxim,  Actio  personalis  moritur  cum  persona,^  is  not 
alts  moruvr  applicable  to  causes  of  actions  on  contracts  ;  it  relates  to  actions  in  tort 
cum  person  .  ^^^^^  where  the  remedy  dies  with  the  person,  unless  statutory  law  makes 
an  exception.^  Thus,  at  common  law,  no  executor  or  administrator  could 
maintain  an  action  for  the  loss  of  the  life  of  his  testator  or  intestate  ; 
and  for  two  reasons — first,  because  the  law  provides  remedy  for  such 
mischiefs  only  as  affect  legal  rights  ;  and  a  man  has  not  such  a  legal 
right  in  the  Ufe  of  his  parent,  or  of  his  child,  as  he  has  in  his  own  ;  for 
the  relation  between  parents  and  their  children  give  rise  merely  to 
what  moraUsts  call  "  imperfect  obligations  ;  " — ^and  secondly,  because 
it  was  considered  impossible  to  form  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  human 
life  either  to  a  man  himself  or  to  others  connected  with  him.' 

1  Noy,  Maxims,  14 ;  Wheailey  v.  Lane,  1  Wms.  Saund.  216 ;  1  Wms.  Exors. 
lOlh  ed.  604;  Broom,  Legal  Maxims  (7th  ed.)  OSl  ;  Com.  Dig.  Administration, 
(B  13.)  ;  Covenant  (B  1.)  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Executors  (N) ;  Lc  Mason  v.  Z)fa»n,  Sir  William 
Jones  173  ;  Morley  v.  Pclhill,  2  Ventr.  56.  Sir  John  Hawles  gives  as  a  reason  for  the 
abatement  of  a  civil  action  by  the  death  of  the  defendant,  that  there  may  be  matters  of 
defence  in  his  personal  knowledge  which  are  unknown  to  his  representatives :  11  How^ 
St.  Tr.  476.  "  The  only  cases  in  which,  apart  from  questions  of  breach  of  contract, 
express  or  implied,  a  remedy  for  a  wrongful  act  can  be  pursued  rgainst  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  person  who  has  done  the  act,  appear  to  us  to  be  those  in  which  property, 
or  the  proceeds  or  value  of  propeity  belonging  to  another,  have  been  appropriated  by 
the  deceased  person  and  added  to  his  own  estate  or  moneys  "  :  Phillips  v.  Homjray, 
24Ch.  B.  439,  per  Bo  wen,  L.J.,454;  11  App.  Cas.  466;  44  Ch.  D.  694;  Finlay  v. 
Chirney,  20  Q.  B.  D.  494  ;  Bowkcr  v.  Evans,  15  Q.  B.  D.  565.  In  re  Duncan  (1899), 
1  Ch.  387.  The  early  history  of  the  maxim  is  given.  Pollock  and  Maitland,  History 
of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  258.  Street,  Foundations  of  Legal  Liability,  vol.  iii. 
60.  Law  Magazine,  vol.  24,  No.  310.  "  The  maxim,  Actio  personalis  moritur  cum 
pcrsondy  has  a  very  limited  application  in  the  law  of  Scotland ;  and  in  evidence  of 
that  proposition,  I  need  do  no  more  than  refer  to  the  elaborate  opinions  of  Lord 
Ncavcs  and  other  judges  in  Avid  v.  Shairp,  2  Rettie  191  "  :  Wood  v.  Gray  and  Sons 
(1892),  A.  C.  576,  per  Lord  Watson,  680.  Bern's  Executors  v.  Montrose  Asylum,  20 
Rettie  859.  L.  Q.  R.,  vol.  x.  182.  In  Canada  the  maxim  is  discuBsed  in  Monaghan 
V.  Horn,  7  Can.  S.  C.  R,  409.  By  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76  (The  Common  Law  Ptooednre 
Act,  1852),  8.  139,  "  The  death  of  either  party  between  the  verdict  and  the  judgment 
shall  not  hereafter  be  alleged  for  error  so  as  such  judgment  be  entered  within  two 
terms  after  such  verdict.  This  enactment  applied  to  all  actions  whether  they 
would  have  survived  to  an  executor  or  not ;  Kramer  v.  Waymark,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  241. 
See,  however,  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49.  ss.  3,  7,  and  Order  xvii.  r.  1,  R.  S.  C.  1883  ;  Bibbaid 
V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry,  Co..  19  Ont.  R.  164  ;   Wadddl  v.  Ross,  13  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Eq.)  13. 

2  Per  Lord  Abinger,  C.B.,  Raymond  v.  Fitch,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  697. 
8  Per  Parke,  B.,  Armsworth  v.  S.  E.  By.  Co.,  1 1  Jur.  758. 
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The  earKest  reported  statement  of  the  law  as  thus  laid  down  is  said  to  history  of 
be  in  Higgins  v.  Butcher}    Plaintifi's  wife  died  of  an  assault  and  battery  *^?  ^*^» 
by  the  defendant,  for  which  plaintifE  brought  an  action  for  damages,  sutch^^ 
Tanfield,  J.,  gave  as  the  reason  of  the  Court  for  their  judgment : 
"  If  a  man  beat  the  servant  of  J.  S.  so  that  he  dies  of  that  battery, 
the  master  shall  not  have  an  action  against  the  other  for  the  battery 
and  loss  of  service,  because,  the  servant  dying  of  the  extremity  of  the 
battery,  it  is  now  become  an  offence  to  the  Crown,  being  converted 
into  a  felony,  and  that  drowns  the  particular  offence  and  private  wrong 
offered  to  the  master  before,  and  his  action  'i&. thereby  lost."     The 
reason  is  clearly  wrong  in  the  light  of  modern  decisions ;  *   the  fact 
probably  right  with  reference  to  established  doctrine.     Lord  Ellen- 
borough's  Nisi  Prius  ruling  in  Baker  v.  BoUon,^  has  in  modern  times  Baker  v. 
been  looked  on  as  of  determining  weight  on  that  point.     Plaintiff  ^^^'^'** 
seeking  to  recover  damages  for  loss  of  his  wife's  services,  the  jury  were 
directed  that  '*  the  damages  as  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  must  stop  with 
the  period  of  her  existence  ;  "   since  "  in  a  civil  court  the  death  of  a 
human  being  could  not  be  complained  of  as  an  injury."*     This  decision 
was  generally  followed  both  here  and  in  America*  till  1873;  when,  in 

I  Yelv.  89.     See  Midland  Insurance  Co.  v.  Smith,  6  Q.  B.  D.  668. 
a  White  y.  SpeUigue,  13  M.  &  W.  603.     Midland  Insurance  Co.  v.  Smith,  6  Q.  B.  D. 
561.     See  Ex  parU  hall  In  re  Shepherd,  10  Ch.D.  667. 
3  (1808)1  Camp.  493. 

*  Bramwell,  B.,  impugns  this  decision  (L.  R.  8  Ex.  96)  thus :  "  This  is  only  a 
nisi  prius  case,  the  plaintiff  got  £100  and  probably  was  content.  No  argument  is 
stated,  no  authority  cited,  and  I  cannot  set  a  high  value  on  that  case,  great  as  is  the 
weight  of  the  considered  and  accurately  reported  opinions  of  Lord  EUonborough 
after  argument."  The  decision  is  Lord  Ellenborough's,  reported  by  Lord  Campbell, 
never  Questioned  till  Osborn  v.  Oillett,  then  approved.  In  1839  the  Attorney- General 
(Sir  John  Campbell),  in  arguing  Duncan  v.  Findlater,  6  CI.  &  F.  898,  before  the  House 
of  Lords,  distinguishes  the  Scotch  law  from  the  English  :  *'  By  the  English  law,  if 
a  man's  wife  or  son  should  be  killed  on  the  spot,  he  could  have  no  action  against  the 
person  whose  negligence  had  caused  the  death.  The  English  law  allows  no  solatium 
in  this  respect.  The  Scotch  law,  however,  says  more  sensibly,  that  in  such  a  case  a 
solatium  shall  be  granted."  In  The  Vera  Cruz  (1884),  9  P.  D.  101,  Bowen.  L.J.,  says  : 
"  The  killinc  of  the  deceased  per  se  gives  no  right  of  action  at  all,  either  at  law  or  under 
Lord  Campbeirs  Act."  It  is  irrelevant  whether  "  Lord  Bramwell's  judgment  is 
unanswerable  on  principle  " — that  is,  on  moral  principle  with  reference  to  modern 
ideas,  or  juristic  principle  derived  from  some  abstract  standard  outside  the  province 
of  an  expositor  of  the  law ;  to  quote  the  words  of  Kelly,  C.  B.,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  100  :  "  We 
must  leave  it  to  the  Legislature  to  provide  for  a  case  like  this,"  and  *'  wa  ought  not 
to  take  upon  ourselves  to  create  a  new  cause  of  action  which  would  be  to  make  and 
not  to  expound  tht.  law."  Osborn  v.  QiUett  was  much  considered  in  Monaghan  v. 
Horn,  7  Can.  S.  C.  R.  409,  especially  by  Taschereau,  J.,  who  regards  the  case  as  con- 
cluding the  point  raised.     Cp.  Bell,  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland  (9th  ed. ),  §  2029. 

*  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  defendant's  argument  in  Osborn  v.  Oillelt,  L.  R.  8 
Ex.  88.  The  whole  course  of  the  authorities  is  to  be  found  in  The  Harrit^burq,  119 
U.  S.  (12  Davis)  199.  There,  after  examining  the  rule  in  most  of  the  chief  legal 
systems,  the  common  law  rule  in  America  is  determined  to  be  identical  with  that 
established  by  the  English  decisions.  There  is  also  a  mine  of  learning  illustrative 
of  the  Roman,  Spanish,  Fiench,  and  English  authorities  bearing  on  the  proposition  : — 
"  An  action  for  damages  caused  by  the  homicide  of  a  free  human  being  cannot  be 
maintained  "  in  Hubgh  v.  New  Orleans  db  CarroUion  Ri.  Co.,  6  La.  Ann.  495 ;  and 
Hermann  v.  New  Orleans  ds  CarroUton  Rd.  Co.,  11  La.  Ann.  6.  See  Th2  Corsair, 
145  U.  S.  (38  Davis)  335,  348.  The  liability  of  one,  through  whose  wrongful  act 
another  has  been  killed,  to  compensate  third  persons  for  damages  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act  has  been  several  times  discussed.  In  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
V.  New  York,  dic.  Rd.  Co.,  26  Conn.  265,  an  insurance  company  sued  imsuccessfuUy 
a  railwav  company  for  the  value  of  a  policy  they  had  been  compelled  to  pay  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  the  assured  through  the  railway  company's  negligence;  and  the 
principle  was  formulated  that,  where  one  person  has  contractual  relations  with  another 
an  injury  inflicted  on  the  latter,  which  disastrously  affects  those  relations,  does  not 
constitute  a  legal  injury  to  the  former.  A  similar  conclusion  is  expressed  in  Insurance 
Company  v.  Brame,  96  U.  S.  (5  Otto)  754  ;  Lee  v.  HiU,  24  Am.  St.  R.  666.  Mulcahey 
V.  Washburn  Car  Wheel  Co.,  146  Mass.  281,  1  Am.  St.  B.  458,  decides  that  if  a  person 


182 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  1. 


Osbomy. 
OUUtt. 


9  &  10  Vict. 
C.93. 


Osbom  V.  OiUett^^  the  C!oart  holding  that,  where  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  exists,  a  master  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  injuries 
which  cause  immediate  death  to  his  servant ;  Bramwell,  B.,  dissented 
very  strongly  on  the  ground  that  no  reason  can  be  given  for  such  a 
rule  ;  while  to  establish  such  a  rule  without  reason  requires  very 
clear  authority.  This  dissent  occasioned  a  vigorous  onslaught  against 
the  doctrine  approved  by  the  Court ;  till  the  matter  was  set  at  rest 
by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Clark  v.  London  Oenerai 
Omnibus  Co.^^  holding  that  neither  at  common  law  nor  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act  can  a  father  recover  the  expenses  incurred  by  him 
in  burying  an  infant  daughter  residing  with  him  and  whose  death  was 
caused  by  defendants'  neghgence.  The  reason  for  the  common  law 
rule  is  not  hard  to  find  by  those  who  are  acquainted  with  the  history 
of  the  working  classes  previously  to  the  immense  reduction  in  their 
numbers  by  the  visitation  of  the  Black  Death  in  1348,  which  in  the 
opinion  of  the  landowners  made  necessary  the  Statute  of  Labourers* 
aiid  its  successors.  In  times  when  yearly  hirings  were  the  universal 
rule  and  the  servants  Uved  in  the  master's  house,  while  the  supply 
of  labour  was  in  excess  of  the  demand,  an  injury  which  left  a  sick 
servant  on  the  master's  hands  was  a  cause  of  expense  and  loss.  A 
servant  killed  made  way  for  another  glad  for  the  preferment. 

By  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93,  the  common  law  is  so  far  limited  that  an 
action  is  given  against  a  person  who  by  his  wrongful  act  occasions 
the  death  of  another. 

Section  1  of  that  statute  enacts  that  "  Whensoever  the  death  of  a 
person  shall  be  caused  by  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  default,  and  the 
act,  neglect,  or  default  is  such  as  would  (if  death  had  not  ensued) 
have  entitled  the  party  injured  to  maintain  an  action  and  recover 
damages  in  respect  thereof,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  person 
who  would  have  been  Uable  if  death  had  not  ensued  shall  be  liable 
to  an  action  for  damages,  notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  person 
injured,  and  although  the  death  shall  have  been  caused  under  such 
circumstances  as  amount  in  law  to  felony." 

By  section  2,  "Every such  action  shall  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wife,  husband,  parent,  and  child^  of  the  person  whose  death  shall  have 
been  so  caused,  and  shall  be  brought  by,  and  in  the  name  of,  the 
executor  and  administrator  of  the  person  deceased,  and  in  every  such 
action  the  jury  may  give  such  damages  as  they  may  think  proportioned 
to  the  injury  resulting  from  such  death  to  the  parties  respectively  for 
whom  and  for  whose  benefit  such  action  shall  be  brought ;  and  the 
amount  so  recovered,  after  deducting  the  costs  not  reiQOvered  from 
the  defendant,  shall  be  divided  amongst  the  before-mentioned  parties 


mortally  injured  survives  but  a  moment,  and  suffers,  a  right  of  action  accrues  and 
survives  to  the  personal  representatives.     Thompson,  Nedigence,  §§  6976-7 149. 

1  L.  R.  8  Ex.  88  Mppleby  v.  Franklin,  17  Q.  B.  D.  93,  94. 

2  ( 1 906)  2  K.  B.  648,  overruling  BedtoeU  v.  Golding,  18  Times  L.  R.  436. 

3  23  Edw.  3.  ^  The  preamble  runs  thus  :  Quia  magna  pars  popvli  ei  rmtxime  ope- 
rariorum  et  servientium  nuper  in  pestUentia  morubaiur,  nonnuUi  viderUes  necessiiam 
Dominorum  et  pauciUUem  servientium,  servire  nolu,runt,  nisi  solaria  recipereni  ex- 
cessiva,  et  alii  mendicare  malefUes  in  otio  quam  pear  laborem  perquirere  vietum  suum. 
Chapter  8  of  this  statute  provided  that  the  taker  of  more  wages  than  is  accustomably 
given  shall  pay  the  surplusage  to  the  town  where  he  dwelleth,  towards  a  payment  to 
the  King  of  a  tenth  and  a  fifteenth  granted  to  him. 

♦  The  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  has  by  the  law  of  Scotland  no  right  to  sue  in 
respect  of  negligence  causing  ite  death :  Olarke  v.  The  Car/in  Coal  Co,  (1891),  A. 
C.  412  ;   Wood  v.  Gray  and  Sons  (1892),  A.  C.  576. 
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in  such  shares  as  the  jury  by  their  verdict  shall  find  and  direct."^ 
This  section  was  amended  by  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  1,  which  provides  27  &  23 
that  where  no  action  is  brought  within  six  months  by  the  representative,  ^*®*-  °-  ^^' 
then  an  action  may  be  brought  by  persons  for  whose  benefit  such 
action  would  have  been  brought  if  it  had  been  brought  by  the  personal 
representative.  Section  2  provides  that  the  defendant  may  pay 
money  into  court  in  one  sum  without  specifpng  the  shares  into  which 
it  is  to  be  divided. 

By  section  3  of  the  principal  Act  (9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93)  "Not  more 
than  one  action  shall  lie  for  and  in  respect  of  the  same  subject-matter 
of  complaint ; "  and  "  Every  such  action  shall  be  commenced  within 
twelve  calendar  months  after  the  death  of  such  deceased  person." 

By  section  4  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  is  to  deUver  full  particulars 
of  the  person  or  persons  on  whose  behalf  any  action  shall  be  brought 
and  of  the  nature  of  the  claim  made  ;  and  section  5  defines  the  word 
"parent "as  used  in  section  2  as  including  respectively  father  and 
mother,  grandfather  and  grandmother,  stepfather  and  stepmother ; 
and  the  word  "  child  "  as  including  son  and  daughter,  grandson  and 
grand-daughter  and  stepson  and  stepdaughter. 

The  first  point  that  arose  under  the  Act  was  to  determine  by  what  ^^*^  P^*^" 
legal  principles  the  right  to   compensation   should   be  determined,  mmiagtho' 
In  Armsworih  v.  S.  E.   Ry.   Go,,   Parke,   B.,   thus   deals  with  it:^rightto 
"  You  cannot  estimate  the  value  of  a  person's  life  to  his  relatives.    No  compensation 
sum  of  money  could  compensate  a  child  for  the  loss  of  its  parent ;  and  Act.^"^ 
it  would  be  most  unjust  if,  whenever  an  accident  occurs,  juries  were  Parke,  B.'s, 
to  visit  the  unfortunate  cause  of  it  with  the  utmost  amount  which  they  ruling  in 
think  an  equivalent  for  the  mischief  done.     Here  you  must  estimate  a*^*^*^?/* 
the  damage  by  the  same  principle  as  if  only  a  wound  had  been  inflicted. 
Scarcely  any  sum  could  compensate  a  labouring  man  for  the  loss  of 
a  limb,  yet  you  don't  in  such  a  case  give  him  enough  to  maintain 
him  for  life  ;  and  in  the  present  case  you  are  not  to  consider  the  value 
of  his  existence  as  if  you  were  bargaining  with  an  annuity  office  ;  for 
in  that  view  you  would  have  to  calculate  all  the  accidents  which  might 
have  occurred  to  him  in  the  course  of  it,  which  would  be  a  very  difficult 
matter.     I  therefore  advise  you  to  take  a  reasonable  view  of  the  case, 
and  give  what  you  consider  a  fair  compensation." 

The  main  principle  is  that  compensation  is  to  be  determined  by  Considered, 
considering  what  the  man  himself  would  be  entitled  to  if  he  were  aUve 
and  suing,  and  not  his  representatives.  This  involves  a  compensation 
for  pain  and  suffering,  but  excludes  payment  for  wounded  feelings  due 
to  the  death.  Where  the  deceased  worked  for  a  weekly  wage — ^it 
would  be  identical  with  the  loss  of  wages,  with  a  deduction  to  meet 
the  contingency  of  the  means  of  earning  wages  being  defeated  by  other 
circumstances,  plus  the  pain,  suffering,  and  expenses  during  a  long 
illness.  In  cases  of  instant  death  it  admits  the  loss  of  wages  as  far  as 
the  survivors  had  expectation  of  benefit  from  them  only,  subject,  as 
before,  to  contingencies  that  might  have  prevented  their  being  earned. 
In  cases  where  the  deceased  was  in  possession  of  an  income  from 

1  For  the  wrongful  killing  of  his  infant  ward,  a  guardian  has  no  right  of  action 
exce^.t  to  reimburse  the  ward*s  estate  for  expenditure  made  for  care  and  medical 
attendance  or  for  funeral  expenses ;  the  right  of  action  for  loss  of  services  during 
minority  is  for  the  father  or  mother.  Louisville,  die.  Ry.  Go.  v.  Ooodykroontz,  12 
Am.  St.  R.  371  ;  note  (Measure  of  damages)  375-383.  As  to  funeral  expense?,  see  per 
Bramwell,  B.,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  90  ;  but  also  Dalton  t.  S.  E.  By.  Co.,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  296. 

a  (1847)  llJur.  760. 
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invested  property,  it  would  seem  to  give  compensation  for  pain  and 
suffering,  but  for  nothing  further.  The  case  of  a  man  with  a  fixed 
annual  income — ^a  pension,  say — terminable  by  death  alone,  could  not 
possibly  be  met  "  by  the  same  principle  (of  assessing  damage)  as  if 
only  a  wound  had  been  inflicted,"  so  far  as  the  death  affects  the  sur- 
viving relatives. 

The  test  suggested  was,  therefore,  obviously  inadequate,  as  far  as 
it  professed  to  be  positive  ;  in  so  much  as  it  did  not  clearly  discriminate 
between  the  principle  of  damages  applicable  under  the  Act  and  the 
general  principles  of  damages  in  the  case  of  actions  for  personal  in- 
juries ;  and  between  the  different  position  the  plaintiff  is  placed  in 
when  suing  for  the  death  of  another  under  the  Act,  and  the  case  of  a 
plaintiff  in  an  ordinary  action  of  personal  injury  suing  for  damages 
to  himself.  In  its  negative  aspect  it  indicates  that  the  loss  to  the 
survivors  in  the  inclusive  meaning  of  the  term,  embracing  as  well  the 
sentimental  affections  as  the  pecuniary  interests,  could  not  be  the 
right  principle,  and  thus  it  tends  to  eliminate  one  uncertain  element. 
The  inclusion  of  sentimental  regards  as  matter  for  compensation  was, 
however,  contended  for,  in  the  next  reported  case,  by  Sir  Frederick 
Thesiger  before  Pollock,  C.B.,^  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  Evidence 
tending  to  show  circumstances  that  accentuated  the  loss,  yet  which 
did  not  go  to  pecuniary  loss  was  there  rejected.  "  It  is,"  said  the 
C.B.,  "  a  pure  question  of  pecuniary  compensation,  and  nothing  more, 
which  is  contemplated  by  the  Act,  no  matter  who  or  what  the  survivors 
may  be."  "  The  meaning  of  this  enactment  is  this  : — If  a  man's  life 
be  valuable  to  his  family  by  reason  of  his  possession  of  an  annuity,  his 
family  have  now  a  right  to  say,  '  We  have  lost  the  Hfe  on  which  this 
annuity  hung,'  and  they  may  claim  compensation  for  that  loss,  but 
nothing  more ;  they  cannot  enter  into  the  question  of  the  shock  to 
their  feeUngs."^ 

This  opinion  was  to  some  extent  qualified  by  Pollock,  C.B.,  in 
Pym  V.  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  where  he  says  -?  *'  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  what  is  imputed  to  me  [in  Gillard  v.  Lanes,  S^  Y,  Ry.  Co.]  is  correct 
law — ^namely,  that  the  statute  enables  the  family  '  to  recover  that 
which  the  deceased  would  himself  have  sued  for,  had  the  accident  not 
terminated  fatally ' ;  probably  the  case  of  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  large 
landed  property  was  not  within  my  contemplation.  I  agree,  however, 
in  the  doctrine  that  the  damages  must  be  given  for  pecuniary  loss 
alone." 

The  two  cases  we  have  already  considered  were  rulings  at  Nisi 
Prius  ;  Blake  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co.,*  the  next  case,  went  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench.  Parke,  B.,  told  the  jury  "he  thought  there  was 
great  difficulty  in  fixing  any  measure  but  that  of  pecuniary  injury ; 
but  that,  if  they  considered  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  any  compensation 
for  the  bereavement  she  had  sustained,  beyond  the  pecuniary  loss, 
they  were  to  make  their  estimate  accordingly."  The  learned  judge 
suggested  to  the  jury  to  estimate  the  pecuniary  loss  by  taking  as 

1  OiUard  v.  Lanes,  d;  Y.  By.  Co.  (1848),  12  L.  T.  (O.  S.)  356. 

2  Sir  Frederick  Thesiger,  in  showing;  cause  in  Blake  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  remarked 
on  this  ruling  of  the  Chief  Baron  :  *'  The  learned  judge  entertains  views  which  may 
probably  be  deemed  peculiar  on  the  subject  of  compensation  for  personal  suffering. 
When  at  the  bar,  his  lordship,  as  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  Carpue  v.  L.  <£r.  B.  By.  Co.^ 
avowedly  withdrew  from  consideration  as  a  subject  of  damages  the  bodily  suffering 
which  the  plaintiff  had  undergone." 

8  4  B.  &  S.  402.  4  (1S52)  18  Q.  B.  93,  96. 
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much  of  the  annual  income  as  a  wife  Uving  with  her  husband,  and 
maintained  according  to  her  station  in  life,  might  be  supposed  to 
enjoy,  and,  considering  this  as  an  annuity,  to  reckon  its  value  at  so 
many  years'  purchase  as  it  was  worth,  reference  being  made  to  the 
ages  of  the  husband  and  wife ;  then  to  deduct  any  sums  the  wife 
might  be  entitled  to  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  to 
award  the  balance  as  compensation  under  the  statute.  It  was  ob- 
jected that  allowance  was  not  made  for  contingencies  which  might 
lessen  the  annual  amount  supposed  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  wife  during  the 
husband's  lifetime ;  and  the  learned  judge  admitted  these  should  be 
considered,  although  they  were  very  difficult  to  estimate.  The  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for,  on  the  ground, 
first,  that  the  damages,  if  calculated  on  pecuniary  loss  alone,  were 
excessive,  and  that  the  jury  had  not  been  directed  with  sufficient 
exactness ;  secondly,  that  they  should  have  been  expressly  directed 
to  take  nothing  into  consideration  in  the  assessment  of  damages 
except  actual  pecuniary  loss.  A  considered  judgment  was  delivered 
by  Coleridge,  J.  He  clears  away  the  difficulty  of  those  cases  not  Judgment  of 
provided  for  by 'the  rule  as  originally  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,^  where  ^T*®®^*" 
the  deceased  suffered  in  a  long  illness,  and  where,  if  the  measure  of  deUvered  by 
damages  was  what  was  a  fair  compensation  to  the  deceased,  damages  Coleridge,/, 
would  be  recoveiable  for  the  pain  and  suffering,  by  the  observation  : 
"  This  Act  does  not  transfer  this  right  of  action  to  the  representative, 
but  gives  to  the  representative  a  totally  new  right  of  action  on  different 
principles."^  The  measure  of  damages  is  de&ied  to  be,  "  not  the  loss 
or  suffering  of  the  deceased,  but  the  injury  resulting  from  his  death  to 
his  family."  The  conclusion  of  the  Court  is,"  that  the  learned  judge 
at  the  trial  ought  more  explicitly  to  have  told  the  jury  that,  in  assessing 
the  damages,  they  could  not  take  into  their  consideration  the  mental 
sufferings  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  of  her  husband ;  and  that,  as 
the  damages  certainly  exceeded  any  loss  sustained  by  her  admitting 
of  a  pecuniary  estimate^  they  must  be  considered  excessive."  The 
law  has  since  been  considered  settled  in  this  sense. 

The  next  point  raised  was,  whether  the  pecuniary  loss  resulting  Question 
to  the  plaintiff  from  the  death  in  respect  of  which  he  sues,  must  J^^^®^ 
arise  from  an  actual  benefit  receivable,  or  whether  reasonable  expecta-  beco^ed'to 
tion  of  pecuniary  benefit  is  sufficient.     In   Franklin  v.  8.  E,  Ry.  those  alining 
Co  ,*  the  plaintiff,  who  was  old  and  infirm,  had  received  assistance  ^^"J  actual 

1  Arnuworlh  v.  8.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  1 1  Jur.  768,  760.  tion,  or 

2  In  Senior  v.  Ward,  1  E.  &  E.  393,  Lord  Campbell  said  :  "  We  conceive  that  the  whether  a 
Legislature,  in  passing  the  statute  on  which  this  action  is  brought,  intended  to  give  reasonable 
an  action  to  the  representatives  of  a  person  killed  by  negligence  only  where,  had  he  expectation 
survived,  he  himself,  at  the  common  law,  could  have  maintained  an  action  against  PiP^S^™?*'? , 
the  person  guiltv  of  the  alleged  negligence.  '*  vf*^^*  •   ?Ij 

8  The  &Jotch  law,  which  was  referred  to  in  the  argument,  is  diflFerent  from  the  ^  admitted. 
English,  and  admits  of  a  solatium  for  wounded  feelinss,  and  also  for  the  pain  and  ?^^*;**I^' 
su&ring  inflicted  on  the  deceased  :   Bell,  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland  (9th  ed.),  ^•^-  ^V'  ^^' 
§  2029 ;    Dow  v.  Brown,  6  Dunlop,  534 ;    Neilson  v.  Badgers,  16   Dunlop  325,  603 ; 
Aidd  V.  SJiairp,  2  Rettie,  191 ;   M'Masier  v.   Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  181 ; 
Aitkin  v.  Oourley,  6  Fraser  586.     By  that  law  a  party  whosa  interests  had  been  injured 
by  a  murder  might  maintain  a  civil  action  for  damages  called  an  action  of  assylhe- 
ment  against  the  murderer.    A  verdict  finding  the    prisoner  guilty  of  the  murder 
would  be  conclusive  against  him,  but  an  acquittal  was  not  conclusive  in  his  favour 
as  against  the  claim  for  damages.     Mazhargs  v.  Campbell,  Morr.  Diet.  12541,  cited 
Ralston  v.  Rowat,  1  CI.  &  F.  428.     The  dissection  of  a  human  body  without  the  consent 
of  a  near  relative  has  by  the  same  law  been  held  ground  of  action  for  solatium.     Pdlok 
y.  Workman,  2  Fraser  354. 
4  (1858)3H.  &N.  211. 
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from  his  son  to  the  extent  of  Ss,  6(2.  a  week.  The  son  was  killed  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendants ;  the  father  brought  an  action  for 
compensation.  Bramwell,  B.,  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  a  reasonable  expectation  of  any,  and  what,  pecuniary  benefit  from 
the  continuance  of  the  hfe  of  the  deceased.  The  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  Court  made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  solely  on 
the  ground  that  the  damages  were  excessive.  On  the  question  of  what 
was  the  right  direction,  the  direction  of  the  judge  was  upheld.  Pollock, 
C.B.,  said  :  "  We  do  not  say  that  it  was  necessary  that  actual  benefit 
should  have  been  derived,  a  reasonable  expectation  is  enough ;  and 
such  reasonable  expectation  might  well  exist,  though,  from  the  father 
not  being  in  need,  the  son  had  never  done  anything  for  him."  Never- 
theless, the  loss  must  be  one  arising  out  of  the  relationship,  and 
not  merely  from  the  determination  of  a  contract  between  them  ;  as 
where  the  soA  was  a  skilled  workman  employed  at  the  market  rate  of 
wages. ^ 

Franklin  v.  S.  E,  Ry.  Co.  merely  follows  Bramall  v.  Lees,^  A 
chemist  by  mistake  for  tincture  of  rhubarb  sent  laudanum,  which 
was  administered  to  a  child  and  caused  death.  The  child  was  only 
twelve  years  old.  It  was  proved  that  at  the  time  of  the  administration 
of  the  laudanum  the  child  was  Uving  at  home  getting  nothing,  and  was, 
pecuniarily,  a  burden  to  its  parents.  Notwithstanding  this  the 
plaintiff,  the  father,  obtained  a  verdict ;  but  Crompton,  J.,  doubting 
whether  the  plaintiff  could  recover,  a  rule  was  moved  for,  and  granted, 
as  stated  by  Pollock,  C.B.,  "  not  so  much  on  the  doubt  the  Court 
entertain,  as  from  the  importance  of  the  question,  and  there  having 
been,  undoubtedly,  a  view  taken  by  the  learned  judge  which,  I  believe, 
he  does  not  now  entertain."  The  rule  was,  however,  afterwards 
abandoned.^ 

The  Common  Pleas,  in  DaUon  v.  S,  E.  Ry,  Co.,^  expressed  their 
"entire  concurrence"  with  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  Franklin  v.  S,  E.  Ry.  Co.,  that  "  legal  liability  alone  is  not  the  test 
of  injury  in  respect  of  which  damages  may  be  recovered  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act."  As  to  a  further  question,  whether  the  expenses 
of  the  funeral  and  mourning  should  be  allowed,  the  Court  said  :  "  The 
subject-matter  of  the  statute  is  compensation  for  injury  by  reason  of 
the  relative  not  being  alive ;  and  there  is  no  language  in  the  statute 
referring  to  the  cost  of  the  ceremonial  of  respect  paid  to  the  memory 
of  the  deceased  in  his  funeral  or  in  putting  on  mourning  for  his 
loss." 

What  is  "  reasonable  expectation  "  of  pecuniary  benefits  from  the 
life  of  the  deceased  was  again  mooted  in  Duckworth  v.  Johnson.^  A 
father  sued  for  damages  for  the  death  of  his  son,  aged  fourteen  years, 
caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence.  Two  years  and  a  half  before  the 
accident  the  boy  earned  4«.  a  week,  though  at  the  time  he  was  killed 
he  was  not  in  any  employment.    A  verdict  was  given  for  plaintiff. 

1  Sylces  V.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.  (1875),  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  191. 

2  (1857)  29  L.  T.  O.  S.  HI.  3  29  L.  T.  (O.  S.)  166. 

4  (185S)  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  296.  See  per  Bramwell,  B.,  in  O^om  v.  OiUeU,  L.  R.  8 
Ex.  99. 

5  (1859)  4  H.  &  N.  653.  Condon  v.  Qreat  Southern  d!  Western  Ry.  Co.,  16  Ir. 
C.  L.  R.  415,  is  a  similar  case.  A  widow  sued  for  damages  upon  the  death  of  her  eon, 
a  boy  of  fourteen,  who  had  never  earned  wages,  but  whose  capability  was  valued  st 
Bixi)once  a  day.  The  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  the  probability  of  his  eaxning 
more  and  devoting  part  of  his  earnings  to  his  mother  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
upon  the  question  of  damages  ;  also  that  his  past  filial  conduct  is  evidence. 
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The  Court  refused  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  question  of 
value  to  the  father  was  a  matter  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  The 
test  appUed  is  whether  there^is  "  some  evidence  of  a  prospect  of  benefit."^ 
Bramwell,  B.,  was  reluctant  to  leave  so  wide  an  issue  to  the  jury  ; 
"for  if  the  jury  are  solely  to  judge  in  such  matters  in  every  case 
where  a  child  is  killed  it  will  be  difficult  to  prevent  them  from  giving 
damages  by  way  of  solatium  ;  whereas  if  the  plaintiff  is  compelled  to 
give  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  child's  services  and  the  cost  of  main- 
taining him  it  might  keep  the  matter  straight  and  prevent  injustice 
being  done."^ 

In  Pym  v.  G.  N,  Ry,  Co.,^  the  facts  showed  that  the  deceased  Pym  v.  (7.  iV. 
was  a  man  of  considerable  landed  property,  which,   by  his  death,  ^y-  ^^• 
went  in  greatest  part  to  his  eldest  son.     The  property  was  thus  un- 
diminished, though  the  mode  of  its  distribution  was  affected.    An 
objection  was  taken,  that  since  had  death  not  ensued  from  the  effects 
of  the  accident,  deceased  could  have  had  no  right  of  action  against  the  Right  of 
defendants  in  respect  of  a  pecuniary  loss,  arising  only  on  his  death  ^^^^j^**^^ 
the  action  could  not  be  maintained  by  his  representatives,  whose  right  continuance 
was  a  mere  continuance  of  that  which  would  have  accrued  to  the  of  deceased's 
deceased  if  he  had  lived.     This  was  thus  met  by  Cockburn,  C.J.  :  ^^^' 
"  The  condition  that  the  action  could  have  been  maintained  by  the 
deceased  if  death  had  not  ensued,  has  reference  not  to  the  nature  of  the 
loss  or  injury  sustained,  but  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
bodily  injury  arose,  and  the  nature  of  the  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or 
default,  complained  of.     Thus,  if  the  deceased  had,  by  his  own  negli- 
gence, materially  contributed  to  the  accident  whereby  he  lost  his  life, 
as  he,  if  still  Uving,  could  not  have  maintained  an  action  in  respect 
of  any  bodily  injury,  notwithstanding  there  might  have  been  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  present  action  could  not  have  been 
supported.     But  supposing  the  circumstances  of  the  negUgence  to  have 
been  such  that,  if  death  had  not  ensued,  the  deceased  might  have 
brought  an  action  in  respect  of  any  injury  arising  to  him  from  it,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  his  representative  may  maintain  an  action  in  respect 
of  an  injury  arising  from  a  pecuniary  loss  occasioned  by  the  death, 
although  that  pecuniary  loss  would  not  have    resulted    from    the 
accident  to  the  deceased  had  he  lived."* 

Assuming  a  right  of  action,  it  was  next  contended  that,  as  the  Right  of 
deceased  was  possessed  of  a  fortune,  which  would  not  be  diminished  J^*^^'^®^ 
by  his  death,  and  which  passed  to  the  class  of  relatives  whom  the  benefit  of  a 
statute  meant  to  protect,  there  was  no  loss  caused  by  his  death.     The  class  but  of 
short  answer  to  this,  as  given  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  is,  that  the  I'^di^id'ials- 
remedy  is  given,  not  to  a  class,  but  to  individuals  ;  and  therefore  those 
of  the  class  who  sustain  actual  pecuniary  loss  may  sue,  though  others 
of  the  class  are  large  pecuniary  gainers  by  the  death,     "  The  principle  The  principle, 
which  governs  these  cases,"  says  Erie,  C. J.,  is  "  to  consider  whether 
there  was  evidence  of  a  reasonable  probability  of  pecuniary  benefit 

1  4  H.  &  N.,  per  Watson,  B.,  659. 

2  Chapman  v.  JioihweU  (1868),  K  B.  &  £.  168,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  Lord  Ctam]>beirs 
Act,  is  only  on  a  pleading  point  whether  plaintiff,  suing  as  administrator,  could 
recover  without  express  allegation  of  pecuniary  damage. 

3  (18C2)  2  B.  &  S.  759,  4  B.  &  S.  396. 

4  2  B.  &  S.  767.  In  Setoard  v.  Vera  Cruz,  10  App.  Gas.  59,  70,  Lord  Blackburn 
described  the  action  under  Lord  Campbeirs  Act  "  as  an  action  which  is  new  in  its 
species,  new  in  its  quality,  new  in  its  principle,  in  every  way  new,  and  which  can  only 
be  brought  if  there  is  any  person  answering  the  description  of  the  widow,  parent  or 
child,  who  under  such  circumstances  suffers  pecuniary  loss  by  the  death." 
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to  the  parties  if  the  death  of  the  deceased  had  not  occurred  ;  and  was 
it  lost  by  reason  of  that  death,  caused  by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or 
default  of  the  defendants  ?  If  this  were  so,  then  there  is  a  case  which 
the  judge  must  leave  to  the  jury."^ 

A  distinction  was  drawn  in  Botdter  v.  Webster^  between  expenses 
caused  by  the  injury  and  by  the  death.  DaUon  v.  S.  E.  Ry. 
Co.^  had  declared  that  a  claim  for  funeral  expenses  could  not  be 
maintained.  In  BouUer  v.  Webster  it  was  sought  to  substantiate  a 
claim  for  medical  expenses  incurred  during  the  illness  of  the  child 
consequent  upon  the  accident.  The  Court  refused  to  entertain  it,  and, 
ruled  that  the  damages  recovered  imder  the  Act  must,  in  all  cases, 
be  in  the  nature  of  special  damage,  and  that  no  action  is  maintainable 
upon  the  Act  for  merely  nominal  damages. 

This  is  consistent  with  the  Irish  case  of  Condon  v.  Oreat  South  and 
Western  Ry.  Co.,*  where  it  was  suggested  that  "any  service,  however 
small,"  such  as  might,  if  rendered  by  a  daughter  to  a  parent,  enable  the 
parent  to  sustain  an  action  for  her  seduction,  would  constitute  a 
sufficient  ground  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  damages  under  Lord  Camp- 
bell's Act.  The  Court  refused  "  any  sanction  to  that  argument,"  and 
added  :  "  Between  the  small  amount  of  service  which  may  be  sufficient 
in  many  cases  to  save  the  plaintiff  from  a  nonsuit  on  the  technical 
ground  on  .which  an  action  for  seduction  is  still  held  unsustainable, 
without  some  proof  of  actual  services  showing  that  the  female,  who 
had  been  seduced,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  seduction,  the  plaintiff's 
servant,  and  the  pecuniary  loss  which  must  be  proved  in  an  action 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  there  is  no  sort  of  analogy." 

This  doctrine  was  further  expounded  in  two  other  Irish  cases, 
Bourke  v.  Cork  and  Macroom  Ry.  Co.,^  and  Holleran  v.  BagneU.^  In 
the  former,  the  father,  a  respectable  tradesman,  whose  position  made 
him  independent  of  any  earnings  his  son  might  have  afterwards 
been  competent  to  gain,  sued  for  damages  for  the  death  of  the  son 
caused  by  the  defendants'  negligence.  The  Exchequer  Division  held 
him  not  entitled  to  recover ;  on  the  groimd,  first,  that  a  reasonable 
expectation  must  be  shown  that  profit  would  be  made  by  the  con- 
tinuance of  life  ;  and  secondly  that  there  must  also  be  a  reasonable 
expectation  that  iome  part  of  the  profit  so  made  would  become  the 
property  of  the  person  on  whose  behalf  damages  are  claimed  either  as 

1  4  B.  A  S.  406.  Cp.  Beckftt  v.  Grand  Trunk  Rd.  Co.,  13  Ont.  A.  R.  174 ;  and 
8i.  Lawrence  A  Ottawa  Rd.  Co.  v.  LeU,  11  Can.  S.  C.  R.  422,  where  it  was  held  that 
although  on  the  death  of  a  wife  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  railway  company,  the 
husband  cannot  recover  damages  of  a  sentimental  character,  yet  the  loss  of  household 
services  accustomed  to  be  performed  by  the  wife  which  have  to  be  replaced  by  hired 
services,  \&  a  substantial  Ioas  for  which  damages  may  be  recovered,  as  is  also  the  loss 
to  the  children  of  the  care  and  moral  training  of  their  mother.  At  433  Ritchie,  C.  J., 
said :  "  I  think  the  term  injury  in  the  statute  means  substantial  injury  as  opposed 
to  mere  sentimontaL**  ....*"!  am  free  to  admit  that  the  injury  must  not  be  senti- 
mental, nor  the  damages  a  mere  solatium,  but  must  be  capable  of  a  pecuniary  estimate, 
but  I  cannot  think  it  must  necessarily  be  a  loss  of  so  many  dollars  and  cents  capable 
of  calculation."  Gwynne  and  Taschereau,  JJ.,  dissented,  on  the  ground  that  pecuniary 
compensation  proportionate  to  an  injury  done  to  a  person  by  such  a  person  being 
deprived  of  anything,  should  be  the  value  expressed  in  money  of  the  thing  of  which 
they  have  been  deprived ;  and  that  where  a  money  standard  is  not  accurately  appli- 
cable, there  can  bo  no  recovery.  The  controversy  in  Canada  is  settled  by  Grand 
Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jennings,  13  App.  Cas.  800.     See  also  post,  191,  note  1. 

2  ( 1866)  1 1  L.  T.  (N.  S. )  698.  3  4  C.  B.  (N.  S. )  296. 
4  (1865)16lr.  C.L.R.421. 

6  (1879)  4  L.  R.  Ir.  682  ;  Johnston  v.  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  691. 
«  6  L.  R.  It.  333 
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of  bounty  or  of  right.  "  Bridges  v.  North  London  Ry.  Co.,^''  says  Palles,  C.B. 
Palles,  C.B.,  "  and  other  cases,  decide  that  in  determining  the  pre- 
liminary question  whether  there  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support 
of  any  particular  proposition,  we  must  take  notice  of,  and,  to  a  certain 
extent,  act  upon,  the  ordinary  experiences  of  human  life.  Acting  upon 
this  experience,  my  view  is,  that  this  boy  would  have  been  more  likely 
a  source  of  expense  than  of  profit  to  his  father.  But,  be  this  as  it  majr, 
it  is  clear  that,  up  to  the  moment  of  the  unfortunate  occurrence  m 
which  he  met  his  death,  he  had  never  contributed  one  sixjpence  to  the 
support  of  the  family.  It  is  equally  clear  that  the  position  of  the 
father  was  such  as  to  put  him  far  beyond  the  necessity  of  resorting 
for  his  support  or  otherwise  to  the  earnings  of  his  child.  The  case  is 
one  in  which  there  was  no  moral  duty  upon  the  part  of  the  child  to 
contribute  any  portion  of  his  earnings  to  the  parent  or  family." 

In  the  other  case^  the  child  killed  was  about  the  age  of  seven,  and  ^JjjJ^**  ^• 
the  only  evidence  of  pecimiary  loss  was  that  she  had  been  in  the  habit  ^^'^^  • 
of  rendering  trifling  household  services.  The  language  of  Morris,  C.  J., 
falls  somewhat  short  of  that  used  in  BramaU  v.  Z^,'  and  Duckworth  v. 
Johnson}  He  states  once  again  that  ^'  the  loss  must  be  a  pecimiary 
loss,  actual  or  reasonably  to  be  expected,  and  not  as  a  solatium ;  " 
and  adds  a  proposition,  eminently  reasonable  in  itself,  but  which  is 
not  foimd  in  the  EngUsh  cases  :  ''  And  there  should  be  distinct  evidence 
of  pecuniary  advantage  in  existence  prior  to,  or  at  the  time  of,  the 
death.  This  advantage  must  be  a  benefit  to  the  plaintiff."  "  There 
is  no  instance,"  says  the  learned  judge,  "  of  an  action  for  loss  caused 
to  a  plaintiff  by  the  death  of  a  person  of  the  tender  age  of  the  deceased  " 
— seven  years. 

The  rule  suggested  by  Morris,  C.J.,  that  there  must  be  distinct  Rule  sug- 
evidence  of  pecimiary  advantage  in  existence  prior  to,  or  at  the  time  ??®^  ^y 
of  the  death  (interpreting  the  term  "  pecuniary  advantage  "  by  the  di^'Sed.  * 
clause  "actual  or  reasonably  to  be  expected"),  would  go  to  meet  the 
diflSculty  pointed  out  by  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Duckworth  v.  Johnson,^    Still 
the  rule,  as  suggested,  can  scarcely  be  reconciled  with  BramaU  v.  Lees  ,"• 
for  there,  though  the  child  was  twelve  years  old,  she  had  never  earned 
anything,  and,  beyond  the  mere  fact  that  she  was  five  years  older, 
there  do  not  seem  to  have  been  any  facts  warranting  an  inferenc 
more  in  favour  of  her  ability  to  earn  than  in  the  case  of  HoUeran  v. 
BagneU. 

The  Irish   Court  of  Exchequer  considered  the  matter  again  in  Hull  v.  The 
Hvll  V.  The  G.  N,  Ry.  Co.  of  Ireland.'^    The  action  was  brought  by  ^jf'^y,^'' 
the  plaintiff,  a  laundress,  for  the  death  of  her  mother,  who  was  killed  ^'  ^^  ^  ' 
in  a  railway  accident.     Negligence  was  admitted  by  the  defendants, 
who  traversed  plaintiff's  pecuniary  loss.     It  was  proved  that  the 
deceased  lived  with  the  plaintiff,  by  whom  she  was  lodged  and  main- 
tained ;    and  that  the  deceased  assisted  in  the  laundry,  in  keeping 
house  and  cooking  and  serving  meals.     It  was  not,  however,  shown 
that  the  value  of  the  services  of  the  deceased  exceeded  the  cost  of  her 

1  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  377  ;  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  213.  a  6  L.  R.  Ir.  333. 

3  29  L.  T.  (0.  S.)  111.  4  4  H.  &  N.  653. 

»  4  H.  &  N.  663.  «  29  L.  T.  (O.  S.)  HI. 

7  26  L.  R.  Ir.  289,  per  PaUes,  C.B.,  294.  In  Wdfe  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  26  L.  R.  Ir. 
548,  Fitzgibbon,  L.J.,  said,  at  569,  "  I  accept  the  Chief  Baron's  judgment  in  HuU  v. 
TJie  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.  as  to  the  ontia  of  proof  ....  but  I  cannot  admit  with  Murphy,  J., 
that  it  overruled  Duckworth,  v.  Johnson.  It  could  not  do  so  ;  and  though  Murphy, 
J.,  disapproved  of  Duckcorlh  v.  Johnson,  the  Chief  Baron  distinguished  it,  and  only 
went  so  far  as  to  share  the  doiibt  expressed  by  Lord  Bramwell/' 
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Palle8,aB.'B,  support.  "  I  entertain  a  clear  opinion,"  says  Palles,  C.B.,  "  that  the 
judgment.  verdict  cannot  stand,  having  regard  to  the  ordinary  principles  as  to 
oniis  of  proof.  To  maintain  the  action  there  must  have  been  pecuniary 
lo6s  to  the  plaintiff  caused  by  the  death.  The  existence,  therefore, 
of  such  loss  must  be  affirmatively  established.  To  do  so,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  prove  a  state  of  facts  which  is  as  consistent  with  the 
absence,  as  with  the  existence,  of  such  loss.  It  follows  that  if  that 
loss  depends  upon  something  which  may  or  may  not  exist,  but  the 
existence  of  which  has  not  been  proved,  and  cannot  reasonably  be 
inferred  from  the  facts  in  proof,  the  plaintiff  must  fail ;  and  if  the  fact 
in  question  be  one  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  and 
not  of  the  defendants,  the  difficulty  of  inferring  it  when  not  directly 
proved  is  increased."  "  I  doubt  whether  Duckworth  v.  Johnson  is  an 
authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  There  the  boy's  wages  were  fixed 
— four  shilUngs  a  week.  The  alleged  vagueness  was  in  the  value  of 
his  support ;  but  if  the  gross  earnings  of  the  family  were  proved  (as 
possibly  they  may  have  been,  although  it  does  not  appear  in  the  report), 
the  decision  of  the  three  judges  who  thought  the  evidence  sufficient 
would  be  correct.  For  myself,  however,  taking  the  evidence  in  that 
case  as  reported,  I  share  the  doubt  expressed  by  Lord  Bramwell  in  his 
j  udgment ;  and  if  the  decision  can  be  pressed  to  the  extent  of  sustaining 
the  present  verdict,  I  must,  with  great  deference,  decline  to  follow  it." 
"  Following  the  principle  acted  upon  in  this  Court  in  Bourke  v.  Cork 
and  Maeroom  Ry.  Co.,^  I  hold  that  the  evidence  at  the  trial  was  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  that  the  verdict  must  be 
jset  aside.  But  for  Duckworth  v.  Johnson  I  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  defendants  ;  but  as  there  is  some 
doubt  whether  the  omission  to  give  evidence  of  the  pecuniary  value 
of  the  services  was  not  in  consequence  of  that  decision,  which  was 
to  a  certain  extent  recognised  in  this  Court  in  Condon  v.  Oreat 
Southern  and  Western  Ry,  Co.,^  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  be  concluded  by  it,  and  that  consequently  there  should  be  a  new 
trial:" 
Wolfe  V.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Wolfe  v.  G,  N.  Ry.  Co.  ^  of  Ireland, 

^i  fj^y-j^^'  Fitzgibbon,  L.  J.,  said :  "  I  think  the  true  question  is  stated  by  the  Chief 
of  Ireland.  ^^^^^  in  HuU  v.G,  N.  Ry.  Co.,*  viz.— has  the  plaintiff  sustained  the 
primary  onus  of  proof  ?  If  he  has,  the  onus  of  rebutting  it  is  shifted  to 
the  defendants.  This  question  must  be  determined  in  each  case  on  its 
own  facts,  and  authorities  are  material  only  as  instances."  The  facts 
showed  that  a  child  of  ten  who  had  been  negligently  killed  on  the  de- 
fendants' line  did  "  the  work  of  the  house  "  for  her  father  and  mother  ; 
and  there  was  further  evidence  that  the  parents  were  obliged  to  hire  a 
substitute  at  three-and-sixpence  a  week  and  her  keep.  This  the  six 
judges  of  the  Irish  Court  of  Appeal  held  to  be  evidence  sufficient  to  go  to 
a  j  ury,  and  which  would  j  ustif  y  them  in  concluding  that  the  services  were 
of  pecuniary  value  exceeding  the  cost  of  maintenance  and  education. 
Any  expressions  then  in  Duckworth  v.  Johnson^  which  go  to  lay  down  a 
rule  that  in  every  case  where  a  child  is  IdUed,  the  jury  are  to  determine 
whether  damages  have  been  sustained,  must  be  taken  to  be  seriously 
discredited  by  the  doubts  both  there  and  in  the  succeeding  cases. 
Services—  In  what  circumstances  services  are  to  be  considered  as  rendeced  gra- 

whether         tuitously  or  for  remuneration  was  the  subject  of  decision  in  a  Sfcotch 
gratuitous  or  * 

remunerated.        I  4  L.  R.  Ir.  682.  a  16  Ir.  C.  L,  R.  415.  «  26  L.  R.  Ir.  648,  566. 

4  26  L.  R.  It.  289.  5  4F.  A  N.  653. 
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case,^  which  indicates  that  the  question  of  remuneration  depends,  not 
upon  any  general  presumption,  but  on  the  consideration  of  the  whole 
surroundings  in  which  the  services  are  performed ;  if  any  general  pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  services  exist,  it  is  at  best  a  weak  one,  and 
easily  rebutted  by  indications  that  the  services  are  intended  to  be 
gratuitous. 

A  somewhat  difEerent  aspect  of  the  question  just  discussed  was  Uetherinqton 
treated- in  Hetherington  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co,,^  where  a  father,  fifty-nine  v.  A^.£?jBiy. 
years  of  age  and  infirm,  sued  for  the  death  of  a  son  who  had 
contributed  to  his  support  five  or  six  years  previously,  while  the 
father  had  been  out  of  nealth,  and  who  had  not  done  so  since.  "  I 
have  always,"  said  Field,  J.,  "  understood  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
decisions  in  such  cases  to  be  that  there  must  have  been  a  reasonable 
expectation  of  pecuniary  advantage  to  the  relation  from  the  life  of  the 
deceased.  The  defendants'  counsel  alleges  that  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  such  reasonable  expectation  in  this  case.  I  cannot  come  to 
that  conclusion." 

The  elements  of  "pecuniary  loss  "  were  considered  in  Rowleif  v.  Roidey  v. 
L.  iSr  N,  W.  Ry.  Co.^    The  plaintiff  sued,  for  the  benefit  of  the  mother,  L,  a  if.  ir. 
wife,  and  children  of  the  deceased.     The  mother  was  entitled  to  an  ^^-  ^^• 
annuity  of  £200  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  the  deceased, 
secured  by  his  personal  covenant.    Kelly,  C.B.,  told  the  jury  that 
"they  might,  if  they  thought  proper,  calculate  the  damages  which  Kelly.  O.B., 
the  mother  of  the  deceased  was  entitled  to  recover,  by  ascertaining  aummmg  up. 
what  is  the  sum  of  money  which  would  purchase  an  annuity  of  £200  for 
a  person  sixty-one  years  of  age  (the  age  of  the  mother),  according  to  the 
average  duration  of  human  life ;  that,  according  to  the  Carlisle  Tables, 
it  had  been  stated  that  the  average  duration  of  the  life  of  a  man  in  good 
health  and  vigour,  who  had  arrived  at  the  age  of  forty  years  [the  age 
of  the  deceased],  is  twenty-seven  years  and  a  fraction ;  and  that  they 
might,  if  they  thought  proper,  take  as  a  guide  in  their  calculations 
of  the  damages  recoverable  for  the  wife  and  children  that  such  was, 
according  to  these  tables,  the  probable  duration  of  the  life  of  a  man  of 
forty  years  of  age  in  the  circumstances  in  which  the  deceased  was." 

To  this  direction,  so  far  as  it  referred  to  the  case  of  the  mother,  Errors 
three  errors  were  assigned.    First,  that  she  had  lost  an  annuity  for  the  aH^ged- 
joint  hves  of  herself  and  her  son,  and  that  an  annuity  for  her  own  Ufe  Annuity  for 
only  would  be  of  considerably  greater  value.     An  oversight  to  this  joint  liven 
extent  was  admitted,  and  the  matter  was  treated  as  an  obvious  shp,  ^°"*- 
which  must  have  been  corrected  had  it  been  pointed  out. 

Secondly,  that  the  value  of  an  annuity  would  be  that  on  an  average  Valueof 
life  ;  and  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  told  to  make  an  allowance  for  annuity  on  an 
any  defect  in  the  health  of  the  life.  average  life. 

On  this  point,  Blackburn,  J.,  said  :  "  The  particular  life  on  which  an 
annuity  is  secured  may  be  unusually  healthy,  in  which  case  the  value 
of  the  annuity  would  be  greater  than  the  average ;  or  it  may  be  un- 
usually bad,  in  which  case  the  value  would  be  less  than  the  average  ;  " 
....  "We  think"  "the  jury  might  properly  be  directed  to  consider 

1  Thomson  v.  Tho7nA07i's  Trmtcca,  16  Rcttie  333,  per  Lord  Shand,  335.  See  a 
discussion  on  *'  reasonable  expectation  of  benefit,"  Mason  v.  Bertram,  18  Ont.  R.  I. 
*'  What,"  says  Fitzgibbon,  L.,T.,  in  Wdje  v.  G.  N.  Ry,  Co.,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  566,  "  is  the 
*  pecuniary  damage  '  of  which  the  plaintiff  must  give  evidence  ?  In  my  opinion 
damage  capable  of  being  estimated  in  money  and  of  being  compensated  by  money.** 

a  (1882)9Q.  B.  D.  160. 

3  ( 1873)  L.  R.  8  Ex.  221.     Central  Vermont  By.  Co,  v.  Franchere,  35  Can.  S.  C.  R.  68. 
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sideration of 
the  jury. 
Brett,  J.'s, 
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the  lives  in  question  as  average  lives,  unless  there  was  some  evidence 

to  the  contrary  ;  and  if  there  was  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  party 

Excepting  ought  to  have  placed  it  on  the  bill  of  exceptions."^    That 

iS)  therd  being  evidence  of  damage  to  go  to  a  jury,  it  is  not  a  misdirection 

to  tell  them  they  must  assume  it  is  a  normal  and  not  an  abnormal  case. 

fionyman,  J.,  dissented  from  this,  without  giving  his  reasons. 

VAluemiistbo       Thirdly,  that  **  the  value  of  the  annuity  spoken  to  in  the  evidenoe 

on  Govern-     was  the  value  of  an  annuity  on  Grovemment  or  other  very  good  security ; 

v«^*ff^*^^  and  that  the  annuity  lost  was  that  secured  by  the  personal  covenant  of 

the  deceased,  and  therefore  of  much  less  value.'*    This  also  was  allowed. 

There  was  further  an  exception  that  the  learned  judge  should  not 

have  directed  the  jury  that  they  "  might,  if  they  thought  proper,  take 

as  a  guide,  in  the  calculation  of  the  damages  recoverable  for  the  wife 

and  children  of  the  deceased,  that  the  probable  duration  of  the  hfe  of  a 

man  of  forty  years  of  age  in  the  circumstances  in  which  the  deceased 

.  was  is  twenty-seven  years,  according  to  the  Carhsle  Tables."    Black- 

theCotu^held  ^^^n,  J.,  and  the  majority  of  the  Court  construed  the  meaning  of  the 

that  the         judge  to  be  that  this  was  an  element  to  be  taken  into  consideration 

probable         by  them  with  the  rest  of  the  evidence ;   and  held  that  if  so,  it  was 

by'aotuaries'  unexceptionable.    Brett,  J.,  dissented,^  on  the  ground  that  the  in- 

tableawasan  variable  direction  to  juries,  from  the  time  of  the  earUest  cases  on  the 

elementfor     statute  until  then  had  been  "  that  they  must  not  attempt  to  give 

damages  to  the  full  amount  of  a  perfect  compensation  for  the  pecuniary 

injury,  but  must  take  a  reasonable  view  of  the  case,  and  give  what 

they  consider,  under  all  the  circumstances,  a  fair  compensaium.^^     "  I 

have  a  clear  conviction  that  any  verdict  founded  on  the  idea  of  giving 

damages  to  the  utmost  amount,  which  would  be  an  equivalent  for  the 

pecuniary  injury,  would  be  unjust.    Founding  my  opinion  on  that 

conviction,  on  the  declaration  of  it  by  Parke,  B.,^  and  on  the  ordinary 

directions  of  j udges,  which  directions  have  not  been  for  yearschallenged, 

I  conclude  that  the  direction  that  I  have  enunciated  is  the  legal,  and 

only  legal,  direction.    A  direction  which  leaves  it  open  to  the  jury  to 

give  the  present  value  of  an  annuity  equal  in  annual  amount  to  the 

income  lost  for  a  period  supposed  to  be  equal  to  that  for  which  it 

would  have  continued  if  there  had  been  no  accident  is  a  direction,  as 

it  seems  to  me,  leaving  it  open  to  a  jury  to  give  the  utmost  amount 

which  they  think  is  equivalent  for  the  pecuniary  mischief  done,  and 

such  a  direction  is  a  misdirection  according  to  law."*    Brett,  J.,  was 

1  In  Vichsburg,  drc.  Bd.  v.  Putnam,  118  U.  S.  (11  Davis)  646,  Gray,  J.,  says,  566, 
"  Life  and  annuity  tables  are  framed  upon  the  basis  of  tho  average  duration  of  the 
lives  of  a  great  number  of  persons.  But  what  the  jurv  in  this  case  had  to  consider 
was  the  probable  duration  of  the  plaintiff's  life,  and  of  the  injury  to  his  capacity  to 
earn  his  livelihood." 

«  L.  R.  8  Ex.  231.  Possibly  the  great  mercantile  experience  of  the  learned  judge 
suggested  tho  two  kinds  of  indemnity  obtainable  under  a  contract  of  insurance.  Se^ 
3  Kent,  Comm.  336  ;  Pitman  v.  Universal  Marine  Insurance  Co  ,  9  Q.  B.  D.  192. 

3  Armsworth  v.  8.  E,  By.  Co.,  11  Jur.  768.  Reference  to  the  case  will  sho?ir  that 
Parke,  B.,  was  speaking  of  *'  an  equivalent  for  the  mischief  done,"  in  the  sen^e  of  fixli 
compensation,  not  only  for  actual  loss,  but  for  injured  feeling.  E.g.,  "  No  sum  of 
money  could  compensate  a  child  for  the  loss  of  its  parent."  This  is  even  more  obviooa 
from  the  sentence,  "  Scarcely  any  sum  could  compensate  a  labouring  man  for  the  loss 
of  a  hmb."  If  it  were  merely  the  calculation  of  the  n^oney  loss,  this  would  not  be 
true.  The  Nisi  Prius  ruling  of  Parke,  B.,  and  the  considered  judgment  of  Brett,  J., 
oscillate  between  the  two  meanings. 

*  Another  consideration  in  favour  of  the  rule  which  he  considered  to  be  law  is  thus 
stated  by  Brett,  J.,  in  an  eailier  part  of  the  same  judgment :  "  If  juries  do  cive  such 
damages,  poor  defendants  will  be  ruined,  and  the  defendants  most  liable  to  such  actione 
will  not  be  able  to  carry  on  their  business  upon  the  same  terms  to  the  public  as  now.*' 
i4re,  then,  rich  wrongdoers  to  be  more  lightly  dealt  with,  that  poor  wrongdoers  may 
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therefore  of  opinion  that  evidence  of  the  present  value  of  an  annuity 
was  "  necessarily  misleading  and  legally  irrelevant,"  and  should  not 
have  been  admitted.^ 

Li  Phillips  V.  L,  dk  S.  W.  Ry.  Co,,^  which  came  twice  before  the 
Court  of  Appeal  on  the  question  of  the  assessment  of  damages,  the  case 
of  Rowley  v.  i.  dk  N.  W,  Ry.  Co.  was  considerably  discussed ;    in 
giving  judgment  on  the  second  appeal,  Brett,  L. J.,  thus  expressed  Brett,  L.J.'8» 
himself :  "  It  was  in  effect  decided  in  Rowley  v.  L.  dk  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  that  ^®^  o^^^® 
it  is  a  misdirection  to  tell  the  jury  they  ought  to  try  to  give  a  perfect  ^^^y. 
compensation  ;  by  that  I  apprehend  was  meant  a  perfect  arithmetical  N.  W.  Ry. 
compensation."     "  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  were  of  opinion  ^^-J?. 
that  this  attempt  to  give  a  nearly  perfect  compensation  was  wrong,  j^  ^  ^w. 
because  a  jury  must  necessarily  leave  out  a  multitude  of  circumstances  Ry.  Co. 
which  they  ought  to  take  into  consideration  in  order  to  estimate  a 
perfect  compensation,  but  which  no  human  ingenuity  and  no  evidence 
cotdd  bring  before  them.    We  are  therefore  bound  by  a  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber." 

A  reference  to  the  judgments  will,  however,  show  that  Brett,  L.J.,  Kelly,  CB/s, 
misapprehended  the  effect  of  the  decision  he  refers  to.  The  Chief  ^®?^*^^  *® 
Baron's  direction  was  "  that,  according  to  the  CarUsle  Tables,  it  had  ®^"^* 
been  stated  that  the  average  duration  of  the  life  of  a  man  in  good 
health  and  vigour  who  had  arrived  at  the  age  of  forty  years  is  twenty- 
seven  years  and  a  fraction ;  and  that  they  might,  if  they  thought 
proper,  take  as  a  guide,  in  their  calculations  of  the  damages  recoverable 
for  the  wife  and  children,  that  such  was,  according  to  these  tables,  the 
probable  duration  of  the  Ufe  of  a  man  of  forty  years  of  age  in  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  deceased  was."  Blackburn,  J.,  giving  the 
judgment  of  the  majority,^  disallowed  the  exception  that  was  taken 
to  this.  "  We  think  this  cannot  be  construed  as  meaning  more  than 
that  this  was  an  element  to  be  taken  into  calculation  by  the  jury 
with  the  rest  of  the  evidence ;  and,  if  so,  it  was  imexceptionable." 
Brett,  J.,  dissented,  as  the  direction  left  "  it  open  to  a  jury  to  give  the 
utmost  amount  which  they  think  is  equivalent  for  the  pecuniary 
mischief  done,  and  such  a  direction  is  a  misdirection  according  to 
law.  And  such,  in  my  opinion,  was  the  direction  in  the  present  case 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron."*    Brett,  J.'s,  view  did  not  prevail. 

Further,  this  statement  of  the  law  by  Brett,  J.,  was  called  in 

question  in  the  appeal  on  the  first  trial  in  Phillips  v.  L.  &  S.  W.  Ry. 

Co.^    Brett,  L.J.,  there  asks  Sir  John  Holker  during  the  argument, 

*'  What  do  you  say  would  have  been  the  correct  direction  to  the 

jury  in  Rowley's  case  ?  "     The  answer  was  that  the  jury  must  take 

into  account  the  value  of  an  annuity  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 

covenantor  and  covenantee,  having  regard  to  the  mode  in  which 

it  was  secured,  and  to   all   the   circumstances   of  the  covenantor. 

not  suffer  beyond  mecisiire  7  or  is  the  fear  that  laige  employers  "  wiU  not  be  able  to 
carry  on  their  business  upon  the  same  terms  to  the  public  as  now  **  a  legal  deterrent 
from  compensatory  pecuniary  damages  ? 

1  Cp.  PhiUipa  v.  L.  df  S.  W.  Ry.  Go,,  6  Q.  B.  D..  per  Field,  J.,  79 :  "  Perfect 
compensation  is  hardly  possible,  and  would  be  unjust.  Lambkin  v.  South  Eastern 
Ry.  Co.  of  Catiada,  5  App.  Cas.  352. 

2  6  C.  P.  D.  280  ;  5  Q.  B.  D.  78.  See  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Roy,  102  U.  S.  (12  Otto) 
451,  where  the  plaintiff  having  been  allowed  to  give  evidence  as  to  the  number  and 
ages  of  his  children,  in  face  of  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  a  new  trial  was  ordered 
on  the  ground  of  misreception  of  evidence.  Evidence  of  plaintiff's  means  was  also 
disallowed.  See  White  v.  The  A ustralasian  United  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  13  N.  S.  W.  R. 
(Law)  177  ;  Burrows  v.  London  General  Omnibvs  Co.,  10  Times  L.  R.  298. 

3  L.  R.  8  Ex.  228.  4  L,c.  231.  6  6  Q.  B.  D.  84. 
VOL.  I,  N 
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James,  L.  J. 'b.  And  James,  L.J.,  subsequently  says  :  ^  "  The  proper  direction  to  the 

VhUli^  jury,  as  it  seems  to  me,  would  have  been  to  tell  them  to  calculate  the 

L.  <b  *^w,       value  of  the  income  as  a  Uf e  annuity,  and  then  make  an  allowance  for 

Ry.  Co.  its  being  subject  to  the  contingencies  of  the  plaintiff  retiring,  failing 

in  his  practice,  and  so  forth."    And  presently,  turning  to  the  facts  of 

the  case  before  him,  the  Lord  Justice  said  :  "  I  think  that  what  Field, 

J.,  meant  to  say  was  :  ^  So  far  as  the  injury  results  in  actual  pecuniary 

loss,  you  must  give  the  plaintiff  full  compensation  for  that  loss  ;  but 

so  far  as  he  is  entitled  to  damages  for  the  suffering  of  being  made  a 

helpless  cripple,  you  cannot  proceed  upon  the  principle  of  making  full 

compensation.'  "    In  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  which  Brett, 

L.J.,  concurred,  James,  L.J.,  says  :*    "  You  are  to  consider  what  his 

income  would  probably  have  been,  how  long  that  income  would 

probably  have  lasted,  and  you  are  to  take  into  consideration  all  the 

other  contingencies  to  which  a  practice  is  Uable." 

Bramwell,  In  the  second  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Bramwell,  L.J.,  very 

^hiu*^^^^^  clearly  expresses  the  same  view  :^  "  I  have  tried  as  judge  more  than  a 

L.  &  *8^w,       hundred  actions  of  this  kind,  and  the  direction  which  I,  in  common 

Ry.  Co.  with  other  judges,  have  been  accustomed  to  give  to  the  jury  has  been 

to  the  following  effect :   '  You  must  give  the  plaintiff  a  compensation 

for  his  pecuniary  loss,  you  must  give  him  compensation  for  his  pain 

and  bodily  suffering.     Of  course,  it  is  almost  impossible  *  for  you 

to  give  to  an  injured  man  what  can  be  strictly  called  a  compensation,^ 

but  you  must  take  a  reasonable  view  of  the  case,  and  must  consider, 

under  all  the  circumstances,  what  is  a  fair  amount  to  be  awarded  to 

him.'    I  have  never  known  a  direction  in  that  form  to  be  (questioned. 

I  may  take  the  common  case  of  a  labourer  receiving  an  injury  which 

has  kept  him  out  of  work  for  perhaps  six  months.     His  evidence  may 

be  that  before  the  time  of  the  accident  he  was  earning  twenty-five 

shillings  a  week,  that  during  twenty-six  weeks  he  has  been  wholly 

incapacitated  for  work,  that  for  ten  weeks  afterwards  he  has  been  able 

to  earn  only  ten  shillings  a  week,  and  that  he  will  not  get  into  full  work 

again  for  twenty  weeks.     The  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  twenty-five 

shillings  for  each  of  the  twenty-six  weeks,  and  to  fifteen  shillings  for 

each  of  the  ten  and  twenty  weeks.®    He  is  also  entitled  to  some  amount 

for  his  bodily  sufferings  and  for  his  medical  expenses ;    and  in  this 

manner  the  compensation  to  be  awarded  to  him  is  estimated." 

Lord  Black-  To  these  authorities  must  be  added  the  authority  of  Lord  Blackburn. 

thoR^o&eoi  Speaking  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Livingstone  v.  Rawyards  Coed  Co.^ 

Lords  in         he  says  :   "  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  difference  of  opinion  as  to  its 

^vingsUmcY.  being  a  general  rule  that,  where  any  injury  is  to  be  compensated  by 

C^Co  damages,  in  settUng  the  sum  of  money  to  be  given  for  reparation  of 

damages  you  should  as  nearly  as  possible  get  at  that  sum  of  money 

which  will  put  the  party  who  has  been  injured,  or  who  has  suffered,  in 

the  same  position  as  he  would  have  been  if  he  had  not  sustained  the 

wrong  for  which  he  is  now  getting  his  compensation  or  reparation. 

That  must  be  qualified  by  a  great  many  things  which  may  arise — such, 

1  L.C.  84.  2  L.c.  87.  3  6  C.  P.  D.  287. 

*  The  Lord  Justice  does  not  say  that  it  is  not  legal,  and  that  the  elements  which 
woald  enable  an  approximation  to  it  are  not  admissible  evidence  ;  he  says  merely,  it 
is  *^  almost  impossible  "  to  do  so. 

6  I.e.,  to  restore  to  him  the  possibilities  of  the  future. 

«  There  must  be  deducted  from  this,  however,  to  make  it  strictly  and  theoretically 
correct,  the  possibility  of  some  occuiToace  t)iat  might  prevent  his  earning  the  money,  as 
is  4one  in  the  oaee  of  the  annuity,  7  5  App.  C^s.  39. 
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for  instance,  as  by  the  consideration  whether  the  damage  has  been 
maliciously  done,  or  whether  it  has  been  done  with  full  knowledge  that 
the  person  doing  it  was  doing  wrong.  There  could  be  no  doubt  that 
there  you  would  say  that  everything  would  be  taken  into  view  that 
would  go  most  against  the  wilful  wrongdoer — many  things  which  you 
would  properly  allow  in  favour  of  an  innocent  mistaken  trespasser 
would  be  disallowed  as  against  a  wilful  and  intentional  trespasser  on 
the  ground  that  he  must  not  qualify  his  own  wrong,  and  various  things 
of  that  sort."  1 

Another  aspect  of  this  controversy  is  presented  in  Praed  v.  Graham^  Lord  Esher, 
Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  there  formulates  a  rule  regulating  the  granting  M.R.,  in 
of  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages :  "  If  the  Court  q^^^ 
having  fully  considered  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  come  to 
this  conclusion  only, '  We  think  that  the  damages  are  larger  than  we 
ourselves  should  have  given,  but  not  so  large  as  that  twelve  sensible 
men  could  not  reasonably  have  given  them,'  then  they  ought  not 
to  interfere  with  the  verdict."  Exception  to  this  was  taken  in  John-  johnsUmY. 
ston  V.  G.  W,  Ry.  Co,,^  the  case  not  of  death  but  of  disabling  injury  0.  W,By,  Co. 
based  upon  the  law  as  laid  down  in  PhiUips^s  two  ernes  and  the 
proposition  approved  was  that  "  it  may  sometimes  be  right  to  order  a 
new  trial,  although  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  damages  are  so  large 
that  twelve  sensible  men  could  not  reasonably  have  given  them — ^that 
is,  in  a  case  in  which,  although  the  Court  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  damages  are  perversely  large,  yet  the  amount  enables  the 
Court  to  say  that  the  jury  must  have  disregarded  a  direction  as  to  the 
measure  of  damages  that  they  ought  to  have  regarded."  Williams, 
L.  J.,  then  cites*  "the  rule  laid  down"  mBowleifs  cassy  "that  the 
jury  may  not  properly  assess  as  damages  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  the 
present  price  or  value  of  an  annuity  equal  to  that  income  which  would 
probably  have  been  earned  by  the  plaintiff  but  for  the  accident "  and 
approves  a  direction :  "  There  are  the  accidents  of  Ufe  and  other 
elements  which  have  to  be  taken  into  consideration  which  ought  to 
prevent  you  giving  him  such  a  sum  as  would  be  simply  an  investment 
for  him  and  enable  him  to  do  nothing.  Still  he  is  entitled  to  a  fair 
sum,  considering  the  position  for  which  he  was  fitted  and  the  position 
in  which  he  is  now." 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  most  authoritative  Court  in  the  The  view  of 
United  States  is  in  accord  with  the  preponderance  of  English  authority.  ^^^  Supreme 
In  Vicksburg  Rd,  Co,  v.  Putnam^  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  for  a  personal  un^J^^States 
injury  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  compensation  so  far  as  it  is  accords  with 
susceptible  of  an  estimate  in  money  for  the  loss  and  damage  caused  to  ^^f  English 
him  by  the  defendants'  negligence,  including  not  only  expenses  in-  ^  ®* 
curred  for  medical  attendance  and  a  reasonable  sum  for  his  pain  and 
suffering,  but  also  a  fair  recompense  for  the  loss  of  what  he  would 
otherwise  have  earned  in  his  trade  or  profession,  and  has  been  deprived 
of  his  capacity  of  earning  by  the  wrongful  acts  or  defaults  of  the 
defendants.    Further,  that  standard  annuity  tables  are  admissible 
as  evidence  of  the  capital  value  of  loss,  though  they  are  subject  to 

1  See  the  remarks  as  to  damages  by  De  Grey,  C.J.,  in  Moatyn  v.  Fabrigas,  20 
How.  St.  Tr.  175,  18 1 ,  on  motion  for  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  excessive  damages. 

3  24  Q.  B.  D.  63.  3  ( 1904)  2  K.  B.  255. 

4  L.c.  259. 

5  lis  U.  8.  (11  Davis)  545,  554;    District  of  Columbia  v.  Woodbury,  136  U.  S. 
(29  Davis)  450, 466  ;  The  Atlas,  93  U.  S.  (3  Otto)  302. 
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observations  of  the  same  species  aswehave  been  discussing  in  the  English 
cases  which  disentitle  them  to  be  taken  as  absolute  guides  by  the  juxy.^ 

The  pecuniary  loss  caused  to  the  relatives,  from  termination  of  a 
life  income  by  reason  of  death,  is  often  lessened  or  prevented  altogether 
by  an  insurance  having  been  effected  on  the  life  of  the  deceased. 
In  Bradburn  v.  G,  W.  Ry,  Co.,^  a  case  under  the  general  law  of 
negligence,  Bramwell,  B.,  expressed  himself  "  dismayed "  at  the 
proposition  that  the  damages  that  could  be  recovered  from  a  wrong- 
doer should  be  diminished  by  the  providence  of  the  injured  person  in 
insuring  ;  and  he  cited  Dolby  v.  India  and  London  Life  Assurance  Go,^ 
as  an  authority  that  the  injured  person  does  not  recover  for  the  accident, 
but  on  the  contract,  and  that  his  right  arises  as  a  quid  'pro  quo  by 
reason  of  the  payment  of  the  premiums.  And  the  New  Zealand  Court 
of  Appeal  correctly  laid  down  that  evidence  to  be  admissible  in 
diminution  of  the  loss  sustained  by  the  death  of  a  parent  in  an  action 
under  the  corresponding  New  Zealand  Act,  must  be  of  acquisition  of 
property  "  coming  into  the  possession  of  the  family  at  the  death  of  the 
parent  acquired  or  accruing  by  the  death  of  the  parent,"  and  not  of 
a  fund  subscribed  or  a  contribution  made  in  consequence  of  the  death 
from  extraneous  sources.* 

Under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  this  is  not  so  ;  for  there  the  damages 
are  to  be  a  compensation  to  the  family  of  the  deceased  equivalent  to 
the  pecuniary  benefits  which  they  might  have  reasonably  expected 
from  the  continuance  of  life.  If,  therefore,  the  person  claiming 
damages  were  put  by  the  death  of  his  relative  into  possession  of  a 
large  estate,  there  is  no  loss  ;  he  is  a  gainer  by  the  event ;  and  similckrly 
whatever  comes  into  the  possession  of  the  family  who  have  suffered 
by  the  death  of  their  relative,  by  reason  of  his  death,  must  be  taken 
into  account.*  This  is  in  accord  with  Lord  Campbell's  ruling  in  Hicks 
V.  Newport,  Abergavenny,  and  Hereford  Ry,  Co,,^  who  directed  a  jury  : 
"  If  there  be  an  insurance  for  £1000  by  some  company  that  insured  him 
(the  deceased)  against  accidents,  by  railways,  and  tney  being  entitled 

1  Cp.  TJie  Argpvtino,  13  P.  D.  61,  191,  14  App.  Cas.  619.  In  District  of  Colombia 
v.  Woodbury,  136  U.  S.  (29  Bavis)  450,  evidence  that  a  medical  man  had  contributed  to 
scientific  journals,  though  he  got  no  pay  for  doing  so,  and  which  contributions  he  was 
obliged  to  discontinue  as  a  consequence  of  injuries,  caused  by  appellants*  negligence, 
was  held  admissible  as  tending  to  show  the  extent  of  the  physical  and  mental  injuries 
he  had  received. 

2  L.  R.  10  Ex.  1  ;  approved  Jebsen  v.  East  d:  West  India  Dock  Co.,  h,  R.  10  C.  P. 
300.  Clark  v.  Bly thing  (Hundred  of),  2  B.  &  C.  254.  The  principle  of  law  is  that 
where  one  person  has  agreed  to  indemnify  another,  he  will,  on  making  good  the 
indemnity,  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  all  the  ways  and  means  by  which  the  person 
indemnified  might  have  protected  himself  against,  or  reimbursed  himself  for,  the  loss. 
Simpson  v.  TJiomson,  3  App.  Cas.  279,  284  ;  Mobile  and  Montgomery  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jurey, 
111  U.  S.  (4  Davis)  584  ;  Regan  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rd.  Co.,  60  Conn.  124, 
25  Am.  St.  R.  306.  In  Morison  v.  Bartolomeo,  5  Maeph.  848,  which  was  an  action 
for  collision,  where  the  pursuers  had  been  paid  insurance,  but  had  also  procured  an 
assignment  by  the  underwriters  of  all  their  rights,  as  against  the  defenders,  the  fact 
that  pursuers  had  been  paid  insurance  money  was  held  not  admissible  to  reduce 
liability.     Yates  v.  Whyte,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  272,  following  Mason  v.  Sainsbury,  3  Doug.  60. 

3  15C.B.365. 

4  Oreymouth  Point,  <fec.  Co.  v.  Mclvor,  16  N.  Z.  L.  R.  258,  267. 

6  See  per  Bramwell,  B.,  Bradburn  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L,  R.  10  Ex.  3.  Souih  Stafford- 
shire Tramways  Co.  v.  Sickness  and  Accident  Assurance  Association  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  402. 
There  is  a  note  to  Paul  v.  Travellers"  Insurance  Co.,  8  Am.  St.  R.  763-766,  "  What  is 
death  by  accidental  means  ?  " 

«  Only  reported  in  a  note  in  4  B.  &  S.  403.  The  American  cases  dififer.  They 
are  collected  in  the  judgment  of  Hagarty,  C.  J.,  Beckett  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  13 
Ont.  App.  181,  affd.  16  Can.  S.  C.  R.  713.  Cp.  Farmer  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co,^ 
21  Ont.  R.  299. 
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to  receive  £1000  upon  that  policy,  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  ought  to 
be  a  deduction  from  the  aggregate  amount  in  respect  of  that  £1000. 
Then  with  regard  to  the  poUcies  upon  his  Ufe,  independently  of  accident, 
if  you  allow  any  deduction  (and  I  think  you  will  probably  consider 
that  some  deduction  ought  to  be  allowed),  it  will  only  be  in  respect, 
I  should  think,  of  the  premiums  that  would  be  paid  by  the  family,  or 
which  would  have  been  paid  by  himself  if  this  fatal  accident  had  not 
happened." 

The  passage  is  obscure,  but  Lord  Campbell's  meaning  seems  to  be  Considered, 
that,  with  regard  to  an  insurance  against  accidents  by  railways,  the 
whole  of  such  insurance  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  that  the 
jury  would  have  considered  recoverable  had  there  been  no  insurance. 
With  regard  to  ordinary  life  assurance,  however,  the  gross  income  of 
the  deceased  should  first  be  ascertained  ;  there  should  then  be  deducted 
all  outgoings,  including  the  premium  on  the  hfe  poUcy ;  after  having 
thus  ascertained  the  net  income,  the  loss  the  family  would  sustain  by 
reason  of  being  deprived  of  it  must  be  computed  for  the  number  of 
years  the  deceased  would  probably  have  earned  it,  taking  into  accoimt 
the  ordinary  expectation  of  hfe  and  deceased's  continued  ability  to 
earn  the  same  income,  and  other  Uke  circumstances.^ 

The  difference  indicated  by  Lord  Campbell  between  the  two  cases 
of  insurance  is  due  probably  to  the  fact  that  insurances  against  acci- 
dents by  railways  secure  a  payment  that  is  only  made  on  the  happening 
of  the  injury  in  respect  of  which  compensation  is  claimed ;  the  pay- 
ment is  therefore,  so  far  as  it  goes,  pure  pecuniary  gain ;  since  the 
happening  of  an  accident  is  the  condition  precedent  to  the  obtaining 
the  insurance,  and  if  no  accident  happened  no  sum  is  payable.  Life 
insurance,  on  the  other  hand,  secures  a  sum  payable  absolutely,  though 
at  an  uncertain  time ;  and  the  fact  that  the  injury  makes  the  time  of 
the  payment  certain  is  no  ground  for  diminishing  the  compensation 
payable  in  respect  of  the  injury ;  since  the  payment  of  the  sum  is  in 
no  way  dependent  on  the  happening  of  the  injury,  though  the  time  of 
payment  is  accelerated  by  it. 

The  suggestion  of  Lord  Campbell  in  Hicks^s  case,  that  the  benefit 
the  widow  derived  from  the  acceleration  of  payment  might  be  counter- 
vailed by  deducting  from  the  estimate  of  the  future  earnings  of  the 
deceased  the  amount  of  the  premiums  which,  if  he  had  Uved,  he  would 
have  had  to  pay  out  of  his  earnings  for  the  maintenance  of  the  policy, 
was  approved  by  the  Privy  Council  in  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  of  Canada  Orand  Trunk 
V.  Jennings,^  where  it  was  also  held  that  the  receipt  of  insurance  ^y-^^/ 
money  is  merely  one  of  the  circumstances  to  be  left  to  the  jury  in  Jennings. 
estimating  the  pecuniary  loss  suffered  by  the  claimants  from  the 
death ;  and  such  payment  of  insurance  money  is  not  to  be  regarded 
as  a  deduction  to  be  made  from  the  full  amount  awarded.  The  jury 
is  not  to  arrive  at  a  sum  sufficient  to  compensate  the  claimants,  and 
from  that  to  deduct  insurance  money  paid  to  them,  but  is  to  consider 
the  receipt  of  insurance  money  amongst  the  elements  determining 
them  in  fixing  the  sum  they  award.^  What  elements  are  to  be  con- 
sidered are  indQcated  by  Patterson,  J.  A.'s,  distinction  between  property 

1  Per  Burton,  J.  A.,  BeckeU  v.  Orand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  13  Ont.  App.  187,  on  appeal 
16  Can.  S.  C.  R.  713.  See  Railway  Passengers  Assurance  Companies  Act,  1864, 
27  &  28  Vict.  c.  cxxv.  s.  36. 

a  13  App.  Cas.  800. 

3  Beckett  v.  Orand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  13  Ont.  App.  198. 
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acquired  by  the  death  to  which  otherwise  the  successor  had  no  title, 
and  property  the  possession  of  which  has  been  merely  accelerated.  In 
the  latter  case  he  is  of  opinion  the  deduction  spoken  of  by  Lord  Camp- 
bell should  be  in  respect  of  the  acceleration  alone,  and  not  of  the  value 
of  the  estate. 

Lord  Campbell's  Act,  we  have  seen,  only  enables  those  damages  to 
be  recovered  which  arise  from  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  the  re- 
presentatives consequent  on  the  death,  through  the  defendants* 
negligence,  of  him  as  whose  representatives  the  plaintifb  sue.  In 
Bamett  v.  Lvccls,^  after  damages  had  been  recovered  imder  Lord 
Campbell's  Act,  an  action  was  commenced  by  the  widow  of  the  deceased 
as  administratrix  of  her  husband,  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  same  negUgence  to  the  "  personal  chattels  "  of  the 
deceased.  The  principle  on  which  the  Irish  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  the  action  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act  is  brought  by  the  personal  representative — ^not  for 
the  estate,  but  as  a  trustee  for  those  beneficially  entitled ;  and  that 
an  injury  to  the  personal  estate  gives  a  distinct  cause  of  action  to  the 
personal  representative  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  statutable 
right  to  recover  pecuniary  loss  sustained  through  the  death.  The 
decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  was  upheld  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  action  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act 
cannot  be  the  same  as  that  brought  on  behalf  of  the  estate  by  the 
administratrix,  since  damages  recovered  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act 
can  never  be  assets  of  the  deceased.  Fitzgerald,  B.,  dissented,  on  the 
grounds,  first,  that  there  was  but  one  cause  of  action — viz.,  the  default 
of  the  defendants  ;  of  which  the  injury  to  the  chattels  and  the  injury 
to  the  person  are  but  different  aspects,  and  do  not  constitute  in- 
dependent rights  of  suing ;  secondly,  that  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  as 
interpreted  by  Read  v.  G.  E.  Ry,  Co,,^  gave  no  new  right  of  action, 
and  therefore  a  second  action  was  incompetent.  '*  It  is  the  same 
cause  of  action  sued  upon  with  two  inconsistent  assumptions — viz., 
that  it  was  independently  of  the  statute  determined  by  death, 
and  that  it  continued  independently  of  the  statute  notwithstanding 
death."  With  the  omission  of  the  word  "  inconsistent "  this  might 
well  happen.  The  action  for  the  injury  to  the  estate  undoubtedly 
continued  independently  of  the  statute,  notwithstanding  death  ;• 
while,  independently  of  the  statute,  with  equal  certainty  no  executor 
or  administrator  could  maintain  an  action  for  the  loss  of  hfe  of  his 
testator  or  intestate.* 

In  Read  v.  G.  E,  Ry,  Co,,  Blackburn,  J.,  says  :^    "  The  prin- 

1  (1870)  Ir.  R.  5  C.  L.  140,  in  the  Irish  Ex.  Ch.  Ir.  R.  6  C.  L.  247.  As  to  Scotch 
law,  see  Wood  v.  Gray  (1892),  A.  C.  676. 

2  9  B.  &  S.  714. 

3  WheaUey  v.  Lane,  1  Wma.  Saund.  216  : 1  Wins.  Notes  to  Saund.  239. 
♦  ArmstDorth  v.  8,  E,  Ry.  Co.,  11  Jur.  768. 

&  9  B.  &  S.  719.  The  Law  in  Lowei  Canada,  holding  that  under  the  Code  of  1866 
the  action  analogous  to  that  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  is  one  independent  of  the 
deceased,  is  S8t  out  in  Robinson  r.  Camuiian  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  (1892),  A.  C.  481,  and 
followed  in  MUltr  v.  Qrani  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  (1906),  A.  C.  187,  where  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil, overruling  The  Queen  v.  Orenier,  30  Can.  S.  C.  R.  42,  held  that  membership  of  a 
Provident  Sooiety  subscribed  to  by  the  employers  on  the  terms  that  no  member 
should  have  any  claim  against  them  for  compensation  on  account  of  injury  or  death 
from  accid.-?nt,  did  not  operate  as  "  indemnity  or  satisfaction  "  within  the  meaning 
of  Art.  1066  of  the  Code  of  Lower  Canada  against  the  representatives  of  a  workman 
killed  by  the  negligence  of  the  employers.     The  English  cases  are  fully  considered 
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ciples  on  wliicli  the  damages  are  to  be  assessed  are  new,  as  is 
correctly  said  in  Blake  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co,,^  and  Pym  v.  G,  N, 
Ry.  Co,  ;^  but  the  action  is  not  new,  in  the  sense  that  there  is  an 
independent  cause  of  action  vested  in  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  in  their  own  right."  Lush,  J.,  further  explains  this  as 
meaning  that,  *'  The  object  of  the  Legislature  was  not  to  make  the 
wrongdoer  pay  damages  twice,  or  to  give  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  a  new  action,  but  to  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  representative 
when  the  deceased  had  not  obtained  compensation,  and  when  there 
was  at  the  time  of  the  death  a  subsisting  cause  of  action  which  the 
maxim.  Actio  personalis  moritwr  cum  persond,  prevented  from  being 
enforced."  And  in  Haigh  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Co.,^  Brett,  M.R., 
deUvering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  said :  "  It  is  clear 
the  executors  can  only  recover  if  the  deceased  man  could  have  re- 
covered supposing  that  everything  did  happen  to  him  which,  had  he 
not  been  killed,  would  have  entitled  him  to  bring  an  action." 

In  the  former  of  these  cases  the  statement  that  there  was  no  new 
right  of  action  was  in  connection  with  the  negation  of  the  assumed 
right  of  the  representatives  to  recover  after  satisfaction  had  been  made 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased  to  him  personally;  and  in  the  latter 
case  the  statement  was  made  where  the  deceased  had  contracted  away 
the  right  to  recover  for  injuries  or  death. 

Once  more  in  Blake  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co,,^  Coleridge,  J.,  in  answer  Blake  v. 
to  the  contention  that  the  deceased  if  alive  could  have  recovered  a  Midland 
solatium,  and,  therefore,  so  could  his  representatives  on  his  death,  ^^^  ^^' 
says  :    "  This  Act  does  not  transfer  this  right  of  action  to  his  repre- 
sentative, but  gives  to  the  representative  a  totally  new  right  of  action  on 
different  principles."     And  in  Pym  v.  0,N.  Ry.  Co,,^  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  Erie,  C.J.,  said :    "  The  statue  gives  to  the  personal  re- 
presentative a  cause  of  action  beyond  that  which  the  deceased  would 
have  if  he  had  survived,  and  based  on  different  principles."    That 
again  was  in  answer  to  a  contention  that,  as  the  deceased  was  possessed 
of  a  fortune  which  would  not  be  diminished  by  his  death,  he  could  not 
have  sued  for  anything  besides  his  personal  suffering  and  the  pecuniary 
loss  in  consequence. 

The  inability  for  the  representative  to  recover  where  the  deceased  Decisions  no 
had  bargained  away  his  nght  of  action  was  conceded  in  The  Stella.^  inconsistentf 
There  it  was  determined  that  travelling  by  a  free  pass  granted  on  the 
condition  that  the  holder  should  not  be  entitled  to  an  action  "  for 
any  injury,  delay,  loss  or  damage  however  caused  that  may  be  sustained 
by  the  person  or  persons  using  this  pass  "  was  such  a  bargain  ;  since 
the  deceased  as  a  railway  officer  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the 
import  of  the  conditions  on  which  he  travelled. 

The  decisions,  therefore,  are  not  inconsistent.  Their  effect  is,  that 
while  the  representatives  may  be  altogether  defeated  of  the  action  by 
the  conduct  of  the  deceased — as  if,  for  example,  he  were  guilty  of 

in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  14  C(3Ln.  S.  C.  R.  105.     Cp.  Zimmer  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Ry.  Co.  of  Canada,  19  Ont.  App.  693 ;   Farmer  v.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.,  21  Ont.  R.  299. 

1  18  Q.  B.  no. 

2  4  B.  &  8.  406. 

3  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  640.     As  to  the  law  apart  from  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  see  McCaufley 
V.  Furneas  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  57. 

4  18Q.  B.  110. 
6  4  B.  &  S.  406. 
«  (1900)  P.  161. 
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contiibutory  negKgence,^  or  in  any  way  had  so  conducted  himself,  that, 
had  he  survived,  he  would  have  disentitled  himself  to  bring  an  action 
for  personal  injuries — the  action  which  they  may  maintain,  is  not 
the  mere  continuation  of  the  deceased's  right,  but  an  action  he  could 
never  himself  have  brought,  and  one  pecuUar  to  them  as  his  repre- 
sentatives and  not  arising  till  his  death.  The  historical  antecedents 
are  the  same  as  in  cases  of  personal  injury  ;  the  subsequent  direction 
the  right  of  action  takes  before  it  fructifies  is  entirely  new.  A  re- 
ference to  the  preamble  of  Lord  Campbell's  Act  may  help  to  clear 
up  this  point.  It  is  thus  expressed  :  "  Whereas  no  action  by  law 
is  now  maintainable  against  a  person  who,  by  his  wrongful  act,  neglect, 
or  default,  may  have  caused  the  death  of  another  person ;  and  it 
is  oftentimes  right  and  expedient  that  the  wrongdoer  in  such  a  case 
should  be  answerable  in  damages  for  the  injury  so  caused  by  him." 
The  wrong  to  be  remedied  is  the  escape  of  a  'person,  who,  by  his 
wrongful  act  or  default,  has  caused  the  death  of  another  person, 
from  answering  in  damages  for  the  injury — not  primarily  the  loss  to 
the  survivors.  The  damages  are  to  be  paid  to  them,  and  to  be  assessed 
on  an  estimate  of  their  pecuniary  loss ;  but  the  wrong  is  the  death, 
coupled  with  immunity  from  legal  Uabihty  for  compensation.  Con- 
tributory negUgence  removes  the  liabiUty  for  the  wrong  by  eUminating 
the  first  element  in  the  cause  of  action ;  payment  of  compensation 
preceding  the  decease  of  the  injured  person,  or  a  vaUd  contract  to 
waive  the  right  to  compensation  in  the  event  of  injury  or  death 
eUminates  the  second.  In  so  far  as  these  antecedent  circumstances — 
common  to  the  right  of  action  possessed  by  the  injured  man  if  he 
survive,  and  to  his  representatives  if  he  die  from  the  effect  of  his 
injuries — ^are  at  the  basis  of  both,  there  is  no  new  right  of  action  ;  and 
that  is  the  sense  in  which  the  cases  so  holding  are  to  be  understood  ; 
while,  in  so  far  as  the  representatives  have  a  right  arising  on  the 
death  from  injury  through  neghgence,  the  right  is  entirely  a  new  right 
for  which,  previous  to  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  there  was  no  precedent 
in  the  law. 
LordSelbome  This  is  apparent  from  what  Lord  Selbome  says  in  Seward  v.  The 
^Thl^v^^r'  ^^^  ^^^^  •  ^  "  ^^^^  Campbell's  Act  gives  a  new  cause  of  action  clearly, 
era  ruz.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  merely  remove  the  operation  of  the  maxim,  Actio  personalis 
moritUT  cum  persona  ;  because  the  action  is  given  in  substance,  not 
to  the  person  representing  in  point  of  estate  the  deceased  man,  who 
would  naturally  represent  him  as  to  all  his  own  rights  of  action  which 
could  survive,  but  to  his  wife  and  children,  no  doubt  suing  in  point 
of  form  in  the  name  of  his  executor.  And  not  only  so,  but  the  action 
is  not  an  action  which  he  could  have  brought  if  he  had  survived  the 
accident,  for  that  would  have  been  an  action  for  such  injury  as  he  had 
sustained  during  his  hfetime,  but  death  is  essentially  the  cause  of  the 
action."  Or,  as  Lord  Blackburn  says  :|'  an  action  "  new  in  its  species, 
new  in  its  quality,  new  in  its  principle,  in  every  way  new,  and  which 
can  only  be  brought  if  there  is  any  person  answering  the  description  of 
the  widow,  parent  or  child  who  under  such  circumstances  suffers 
pecuniary  loss  by  the  death."* 

Lord  Campbell,  C,  in  Attorney-General  v.  Brunning,^  carries  this 

1  Tucker  v.  Chaplin,  2  C.  &  K.  730. 

2  10  App.  Cas.  67. 

3  L.c  70. 

4  Davideson  v.  J^tW  (1901),  2  EL  B.,  per  Kenncsdy,  J.,  614. 
8  8  H.  L.  C.  256. 
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further  saying :  "  The  sum  to  be  recovered  in  case  of  death  by  negligence  Lord  Camp- 
[under  9  and  10  Vict.  c.  93]  certainly  would  not  be  subject  to  probate  bellinil.-a 
duty,  for  it  is  not  made  part  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  ;   and  on  the  ^'    '^****^' 
contrary,  the  Act  of  Parhament  directs  it  to  be  apportioned  among 
the  members  of  the  family  of  the  deceased,  according  to  the  pecuniary 
loss  which  they  are  supposed  respectively  to  have  suffered  from  the 
bereavement."    But  where  the  deceased  never  had,  or  in  his  lifetime 
lost,  the  right  to  bring  an  action,  the  representative  can  have  none. 
Thus  in  Senior  v.  Ward^  the  contributory  negUgence  of  the  deceased 
disentitled ;   in  Haigh  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Co^  the  taking  a 
passenger  ticket  with  a  condition  exempting  from  liability ;  in  Read 
V.  G.  EfRy,  Co?  acceptance  of  satisfaction  by  the  deceased ;    in 
OriflUhs  V.  Earl  of  Dudley  *  a  contract  not  to  claim  compensation  ;  in 
Markey  v.  Tolworih  Joint  Isolation  Hospital  District  Board  ^  the  failure 
to  bring  the  action  within  six  months  of  the  death ;  and  in  Williams  ' 
V.  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board^  non-compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  sec.  1  (a)  of  the  Public  Authorities  Protection  Act, 
1893.' 

The  decision  of  Read  v.  G.  E.  Ry,  Co?  leaves  open  the  question  Effect  of  the. 
whether  the  cause  of  action  sued  on  in  Bcumett  v.  Lucas  was  the  ^I^^^^q^p 
same,  in  the  sense  in  which  alone  the  question  is  material,  as  that  j^y^  Co. 
for  which  damages  had  been  previously  recovered.    What  it  decides 
is  that  damages  cannot  be  recovered  independently  of  the  deceased, 
or,  rather,  antagonistically  to  him;    and  that  where  the  deceased 
either  volimtarily  or  involimtarily  has  placed  himself  in  a  position 
that,  if  he  had  survived,  he  could  not  bring  an  action  for  personal 
injury,  at  his  death  no  new  right  of  action  is  conferred  to  replace 
that  which,  through  his  own  conduct,  has  never  arisen  or  has  been 
extinguished.    But  it  left  untouched  the  question  whether,  assimiing 
the  deceased  had  left  the  rights  which  were  united  in  him  un- 
affected, they  were  capable  of  disjunction  by  his  death  and  of  being 
sued  on  separately. 

Brunsden  v.  Humphrey  ®  decides  this  in  the  affirmative.    A  cabman  Brunsden  v. 
recovered  damages  for  injury  caused,  by  the  defendant's  negUgence,  to  ^l^es  the 
his    cab.    He    subsequently    conmienced    another    action    claiming  point  left  in 
damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  through  the  same  negligence,  doubt  in 
It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  overruling  the  Divisional  Court,  ^^J^  ^'  ^' 
Lord  Coleridge  dissenting,  that  he  could  maintain  the  action  ;  Bowen, 
L.J.,  observing,  "  The  real  test  is  not,  I  think,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  the  opportunity  of  recovering  in  the  first  action  what  he  claims 
to  recover  in  the  second ;  "    and  Brett,  M.R.,  suggests  as  a  test — 
though  not  an  exclusive  test — "  whether  the  same  sort  of  evidence 
would  prove  the  plaintiff's  case  in  the  two  actions."^® 

1  1E.&E.386.  2  52L.J.Q.B.640.  3  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  665. 

4  9  Q.  B.  D.  357.  «  (1900)  2  Q,  B.  454.  c  (1905)  1  K.  B.  804. 

7  56  &  57  Vict.  0.  61.  8  9  B.  &  S.  714. 

9  (1884)  14  Q.  B.  D.  141.  lioberts  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  1  F.  &  F.  460,  is 
identical  in  principle.  See  Serrao  v.  Noel^  15  Q.  B.  D.  549 ;  Clarke  v.  York,  52  L.  J. 
Ch.  32  ;  Stevenson  v.  Pontifex,  15  Rettie  125. 

10  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  "  it  seems  to  me  a  avbUeiy,  Lord 
not  warranted  by  law,  to  hold  that  a  man  cannot  bring  two  actions  if  he  is  injuret'  in  Coleridge, 
his  arm  and  in  his  leg,  but  can  bring  two  if,  besides  his  arm  and  le^  being  injured,  his  C. J.*s,  dissent 
trousers  which  contain  his  leg,  and  his  coat-sleeve  which  contains  his  arm,  have  been  examined, 
torn."     The  following  quotation  from  Mr.  John  Stuart  Mill  seems  in  point :    "  The 
last  of  the  modes  of  erroneous  generalisation  to  which  I  shall  advert  is  that  to  which  Based  on  a 
we  may  give  the  name  of  False  Analogies.    This  fallacy  ....  consists  in  the  mis-  false  analogy. 


202 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  I. 


Loss  to  per- 
sonal estate. 
Potter  Y, 
Metropolitan 
District 
By.  Co. 


Bradshaw  v. 
Lanes,  df 
Y,  Ry.  Co. 


Lord  Bram- 
weirs  dictum. 


Loss  to  the  personal  estate  was  the  gist  of  the  action  in  Fotter  v. 
Metropolitan  District  Ry.  Co.^  The  wife  was  injured  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  railway  company ;  the  husband  commenced  aa 
action  for  loss  of  service  and  expense  in  nursing,  and  ''  loss  of  profit 
he  would  otherwise  have  made  in  his  business,"  and  died  during  the 
pendency  of  the  action.  The  wife  then  entered  a  suggestion  of  his 
death  on  the  record,  and  the  action  was  proceeded  with  in  her  name 
alone  :  the  only  question  of  damage  inquired  into  was  what  accrued 
to  the  plaintiff  personally,  and  not  what  was  sustained  by  the  testator 
by  reason  of  the  injury  to  his  wife.  There  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  £1000  damages.  An  action  was  then  commenced  by  the  plaintiff 
as  executrix  for  the  recovery  of  the  damage  sustained  by  her  testator's 
estate.  On  demurrer  both  the  Court  of  Exchequer  and  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  held  the  action  maintainable. 

In    Bradshaw    v.   Lanes.   &   Y.  Ry.   Co.,^  the  husband  of  the 

application  of  an  argument  which  is  at  best  only  admissible  as  an  inconclusive  pre- 
sumption where  real  proof  is  unattainable.  An  argument  from  analogy  is  an  inference 
that  what  is  true  in  a  certain  case  is  true  in  a  case  known  to  be  somewhat  similar,  but 
not  known  to  be  exactly  parallel,  that  is,  to  be  similar  in  all  material  circumstances. 
An  object  has  the  property  B  ;  another  object  is  not  known  to  have  that  property,  but 
resembles  the  first  in  a  property  A  not  known  to  be  connected  with  B  ;  and  the  con- 
clusion to  which  the  analogy  points  is  that  this  object  has  the  property  B  also 

Now,  an  error  or  fallacy  of  analogy  may  occur  in  two  ways.  Sometimes  it  consists  in 
employing  an  argument  ....  with  correctness  indeed,  but  overrating  its  probative 

force There  is  another  "  mode  of  error  in  the  employment  of  arguments  of 

analogy  '*  more  properly  deserving  the  name  of  fallacy ;  namely,  when  resemblance 
in  one  point  is  inferred  from  resemblance  in  another  point,  though  there  is  not  only 
no  evidence  to  connect  the  two  circumstances  by  way  of  causation,  but  the  evidence 
tends  positively  to  disconnect  them.  This  is  properly  the  Fallacy  of  False  Analogies  " 
"  Logic  "  (4th  ed.),  vol.  ii.  book  v.  358-360.)  To  reason  from  proximity  in  place  to 
identity  of  nature  is  a  fallacy  of  false  analogy.  If  direct  authority  is  wanted,  there 
are  the  words  of  Lord  Bramwell  in  Darley  Main  Colliery  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  11  App. 
Cas.  144 :  "  It  is  a  rule  that,  when  a  thing  directly  wrongful  in  itself  is  done  to 
a  man,  in  itself  a  cause  of  action,  he  must,  if  he  sues  in  respect  of  it,  do  so  once  and 
for  all.  As,  if  he  is  beaten  or  wounded,  ii  he  sues  he  must  sue  for  all  his  damage,  past, 
present,  and  future,  certain  and  contingent.  He  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  a 
oroken  arm  and  subsequently  for  a  broken  rib,  though  he  did  not  know  of  it  when  he 
commenced  his  first  action.  But  if  he  sustained  two  injuries  from  a  blow,  one  to  his 
person,  another  to  his  property,  as,  for  instance,  damage  to  a  watch,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  he  could  maintain  two  actions  in  respect  of  one  blow.  I  may  apply  the  test  I 
mentioned  in  the  argument.  If  he  became  bankrupt,  the  right  in  respect  of  the  watch 
would  vest  in  his  trustee;  that  for  damage  to  his  person  would  remain  in  him." 
Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  also,  in  MacdoiigaU  v.  Knight,  25  Q.  B.  D.  8,  speaking  of  Brunsden 
v.  Humphrey,  says  :  "In  that  case  there  were  two  separate  admitted  legal  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  which  were  infringed — a  personal  right  and  a  right  to  have  his  property 
uninjured.  These  are  distinct  rights,  and  the  jury  cannot,  in  dealing  with  one  case 
consider  the  damages  in  the  other,  for  the  two  cases  involve  different  rights  and  are 
affected  by  distinct  rules  as  to  assessing  damages.  That  case  does  not  apply  to  the 
present,  and  it  is  no  authority  for  holding  that  if  there  be  an  actionable  injury  to  the 
person  one  action  may  be  brought  for  injury  to  one  part  of  the  body,  and  another 
action  for  injury  to  another  part.  That  is  not  the  rule  to  be  derived  from  the  case, 
and  was  never  intended  to  be,  and  it  has  not  been  put  forward  by  text  writers,  or 
treated  in  any  subsequent  case  as  following  from  the  decision." 

1  ( 1874)  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  765,  in  the  Ex.  Ch.  32  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  36. 

2  (1876)  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  189 ;  followed  and  approved  Daly  v.  DiMin,  Wicldow  db 
Wexford  Ry.  Co.,  30  L.  R.  Ir.  614.  The  point  glanced  at  here  had  been  the  subject 
of  discussion  in  relation  to  bankruptcy.  In  Rogers  v.  S pence,  12  CI.  &  F.  720,  Lord 
Campbell  considered  :  "  It  may  possibly  be  that  the  law  will  give  an  action  to  the  bank- 
rupt for  the  personal  injury  whicn  has  been  sustained  by  him,  and  will  give  an  action  to 
the  assignees  for  the  injury  which  has  been  done  to  the  property ;  as,  for  example, 
in  the  case  which  has  been  put  during  the  arguments  of  the  owner  of  a  ship  being  on 
board,  and  the  ship  being  run  down  on  the  high  seas  and  going  to  the  bottom,  and  the 
owner  escaping  and  afterwards  becoming  bankrupt ;  it  is  possible  that  he  may  main- 
tain an  action  tor  the  personal  injury  done  to  him,  and  that  the  assignees  may  maintain 
an  action  for  the  injury  done  to  the  property."  In  Beckman  v.  Drake,  2  H.  L.  C.  641, 
the  House  of  Lords  afifirmed  this  position ;  and  Erie,  C.  J.,  advising  the  House  (603),  said  : 
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plaintiff,  who  sued  as  executrix,  was  injured  in  a  railway  accident 

and  subsequently  died  from  the  effects.     Grove,  J.,  puts  the  question :  Grove,  J.'s, 

"  Does  the  fact  that,  in  this  case,  besides  the  injury  to  the  estate,  the  opinion. 

testator's  death  has  Ukewise  resulted  from  the  breach  of  contract, 

make  any  difference,  or  does  the  fact  that  provision  has  been  made  in 

such  cases  for  compensation  in  respect  of  the  death  to  certain  relatives 

by  Lord  Campbell's  Act  take  away  any  right  of  action  that  the  executrix 

would  have  had  but  for  that  Act  ?  "    He  answers  it  thus  :   "  It  does 

not  seem  to  me  that  the  Act  has  that  effect,  either  expressly  or  by 

necessary  impUcation.     The  intention  of  the  Act  was  to  give  the 

personal  representative  a  right  to  recover  compensation  as  a  trustee 

for  children  or  other  relatives  left  in  a  worse  pecuniary  position  by 

reason  of  the  injured  person's  death,  not  to  affect  any  existing  right 

belonging  to  the  personal  estate  in  general.    There  is  no  reason  why  the 

statute  should  interfere  with  any  right  of  action  an  executor  would  have 

had  at  common  law.    In  the  case  of  such  right  of  action  he  sues  as  legal 

owner  of  the  general  personal  estate  which  has  descended  to  him  in 

course  of  law  ;  imder  the  Act  he  sues,  as  trustee  in  respect  of  a  different 

right  altogether,  on  behalf  of  particular  persons  designated  in  the  Act. 

Another  argument  for  the  defendants  was  that,  inasmuch  as  the 

remedy  for  the  personal  injury  died  with  the  person,  the  damages  to 

the  estate,  being  consequential  on  the  personal  injury,  died  also.     I 

do  not  at  all  see  that  that  follows  as  a  necessary  or  logical  consequence. 

Tho  two  sorts  of  damage  are  separable  :  the  one  is  pecuniary  loss  to  the 

estate  immediately  and  naturally  arising  out  of  the  accident ;    the 

other  is  personal  to  the  party  injured,  and,  as  such,  dies  with  the 

person.     I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  vaUd  distinction  between  this 

case  and  that  of  Potter  v.  Metropolitan  District  Ry,  Co.,^  or  why  the 

damage  to  the  estate,  that  would  clearly  be  recoverable  if  the  injured 

party  Uved,  should  be  the  less  recoverable  because  of  his  death." 

In  LeggoU  v.  G.  N.  Ry,  Co,,  Mellor,  J.,  is  thus  reported  :  ^   "  With  The  decision 
the  single  exception,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  of  the  case  in  the  Common  doubted  in 
Pleas,  Bradshaw  v.  Lanes.  &  Y,  Ry.  Co,,  there  appears  to  be  no  authority  ^^^^'  q^ 
that  an  action  will  he  by  the  executor  in  respect  of  what  is  claimed 
in  this  action.     But  as  that  case  has  been  decided  on  the  very  point,^ 
I  entirely  yield  to  the  authority  of  the  decision,  so  far  as  to  say  that 
in  this  Court  it  caimot  be  questioned,  and  we  must  therefore  abide 
by  it.     I  must  say,  however,  that  we  yield  to  it  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case  ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  if  it  is  to  be  questioned,  it  must 
be  questioned  in  a  court  of  appeal."    And  Quain,  J.,  said  :    "  With 
regard  to  the  action  itself,  I  merely  say  I  yield  to  the  decision 

"  The  general  principle  is  that  all  rights  of  the  bankrupt  which  can  be  exercised 
beneficially  for  the  creditors  do  so  pass,  and  tho  right  to  recover  damages  may  pass, 
though  they  are  unliquidated.  This  principle  is  subject  to  exception.  The  right  of 
action  does  not  pass  where  the  damages  are  to  be  estimated  by  immediate  reference 
to  pain  felt  by  the  bankrupt  in  respect  of  his  body,  mind,  or  character,  and  without 
immediate  reference  to  his  rights  of  property."  See  8  M.  &  W.  846.  Lord  Campbell 
says  (643) :  **  It  has  been  settled  over  and  over  again  that  for  personal  labour  or  any- 
thing personal  respecting  the  bankruptcy  the  assignees  have  no  claim."  In  re,  Roberts 
(1900),  1Q.B.  122. 

1  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  766.  2  (1876)  1  Q.  B.  D.  605. 

3  The  contention  in  LeggoU  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered 
in  respect  of  the  injury  caused  by  the  death,  and  therefore  was  estopped  from  recovering 
for  damages  to  the  estate.  Putting  v.  O.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  110,  distinguishes 
Leggott  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.  See  also  Lendon  v.  London  Road  Car  Co.,  4  Times  L.  R.  448, 
and  the  Scotch  cases,  Eisten  v.  N.  B.  Ry.  Co.,  8  Mac  ph.  980;  Clarke  v.  Car  fin  Coal  Co. 
(1891),  A.  C.  412  ;  Wood  v.  Oray  (1892),  A.  C.  576  ;  Whitehead  v.  Blaik,  20  Rettie  1045. 
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in  the  Common  Pleas  without  assenting  to  it."  There  was,  how- 
ever, no  appeal ;  and,  after  the  decision  in  Brunsden  v.  Humphrey y^ 
the  law  in  Bradshaw  v.  Lanes,  &  Y.  Ry.  Co.  may  be  considered 
estabUshed.^ 

In  Rideal  v.  0.  W.  Ry.  Co.^  the  plaintifE  had  received  £20,  for 
which  he  gave  a  receipt,  as  it  was  alleged,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the 
grievance  complained  of ;  Erie,  C.J.,  notwithstanding,  left  the  case 
to  the  jury  with  the  direction  :  "  In  terms  the  receipt  which  he 
signed  no  doubt  supports  that  plea.  Did  his  mind  go  with  those 
terms  ?  Was  he  aware  of  their  import  and  efiEect  at  the  time  he 
signed  ?  If,  as  he  declares,  he  did  not  read  the  receipt  and  supposed 
it  was  a  mere  receipt,  it  is  clear  that  he  did  not  so  agree.  But  on  the 
other  hand,  if  he  did  read  it,  being  a  man  of  business,  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  understood  it,  and  it  expressly  included  future  and 
consequential  injuries.  No  doubt  a  man  might  well  be  ready  to  take 
a  certain  sum  in  satisfaction  of  such  injuries  as  he  was  sensible  of, 
which  would  not  be  any  equivalent  for  serious  and  permanent  injuries. 
Still,  if,  in  fact,  a  man  has  done  so,  he  is  bound  by  his  bargain.  No 
improper  practice  has  been  proved,  not  does  it  appear  that  the  com- 
pany's servants  took  any  unfair  advantage  of  the  plaintifE.  The 
question,  therefore,  simply  is,  did  his  mind  go  with  the  terms*  of  the 
paper  which  he  signed,  and  was  he  aware  of  its  effect  ?  "  This  state- 
ment of  the  law  was  quoted  with  approval  by  MelUsh,  L.J.,  in  Lee  v. 
Lanes,  dk  Y.  Ry.  Co.^  as  raising  "  the  precise  question  the  judge  ought 
to  leave  to  the  jury.  Did  his  mind  go  with  this  receipt,  and  did 
he  understand  and  know  at  the  time  that  he  was  accepting  it  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  ?  "  There  the  plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to 
restrain  the  defendant  company  from  setting  up  the  acceptance  of 

1  14  Q.  B.  D.  141. 

2  In  giving  judgment  in  Charnberlain  v.  WiUiamson,  2  M.  &.  S.  408,  an  action  by 
an  administrator  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  to  the  intestate.  Lord  EUon- 
borough,  C.J.,  said  :  "  The  general  rule  of  law  is  Aclio  personalis  moritiar  cum  per- 
sondy  under  which  rule  are  included  all  actions  for  injuries  merely  personal.  Executors 
and  administrators  are  the  representatives  of  the  temporal  property — that  is,  the  debts 
and  goods  of  the  deceased,  but  not  of  their  wrongs,  except  where  those  wrongs  operate 
to  the  temporal  injury  of  their  personal  estate.     But  in  that  case  the  special  damage 

ought  to  be  stated  on  the  record,  otherwise  the  Court  cannot  intend  it Where 

the  damage  done  to  the  |X)rsonaI  cntate  can  be  stated  on  the  record,  that  involves  a 
different  question."  The  converse  case,  of  action  for  breach  of  promise  against  the 
executors  of  the  promisor,  was  considered  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Finlay  v.  Chimey, 
20  Q.  B.  D.  494.  The  Court  held  that  special  damage  to  the  property  may  be  re- 
covered in  such  an  action,  and  indicated  what  class  of  expenditure  would  be  regarded. 
See  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  2.  A  Canadian  case.  White  v.  Parker,  16  Can.  8.  C.  R. 
699,  may  also  be  referred  to.  One  Parker  brought  an  action  against  "  the  conductor 
of  a  train  "  for  injuries  received  in  attempting  to  board  the  train,  and  alleged  to  be 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  conductor  in  not  bringing  the  train  to  a  standstill.  On 
the  trial  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  but  the  nonsuit  was  set  aside.  Between  nonsuit  and 
judgment  ordering  a  new  trial,  Parker,  the  plaintiff,  died,  and  a  suggestion  of  his 
death  was  entered  on  the  record.  It  was,  however,  held  that,  imder  Lord  Campbeirs 
Act,  an  entirely  new  caase  of  action  arose  on  Parker's  death,  so  that  the  original 
action  was  entirely  gone  and  could  not  be  revived. 

3  1F.&F.706. 

4  In  Prosser  v.  The  Lanes,  de  Y.  Accident  Insurance  Co.,  6  Times  L.  R.  285,  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  having  had  Rideal  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.  cited  to  them,  held  that  an 
agreement  to  accept  a  certain  sum  of  money  which  was  set  up  in  bar  of  em  accident 
claim,  *'  meant  the  claim  which  had  already  been  made,"  and  had  no  reference  to  any 
claim  for  future  or  prospective  disablement,  as  to  which  plaintiff  could  recover. 

8  L.  R.6Ch.538.  Great FingaU  Consdidaiedy.  Sheehan(\%m),ZC.l^Bu(A\iRtcB\xtL) 
176 ;  De  Bussche  v.  Alt,  8  Ch.  D.,  per  Thesiger,  L. J.,  314 ;  and  N.  B.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
18  Rettie  (H.  L.)  27,  where  plaintiff,  having  taken  £27  in  settlement,  was  held 
barred  from  pursuing  an  action  for  £5000  damages. 
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£400,  and  a  receipt  for  the  same  in  discharge  of  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  injured  in  a  railway  accident,  and  relied  on 
the  authority  of  Stewart  v.  G.W.Ry.Go,,^  where,  "while  a  ^oot  stewartY. 
man  was  Ijring  sufEering  from  an  accident,  persons  went  to  him  on^:^,-^y\^' 
behalf  of  the  railway  company  and  induced  him  to  accept  a  small     *™g^8**    • 
and  almost  nominal  sum  in  full  of  all  demands,  making  false  representa- 
tions to  him  as  to  the  medical  opinions  which  had  been  given  about 
his  case."     The  Court  distinguished  this  case  on  the  ground  of  fraud  ; 
in  the  case  of  the  existence  of  which  the  Court  will  exercise  its  juris- 
diction to  restrain  the  setting  up  of  a  document  obtained  through  the 
same  in  any  circumstances.     Where  no  fraud  exists,  the  question  of 
the  intention  in  the  case  of  the  receipt  of  money  as  satisfaction  for  an 
injury  must  be  left  to  the  jury.* 

The  presence  of  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  an  infant  makes  a  Suphens  v. 
difference.     No  contract  avails  to  prejudice  his  interests  ;  and  though  ^^^^^^^^\^ 
he  has  signed  a  receipt  in  the  amplest  terms  acknowledging  full  satis-  ^    ^ 
faction  of  his  claim,  Stephens  v.  Ditdbridge  Ironworks  Go.^  points  out 
that  "  whenever  such  a  contract  comes  before  a  Court  of  law,  the 
question  whether  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  has  to  be  con- 
sidered and  the  contract  will  not  be  enforced  imless  the  Court  is  of 
opinion  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant." 

A  distinction  has  been  drawn  between  the  effect  given  to  "  a  Receipt  and 
receipt  in  full  discharge  "  and  »  formal  agreement  made  with  con-  5^^™^hed 
sideration  acquitting  a  claim.     Both  are  open  to  review  in  the  way       "^8"** 
pointed  out  above  ;  the  agreement  as  a  more  formal  document  would 
require  a  greater  cogency  of  evidence  to  set  it  aside — ^the  presumption 
in  its  favour  would  be  very  strong,  requiring  fraud  or  duress  or  imdue 
influence  or  invincible  ignorance  to  be  shown  to  invaUdate  it  ;*  while 
the  receipt  would  be  set  aside  on  proof  of  the  matters  pointed  out  by 
Erie,  J.,  in  Rideal  v.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co} 

In  Wright  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co}  the  plaintifE  had  been  ^''^^• 
awarded  £10  by  a  magistrate,  under  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  28,  as  com-  ^^o^ni- 
pensation  for  injuries  sustained  by  him  through  furious  and  negligent  hu8  Co, 
driving  of  two  omnibus  drivers,  which  he  had  accepted  ;  and  this  was  resjudkaia, 
held  by  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  (Cockburn,  C.J.,  and  Mellor,  J.) 
to  disentitle  him  to  sue  the  omnibus  company,  though  the  pajnoaent 
was  utterly  inadequate  and  made  by  the  drivers.     It  was  pointed  out 
that  Lee's  case  was  not  in  point,  as  the  present  was  a  case  of  res  judicata  ^'f  ^^\f^ 
and  not  a  question  of  accord  and  satisfaction.  mguw 

A  question  about  which  there  has  been  considerable  diversity  of  ^  . 
legal  opinion  is  whether  the  Admiralty  Court — now  the  Admiralty  DivkTon  ^ 
Division  of  the  High  Court — can  entertain  an  action  in  rem  for  damages  entertain 
for  loss  of  Ufe  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  'P  *^^^d 

Sir  Robert  PhiUimore  held  in  The  Sylph'  that  the  Court  of  Ad-  LolJdCamp-^ 
miralty  has  jurisdiction  over  all  torts  and  injuries  done  within  the  ebb  bell's  Act  ? 
and  flow  of  the  tide.     "  The  whole  law  "  (i.e.,  of  the  ancient  jurisdiction  The  Sylph. 

1  2DeG.J.&S.319. 

2  To  the  same  effect  is  M'Donagh  v.  MacLeUan,  13  Rettie  1000. 

3  (1904)2K.B.225,229. 

4  Cp.  EUen  v.  Q.  N.  By.  Co,,  17  Times  L.  R.  338  ;  Crossan  v.  Caledon  Shipbuilding 
dk  Engineering  Co.  (1906),  W.  N.  104  (H.  L.). 

s  IF.  &F.  706. 

«  (1877)  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  429.     Cp.  Midland  Ry.  Co.  v.  Martin  ds  Co.  (1893),  2  Q.  B. 
172. 

7  (1867)L.  R.2A.  &E.24. 
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of  the  Court  of  Admiralty),  he  observes,  "  is  collected  in  the  judg- 
ment delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  the  case  of  De  Ixmo  v.  Boit.^ 
This  judgment,  in  truth,  exhausts  all  the  learning  upon  the  subject.'* 
Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  points  out^  that  learned  and  exhaustive  as  it  is,  it 
has  not  been  acted  up  to  even  in  America. 

Admiralty  Xa  England,  statutory  enactments  have  interfered  with  the  juris- 

1861*^°^'  diction  anciently  exercised  in  Admiralty;'  by  the  Admiralty  Court 
Act,  1861,  s.  7,*  it  is,  however,  enacted  that  the  "  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty shall  have  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  for  damage  done  by  any^ 
ship."  Dr.  Lushington  said  in  The  Dicma^  that  "  the  object  of  the 
Act,  as  stated  in  the  title  and  preamble,  is  '  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  * 
of  the  Court.*  The  7th  section,  which  deals  with  the  subject  of 
damage,  does  not  particularise  any  circumstances  to  which  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  is  to  extend,  but  gives  the  Court  jurisdiction  in  the 
widest  and  most  general  terms.  "^ 

The  Guldfaxc,  It  was  next  contended,  in  The  Ouldfaxe,^  that  loss  of  life  by  collision 
was  comprehended  in  the  phrase  "  damage  done  by  any  ship."  "  Not 
without  doubt  and  hesitation,"  Sir  Robert  PhilUmore  here  held  that 
it  was.  "  It  is  true  that  Lord  Campbell's  Act  contemplates  only  an 
action  against  the  person ;  but  then  the  35th  section  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  Act  enacts  as  foUow  :  '  The  jurisdiction  conferred  by  this  Act 
on  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  may  be  exercised  either  by  pro- 
ceedings in  rem  or  by  proceedings  in  personam,^  And  it  was  admitted 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  the  argument  to  be  derived 
from  the  language  of  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  was  as  strong  against  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  rem  as  in  personam.^^ 

The  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  had  tjie  same  point 

TJieBtta.  before  them  in  the  case  of  The  Beta,^  and,  without  caUirig  on  the 
respondents,  decided  that  the  words  of  section  7  "  clearly  include  every 
possible  kind  of  damage.  Personal  injuries  are  undoubtedly  within 
the  words  '  damage  done  by  any  ship.'  " 

Sir  Robert  PhiUimore  adhered  to  his  previous  decision  in  The 
Explorety^^  where  the  collision  took  place  on  the  high  seas,  and  the 

Judgment  in  persons  killed  were  aliens.     But  in  Smith  v.  Brown  ^^  Cockburn,  C.  J., 

Smith  Y.  ^ 

Brown.  i  2  Gallison  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.)  398.     The  subject  is  also  exhaustively  treated,  1  Kent 

Comm.  366-378  ;  in  the  1 2th  ed.  there  is  also  a  full  note  by  Mr.  Holmes. 

2  The  Queen  v.  Jvdge  of  City  of  London  Court  ( 1892),  1  Q.  B.  293  ;  Th  -  Zeta  ( 1893). 
A.  C.  468. 

3  For  the  antiquity  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  of  the  Office  of 
Lord  High  Admiral,  see  charge  of  the  judge  of  the  Vice- Admiralty,  BonneVs  case, 
15  How.  St.  Tr.  1231  ;  Sheppard,  Abridgment,  128  ;  Sheppard,  Epitome,  361.  See 
£rskine*s  argument,  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  can  take  no  cognisance  of  a  felony 
committed  on  land.  Codling's  case,  28  How.  St.  Tr.  177,  274 ;  also  The  Neptune^ 
3  Knapp,  P.  C.  94. 

4  24  Vict.  c.  10.  Sec.  5  is  considered  in  The  Two  Ellens,  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  346, 
L.  R.  4  P.  C.  161  ;  sec.  10  in  The  Sara,  14  App.  Cas.  209. 

6  Lush,  639,  640. 

6  See  per  Lord  Esher,  M.  R.,  The  Zeta  (1892),  P.  285  at  297,  dissented  from  in  the 
H.  of  L.  (1893),  A.  C.  468, 487, 490. 

7  The  Malvina,  Lush.  493,  decided  under  this  section,  held  that  the  owners  of  a 
ship  can  be  made  liable  for  damages  by  a  collision  with  a  barge  within  the  body  of  a 
county.  See  the  collection  of  cases  in  the  appellants'  argument  in  the  H.  of  L.  The 
Zeto  (1893).  A.  C.  470-473. 

«  (1868)L.  R.  2A.  &E.  328. 

»  L.  R.  2  P.  C.  447.  10  (1870)  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  289. 

11  (1871)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  729.     In  The  Charkieh,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  197,  the  Queen's  Bench 

refused  to  interfere  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty 

to  entertain  a  suit  against  a  ship  alleged  to  belong  to  a  foreign  Sovereign  but  engaged 

in  oommeroe,  on  the  ground  that  the  Couirt  of  Admiralty  could  itself  decide  the  point 
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and  Hannen,  J.,  prohibited  the  Court  of  Admiralty  from  entertaining 
a  suit  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  for  personal  injuries  occasioned  by 
the  collision  of  two  vessels  and  resulting  in  death.  They  held  that 
"  neither  in  common  parlance  nor  in  legal  phraseology  is  the  word 
'  damage '  used  as  appUcable  to  injuries  done  to  the  person,  but  solely  as 
appUcable  to  mischief  done  to  property."  Further,  that  to  hold  that 
there  was  a  transfer  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  common  law 
to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  would  not  only  deprive  the  parties  of  the 
common  law  procedure  and  mode  of  trial,  but  would  materially  alter 
their  rights  and  relative  position  ;  as  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  deaUng 
with  claims  for  damage  arising  from  coUision,  acts  upon  principles 
imknown  to  the  common  law,  and  which,  though  very  proper  in  the 
case  of  damage  done  by  one  vessel  to  another,  are  altogether  inappli- 
cable to  the  case  of  personal  injury  or  the  right  to  compensation  given 
by  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93.  Blackburn,  J.,  was  also  of  the  Court ;  and 
though  his  "  doubts  "  were  "  not  altogether  removed,"  they  were,  he 
said,  '^  not  strong  enough  to  make  me  dissent  from  this  judgment,  or 
even  to  make  me  require  further  time  for  consideration."^ 

The  question  again  came  before  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  TUe  Fran-  The 
conia,^  when  Sir  Robert  PhiUimore,  while  adhering  to  his  previous  ^'"«»«>nKi. 
decisions,  took  occasion  to  point  out  that,  in  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1854,  the  word  damage  is  appUed  to  "  loss  of  life  and  personal 
injury."  On  appeal,  the  Court  were  equally  divided,  Bramwell  and 
Brett,  L.JJ.,  being  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed,  and, 
as  a  reason  for  their  decision,  they  called  special  attention  to  "  the 
difficulty  arising  from  the  difference  between  the  Admiralty  and 
common  law  rule  as  to  contributory  negUgence."  Baggallay,  L.J., 
dehvered  a  judgment  affirming  the  view  taken  by  Sir  Robert  PhiUimore, 
principally  on  the  ground  of  the  generaUty  of  the  words  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  Act,  1861,  and  the  indeterminate  use  of  the  word  damage  ;  and 
this  was  concurred  in  by  James,  L.J.  "  I  am  imable,"  says  Baggallay, 
L.  J.,^  "  to  concur  in  the  construction  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861, 
which  has  been  so  adopted  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,*  and 
apparently  concurred  in  by  the  other  Courts  to  which  I  have  just 
referred  ;*  it  appears  to  me  that  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty,®  and  by  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,'  is  the 
more  correct."  The  result  was,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  was  sustained. 

The  same  question  was  once  again  mooted  in  The  Vera  Cruz  The  Vera  Cruz 
(No  2),»  where  Butt,  J.,  held,  on  the  authority  of  The  Franconia,  that  (No.  2). 

1  L.  R.  0  Q.  B.  737.  Per  Kelly,  C.B.  :  "  The  deciBion  of  Smith  v.  Brovm,  with 
which  I  entirely  agree  "  ;  James  v.  L.  di  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  195.  Simpson  v. 
Blues,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.,  per  Brett,  J.,  300.     As  to  this  case,  see  Cargo  ex  Argos,  L.  R. 

6  P.  C.  134,  followed  in  Tke  A.ini,  5  Ex.  D.  227  ;  The  Bona,  7  P.  D.  247,  260  ;  also 
Lord  Esher,  M.B.*8,  comment  in  Queen  v.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court  (1892), 
1  Q.  B.  2C0,  cited  post,  208,  n.  3. 

a  2  P.  D.  163,  169.  To  the  same  effect  is  Ex  parte  Gorlon,  104  U.  S.  (14  Otto)  516. 
See  The  Queen  v.  Keyn,  2  Ex.  D.  63  ;  Harris  v.  Owners  of  The  Franconia,  2  C.  P.  D. 
173  ;  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  73. 

3  2  P.  D.  173. 

4  Smith  V.  Brown,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  729.  6  See  note  1,  mpra. 

9  la  The  Sy!ph,  L.  R^  2  A.  &  E.  24.  7  In  The  Beta,  L.  R.  2  P.  C.  447. 

8  9  P.  D.  96,  101.  No  suit  in  Admiralty  can,  at  common  law,  be  maintained  in  the 
Courts  of  the  United  States  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  death  of  a  human 
being  caused  by  negligence  on  the  high  seas  or  on  waters  navigable  from  the  sea.  The 
Harrisburg,  119  U.  S.  (1?  Davis)  199.    For  the  law  Ia  Canada  see  Mgnaghan  v.  Horn, 

7  Can.  8.  C.  R.  409, 
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In  the  House 
of  Lords. 

Lord 

Selbome's 

opinion. 


the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an  action  in  rem  against  a 
foreign  ship  for  damages  for  loss  of  life  and  personal  injury.  The 
Court  of  Appeal,  however,  reversed  his  decision,  and  held  that  the 
Admiralty  Division  had  no  jurisdiction  in  an  action  in  rem  against  a 
ship  imder  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  Bowen,  L.J.,  reasoned  as  follows  : 
"  The  only  claim  that  can  arise  must  either  be  a  claim  for  the  killing 
of  the  deceased,  or  the  injuriously  affecting  his  family.  The  killing 
of  the  deceased  per  se  gives  no  right  of  action  at  all,  either  at  law  or 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  But  if  the  claim  be,  as  it  only  can  be,  for 
the  injuriously  affecting  the  interests  of  the  dead  man's  family,  the 
injurious  affecting  of  their  interests  is  not  done  by  the  ship  in  the 
above  sense.  It  arises  partly  from  the  death,  which  the  ship  causes  ; 
and  partly  from  a  combination  of  circumstances,  pecuniary  or  other, 
with  which  the  ship  has  nothing  to  do.  The  injury  done  to  the  family 
cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  be  done  by  the  ship." 

The  House  of  Lords,^  affirmed  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  the  Ad- 
miralty Division  was  held  to  be  without  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the 
claim.  Lord  Selbome  was  of  opinion  that,  if  the  case  necessarily  came 
within*the  words  '*  any  claim  for  damage  done  by  any  ship,"  according 
to  the  reasonable  construction  of  those  words  in  connection  with  the 
clause  which  authorises  proceedings  in  rem^  then  the  words,  being 
general,  would  include  it ;  but  express  or  special  inclusion  was  not 
indicated.  And  while  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  related  ex- 
pressly to  claims  for  damage  done  by  any  ship,  and  section  7  related 
to  that  and  nothing  else.  Lord  Campbell's  Act  was  concerned  with 
"  general  injuries  resulting  in  loss  of  life  by  wrongful  acts."  That 
being  so,  "  it  is  not  very  Ukely  that,  when  the  legislation  goes  oq  such 
different  Unes,  it  should  be  intended  indirectly  to  affect  by  the  one 
legislation,  and  in  a  pecuhar  manner,  a  particular  case  which  may  or 
may  not  arise  imder  the  other  legislation."  The  action  imder  Lord 
Campbell's  Act  is,  "  as  plainly  as  possible,  a  personal  action  given  for 
a  personal  injury  inflicted  by  a  person  who  would  have  been  Uable  to 
an  action  for  damages,  manifestly  in  the  common  law  courts  if  the 
death  had  not  ensued ; "  and  the  Admiralty  rules,  which  would  be 
appUed  if  the  action  were  vaUdly  brought  in  the  Admiralty  Division, 
are  inconsistent  with  certain  provisions  of  Lord  Campbell's  Act — ^as, 
for  instance,  those  regulating  the  deUvery  of  particulars. 

Lords  Blackburn  and  Watson  assented ;  but  Lord  Blackburn, 
alluding  to  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Broum,  guarded  himself  from  deciding 
more  than  the  actual  point  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  "  If,"  he 
said,  "  the  question  now  raised  had  been  whether  personal  damage  to 
a  man  who  lived  was  within  the  7th  section  of  the  enactment,  I  should 
have  had,  as  I  then  had  [i.e.,  in  Smith  v.  Brovm],  some  doubt  about  the 
matter,  and  it  would  have  carried  me  so  far  that,  if  that  had  been  the 
question  now  raised,  I  certainly  should  have  wished  to  hear  thfe  case 
argued  out  to  the  end  before  giving  an  opinion  upon  it  one  way  or  the 
other."^    Lord  Watson  also  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  wider  question.* 

1  10  App.  Cas.  59,  66.  67,  68.  a  L.c  72. 

3  In  Tne  Btmina,  11  P.  D.  31,  Batt,  J.,  held  that  an  action  under  Lord  CampbeU*8 
Act  is  not  within  sec.  25,  sub-s.  9  of  the  Judicature  Act,  1873  ;  and  this  was  affirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  12  P.  D.  58  ;  see,  per  Lord  Herschell  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
13  App.  Cas.  10.  The  Circe  (1906),  P.  1.  Everard  v.  KendaU,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  428, 
decided  that  if  the  Admiralty  Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  the  Coimty  Court  Acts  have 
not  given  a  jurisdiction  to  the  Countv  Courts.  Yet  Sir  Robert  Phillimare  points  out 
in  Tfie  Dowse,  L.  B.  3  A.  &  £.  135,  that  in  some  oases  where  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
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The  law  may,  then,  be  regarded  as  definitely  settled  that  the  Ad-  Oonolasioa 
miralty  Division  has  no  jurisdiction  to   entertain  suits  instituted 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  by  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
deceased  person  against  the  wrongdoing  vessel. 

The  result  of  the  American  decisions  is  the  same.  Li  the  Supreme  American 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  The  Corsair,^  it  is  laid  down  "*^®- 
that,  in  an  Admiralty  suit,  there  is  no  power  to  entertain  a  Ubel  in 
rem  for  damage  incurred  by  loss  of  life,  where  by  the  local  law,*  a 
right  of  action  survives  to  the  administrator  or  relatives  of  the  deceased , 
but  no  Uen,  which  is  necessary  to  give  a  Court  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  in  rew,  is  allowed. 

A  reference  to  the  preamble  and  first  section  of  Lord  Campbell's  Liability  to 
Act  ^  would  possibly  have  averted  the  decision  in  Adam  v.  British  rppresenta- 
ond  Foreign  Steamship  Co.^    The  object  of  that  Act  is  there  stated  to  foreign 
be  not  to  confer  a  right  but  to  impose  a  Uabihty  on  "  the  wrongdoer  "  seamen. 
"  in  every  such  case,"  that  is,  within  the  words  of  the  enactment. 
Be  that  as  it  may,  the  Uabihty  of  the  owners  of  a  British  ship  to  the 
representatives  of  a  foreign  seaman  killed  on  a  foreign  ship,  through 
a  colhsion  on  the  high  seas,  caused  by  the  negligent  navigation  of  the 
British  ship,  was  estabhshed  in  Damdsson  v.  Hill,  in  two  admirable 
judgments  by  Kennedy  and  PhilUmore,  JJ.^    Adverting  to  the  case 
of  death  occurring  through  neghgence  in  a  colhsion  upon  the  high  seas, 
where  both  parties  are  foreigners  or  where  the  wrongdoers  were 
foreigners  and  the  sufEerers  EngUsh,  Kennedy,  J., intimated  an  opinion 
that  an  action  could  be  maintained  in  such  circumstanced.    The  law 
of  England  undoubtedly  is  that  actions  for  personal  wrongs  may  be 
brought  in  an  Enghsh  Court,  and  any  special  circumstances  which 
preclude  the  Court  from  entertaining  them  should  be  shown  .•    Apart 
from  difficulties  arising  from  the  necessity  of  complying  with  the 
local  law  as  to  service  of  process  no  impediment  in  this  case  seems  to 
exist. 

The  Admiralty  Division  can  in  a  certain  event  assess  damages  Conclusion 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.    This  appears  from  the  judgment,  in  the  from  their 

has  no  original  jurisdiction,  it,  notwithstanding,  has  appellate  jurisdiction — e.g.f  as  ^ 
to  claims  arising  out  of  agreements  for  the  use  or  hire  of  a  ship  and  the  carriage  of 
goods  in  a  ship.  In  The  Alina,  5  Ex.  D.  227,  the  Ck)urt  of  Appeal  decided  that  sec. 
2  of  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  61,  gave  the  County  Courts  jurisidiction  with  regard  to  actions 
for  breach  of  charter-party,  although  the  Admiralty  Court  had  none.  In  The  Queen 
V.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  290,  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  says :  "  I 
desire  to  speak  with  great  respect  of  The  A  Una  ;  but  I  think  that  rules  of  interpretation 
are  laid  down  in  that  case  which  are  absolutely  novel.  I  will  obey  that  case,  because 
it  is  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  until  it  has  been  reviewed  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  then  I  will  obey  whatever  the  House  of  Lords  determines  ;  but  I  will  not 
be  bound  by  The.  Alina  one  particle  beyond  what  actually  decides  and  determines. 
I  do  not  consider  that  it  has  overruled  all  former  cases  and  all  rules  for  the  interpreta- 
tion of  statutes."  Pugdey  v.  Bopkina  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  184.  See  The  Zeia  (1893), 
A.  C.  468.  476. 

1  145  U.  S.  (38  Davis)  335.     The  English  cases  are  collected  and  considered  in 
the  judgment. 

2  Article  2315  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana. 

3  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93. 

4  (1898)2Q.B.430. 

8  (1901)  2  K.  B.  606.     Convery  v.  Lanarkshi  e  Tramway  Co.,  8  Eraser  117. 
6  Hart  V.  Oumpach,  L.  R.  4  P.  C.  464.     Writing  of  Trespass  Sheppard,  Abridgment, 
125,  lays  down  so  far  back  as  1675  that  "  An  alien  friend  may  have  this  or  any  action 

gsrsonal.  But  not  an  alien  enemy."  He  cites  Calvin* a  ccute,  7  Co.  Rep.  17.  Anon, 
yer,  fol.  2b,  8  and  14  H.  8,  4,  This  last  is  probably  a  misprint  for  34  Hen.  8,  o.  4. 
SeeTirlotv.  Morris,  1  Buls.  134.  See  TAc  6'ircc  ( 1906),  P.  1,  the  case  of  death  resulting 
from  a  collision  between  a  Erench  and  a  Spanish  ship,  where  claim  for  damages  for  loss 
of  life  was  held  not  within  Admiralty  rule  of  division  of  loss. 
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Court  of  Appeal,  of  Brett,  M.R.,  in  The  Vera  Cruz  (No.  2) '}  "  I  will 
not  say  that  in  no  case,  for  no  purpose,  may  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
not  inquire  into  damages  to  a  deceased  person.  For  a  great  many 
years  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  hmit  the  amount 
of  the  shipowner's  UabiUty,  and,  if  there  were  several  claimants  against 
the  ship,  to  divide  the  amount  for  which  the  shipowner  was  liable 
among  them.  In  such  a  suit  the  UabiUty  was  admitted.  That 
jurisdiction  has  been  given  to  the  Admiralty  Court.  At  the  present 
time,  in  such  an  action,  if  one  of  the  claimants  against  the  fimd  is  a 
person  who  sues  imder  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  it  being  necessary  to 
distribut-e  the  fund  according  to  statute,  it  may  well  be  that  the 
Chancery  or  Admiralty  Division  must  do  something  not  otherwise 
within  its  direct  jurisdiction — ^it  must  take  cognisance  of  such  a  claim 
in  order  to  fulfil  its  regular  jurisdiction." 
Lord  Lord  Selbome,  also,  in  Seward  v.  The  Vera  Cruz,  in  the  House  of 

Selborne*8  Lords,*  affirms  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Division  to  deal  with 
^^•Lr^t*^^  f  *^  fl-ction  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  "  as  in  any  other  case  (but  not 
the  Admiralty  ^oie  in  this  than  in  any  other  case),  if  no  objection  were  taken,  and 
Division  no  transfer  asked  for  or  made,"  but  that  would,  of  course,  not  con- 
^^^"^bBir^  stitute  an  Admiralty  action  imder  the  special  Admiralty  jurisdiction  ; 
Act.  ^l^s  must  be  determined  irrespective  of  the  Judicature  Act ;  since  the 

sole  effect  of  the  Judicature  Act  is  to  enable  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Division,  saving  objections,  to  entertain  any  cause  of  action  over 
which  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  of  which  the  Admiralty  Division 
forms  a  portion,  has  jurisdiction ;  but  not  to  affect  with  special  Ad- 
miralty rights  or  remedies  anything  which  before  the  Act  was  not  the 
subject  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction.' 
Cbiid  en  ventre  In  the  case  of  The  George  and  Richard,*^  a  Umitation  of  UabiUty 
samire,  suit  brought  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  a  child  en  ventre  sa  mere  was 

held  entitled  to  be  reckoned  amongst  the  representatives  amongst 
whom  apportionment  of  a  sum  recovered  would  have  to  be  made.^  This 
decision,  inevitable  upon  principle,  was  supported  by  a  sentence  in 
the  judgment  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Blake  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.  :•  "  By  what 
rules  ought  the  jury  to  be  guided  in  this  apportionment  ?  Are  they 
to  inquire  into  the  degree  of  mental  anguish  which  each  member  of 
the  family  has  suffered  from  the  bereavement  ?  Then  not  only  the 
child  without  fiUal  piety,  but  a  lunatic  child,  and  a  child  of  very  tender 
years,  and  a  posthumous  child  on  the  death  of  the  father,  may  have 
something  for  pecuniary  loss,  but  cannot  come  in  pari  passu  with  the 
other  children,  and  must  be  cut  off  from  the  solatium." 
Miscellaneoug  It  has  also  been  decided  that  it  is  not  necessary,  imder  Lord  Camp- 
pointi.  bell's  Act,  to  negative  the  existence  of  any  relatives  of  the  deceased 

other  than  those  named  in  the  declaration ;  "^  that  a  bastard  cannot 

1  9P.  D.  100. 
3  10  App.  Gas.  64. 

3  In  Tht  Orwell,  13  P.  D.  80,  an  action  under  Lord  Campbeirs  Act,  commenced 
in  the  Admiralty  Division,  it  was  held  that  upon  default  in  pleading  for  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiflF  was  entitled  to  enter  interlocutory  judgment  and  to  have  the  damages 
assessed  and  apportioned  by  a  jury.     Roche  v.  L.  rf?  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  (1899),  2  Q.  B.  502. 

4  L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  466.  See  Walker  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.  of  Ireland,  28  L.  R.  Ir.  69, 
discussed  anle,  73. 

6  See  Wms.  Exors.  (10th  ed.)  1238  ;  Notes  to  Viner  v.  Francis,  Tud.  L.  C.  Real 
Property  (3rd  ed.),  798. 

6  18Q.  B.  110. 

7  Barnes  v.  Ward,  9  C.  B.  398.  The  3rd  seotion  of  the  Act  provides  "  that  not  more 
than  one  action  shall  lie  for  and  in  respect  of  the  sHme  subject-matter  of  complaint.'* 
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maintain  an  action  ;^  that  where  the  death  occurred  on  board  a 
steamer  during  a  voyage,  from  a  boiler  explosion  due  to  corrosion 
which  had  been  going  on  for  a  period,  in  some  portion  of  which  the 
steamer  had  been  in  Ireland,  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action  arose 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Irish  Courts,^  and  substituted  service 
could  not  be  allowed ;  that  where  the  jury  has  manifestly  shrunk 
from  deciding  the  issue,  there  must  be  a  new  trial  ;^  that  default  in 
dehvering  particulars  with  the  declaration  imder  section  4  is  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  service  of  the  writ,  but  not  for  setting  aside  the 
writ  itself;  and  the  objection  that  the  plaint  does  not  state  facts 
showing  an  obligation  by  the  defendant  to  the  deceased  is  matter  for 
demurrer,  and  is  not  ground  for  setting  aside  the  plaint  as  embarrassing  ;* 
that  money  having  been  paid  to  compromise  an  action,  but  no  division 
or  apportionment  of  the  money  having  taken  place  and  there  being 
no  legal  right  to  obtain  apportionment,  an  action  will  he,  though  the 
proper  remedy  is  to  go  to  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  the  person 
making  default  to  administer  the  trust  ;*  that  money  paid  into  court 
may  be  paid  out  on  a  consent,  embodying  the  agreed  terms  of  payment, 
being  inade  a  rule  of  Court  ;•  that,  failing  an  agreement,  money 
paid  into  Court  may  be  paid  out  in  proportions  fixed  by  analogy  to  the 
Statute  of  Distributions;''  that  an  action®  can  be  sustained  by  a 
relative  of  the  deceased  though  brought  within  six  calendar  months 
from  the  death,  imless  there  be  at  the  time  an  executor  or  administrator 
of  the  deceased  ;•  and  that  where  an  action  for  personal  injuries  has 
been  commenced  in  which  the  evidence  of  the  injured  man  has  been 
taken  de  bene  esse  and  before  trial  he  has  died,  and  then  an  action  is 
begun  under  Lord  Campbell's  Act,  the  evidence  taken  de  bene  esse  is 
admissible.^'* 

1  Dickinson  v.  N.  E.  Ry,  Co.,  2  H.  &  C.  735.  Neither  may  the  mother  of  a  bastard 
child.  Claike  v.  Carfin  Coal  Co.  (1891),  A.  C.  412.  Wood  v.  Cray  <fc  Sons  (1892), 
A.  C.  676. 

2  WaUh  V.  Q.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  It.  R.  6  C.  L.  532. 

3  SpringeU  v.  Balls,  7  B.  &  S.  477. 

4  McCabe  v.  Guinness,  It.  R.  9  C.  L.  510;    on  the  latter  point  Fitzgerald,  B., 

6  Cor^iff  v.  Condliff,  29  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  831. 

6  Shallow  V.  Verdon,  Ir.  R.  9  C.  L.  150. 

7  Sanderson  v.  Sanderson,  36  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  847.  See  The  Franconia,  2  P.  D.,  per 
Bramwell,  L.J.,  171  :  "  We  are  of  opinion  that  under  that  section  (9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93, 
8.  2),  it  must  be  a  jury  who  find  and  direct  the  division  into  shares."  *  In  England 
the  payment  of  money  on  account  of  an  infant  is  regulated  by  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order 
xxii.  rr.  15,  16,  and  by  County  Court  Rules,  1903,  Order  ix.  r  24.  As  to  right  to  bring 
successive  actions  where  plaintiff's  father  and  stepfather  were  simultaneously  killed, 
Johnston  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  of  Ireland,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  691. 

8  Under  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  95. 

»  HoUeran  v.  BagneJU,  4  L.  R.  Ir.  740,  followed  in  Lampman  v.  Qainshorongh 
{Corporation  of),  17  Ont.  R.  191.  A  wife  living  in  adultery  may  not  recover  under 
Lord  Campbeirs  Act :  Stimpson  v.  Wood,  4  Times  L.  R.  589.  Quare,  whether  evidence 
of  the  husband's  willingness  to  take  her  back  would  entitle  her  to  maintain  the  action. 
In  Steele  v.  The  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  26  L.  R.  Ir.  96,  an  application  made  by  the  father 
and  mother  of  the  deceased  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  appear  by  counsel  and 
solicitor  at  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  by  the  deceased's  widow  and  administratrix, 
and  tender  evidence  as  to  the  amount  of  their  shares  of  the  money  to  be  awarded  as 
damages  in  the  action,  or  in  default  might  be  made  parties  thereto,  was  refused,  and 
Johnston  V.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.  of  Ireland,  20  L.  R.  Ir.  4,  was  considered,  where  a  somewhat 
similar  application  was  allowed. 

10  Corporation  of  Walkerton  v.  Erdman,  23  Can.  S.  C.  R.  362. 
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PRELIMINARY. 

We  have  now  ascertained  that  to  f omid  liability  it  is  necessary  that  the 
wrongful  act  charged  must  be  imputable  to  some  person  as  distin- 
guished from  an  imreasoning  force  ;  and  this  person  must  be  a  respon- 
sible agent.  We  then  proceeded  to  indicate  the  principal  classes  of 
persons  who  are  not  responsible  agents.  We  found  that,  with  the 
exception  of  those  under  the  various  disabiUties  then  treated  of,  all 
natural  persons  are  capable  of  becoming  what  Dr.  Wharton^  terms  a 
"juridical  cause  "  ;  may  be  responsible  agents  in  law.  The  law  under 
the  designation  of  persons,  includes,  besides  natural  persons,  various 
artificial  arrangements  for  the  purposes  of  society  and  government, 
whose  fimctions  and  liabilities  are  not  determined  by  the  rights  and 
duties  of  the  aggregate  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  individuals  com- 
posing them ;  but,  by  various  arbitrary  rules  impressed  on  these 
aggregates  at  the  time  of  their  constitution,  and  also  by  adaptation 
to  their  constitution  of  the  general  law  of  the  land.^ 

A  distinction  must  be  kept  in  mind  while  considering  these  bodies 
between  the  discretionary  powers  with  which  they  are  clothed  and  the 
ministerial  functions  that  they  are  to  exercise.  As  clothed  with  dis- 
cretionary powers  of  necessity  they  are  independent  of  control ;  but 
where  they  have  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of  positive  law,  they  act 
imder  the  supervision  of  the  Courts.  If  their  duty  is  to  the  public 
generally  or  to  the  Crown,  their  negligence  is  corrigible  by  indictment  ;* 
if  they  are  charged  with  an  absolute  and  certain  duty  in  the  per- 
formance of  which  an  individual  has  a  special  interest  they  are  Uable 
to  an  action  ;  and  this  liabiUty  is  dependent  on  the  quality  of  the  act 
and  not  on  the  rank  or  general  functions  of  the  officer.* 

So  far  as  the  rules  of  law  applied  to  the  constitution  of  these  bodies 
differ  from  the  general  rules  of  liability  in  the  case  of  individuals,  we 
now  proceed  to  consider  them  imder  the  headings  : 

I.  As  public  officers. 

II.  As  corporations  and  local  administrative  bodies. 

1  Negligence,  1 87. 

a  See  PhamuicetUical  Society  v.  London  <h  Provincial  Supply  Association,  6  App. 
Cos.,  per  Lord  Blackburn,  867. 

3  The  King  v.  Bembridge,  22  How.  St.  Tr.  156. 

4  Ferguson  v.  Kinnoull  {Earl  of),  9  G.  &  F.  261 ;  Shearman  and  Redfi eld,  Negligence , 
§308. 
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The  King.  Under  this  head  it  is  convenient  to  consider  the  position  of  the  King ; 
though  constitutionally  there  is  very  sUght  analogy  between  his 
position  and  that  of  the  large  number  of  functionaries  whom  we  shall 
here  have  to  treat  of. 

The  neghgence  of  the  King  may  be  either  personal  neghgence 
or  neghgence  through  his  servants.  As  to  the  former,  the  constitutional 
maxim  is  Rex  non  potest  peccare}  If  the  King  personally  command  an 
injurious  act,  the  act  may  be  wrongful,  yet  the  King  is  not  accountable.^ 
The  maxim  that  the  King  can  do  no  wrong  appUes  to  personal  as  well 
as  to  poUtical  wrongs,  and  not  only  to  wrongs  done  personally  by  the 
King,  but  to  injuries  done  by  a  subject  by  the  authority  of  the  King.' 
This  was  laid  down  in  Viscount  Canterbury  v.  Attorney-General^^  where 
it  was  admitted  that  for  the  personal  neghgence  of  the  King  no  pro- 
ceeding could  be  maintained.  "  If,"  says  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C,  the 
master  or  employer  is  answerable  upon  the  principle  that  Qui  facU 
per  alium,  fadt  per  se,  this  would  not  apply  to  the  Sovereign,  who 
cannot  be  required  to  answer  for  his  own  personal  acts.  If  it  be  said  that 
the  master  is  answerable  for  the  neghgence  of  his  servant  because  it 
may  be  considered  to  have  arisen  from  his  own  misconduct  or  neghgence 
in  selecting  or  retaining  a  careless  servant,  that  principle  cannot  apply 
to  the  Sovereign,  to  whom  negligence  or  misconduct  cannot  be  im- 
puted, and  for  which,  if  they  occur  in  fact,  the  law  affords  no  remedy. 
Cases  have  arisen  of  damages  done  by  the  negligent  management  of 
ships  of  war.  It  has  been  held  that  where  the  act  is  done  by  one  of  the 
crew,  without  the  participation  of  the  commander,  the  latter  is  not 
responsible.^  But  if  the  principle  now  contended  for  be  correct,  the 
neghgence  of  the  seamen  in  the  service  of  the  Crown  would  raise  a 
liability  in  the  Crown  to  make  good  the  damage,  and  which  might  be 
enforced  by  a  petition  of  right." 
Viscount  »  The  case  of  Viscount  Canterbury  v.  Attorney-General  is  important  for 
Canierbury  v.  another  legal  position  that  it  estabUshed.  The  proceedings  were  by 
Om^        Petition  of  Right,  brought  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons, 

1  Broom,  Legal  Maxims  (7th  ed.),  38.  Alii  possint  non  peccare,  iUe  non  potest 
peceare  :  Le  grand  case  in  h  Court  Qards,  2  Rolle  Rep.  304. 

2  Chitty,  Prerogative,  6. 

»  Chitty,  Prerogative,  339,  340.  Feather  v.  The  Queen,  6  B.  &  S.,  per  Cookbum, 
C.  J.,  295.  See  Hampden's  case,  3  How.  St.  Tr.,  argument  Sir  John  Banks,  A-  G., 
1023 ;  also  opinion  of  Crawley,  J.,  1083,  and  Hardy* s  case,  24  How.  St.  Tr.,  per  Sir  John 
Scott,  A.  G..  243. 

4  1  Phillips.  321  ;  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  767. 

6  Nicholson  v.  Mouncey,  15  Ea8t,384.     Cp.  Wright  v.  Lethbridge,  63  L.  T.  672. 
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for  damage  done  to  his  furniture  by  the  fire,  burning  down  the  Houses 
of  Parhament,  caused  by  the  negUgently  burning  of  bundles  of  Ex- 
chequer tallies,  which  had  been  ordered  to  be  removed.  The  control 
of  the  Houses  of  Parhament  had  been  vested  in  the  Commissioners  of 
Woods  and  Forests,  officers  appointed  by  the  Crown  and  removable 
at  pleasure.  The  subordinate  officers  were  appointed  by  the  Com- 
missioners. It  was  by  these  subordinate  agents  that  the  fire  was 
alleged  to  have  been  caused.  Assuming  that  they  were  servants  of 
the  Crown,  though  it  was  insisted  they  were  servants  only  of  the 
Commissioners,  the  inquiry  was  whether  the  Crown  was  responsible 
for  their  negUgence.  The  Lord  Chancellor  discusses  the  matter  thus  :  LordLynd- 
"  Now,  assimiing  that  the  fire  had  been  caused  by  the  personal  negU-  ^™*»  ^•'^' 
gence  of  the  Commissioners,  would  the  Crown,  in  such  case,  have  been  ^^  ^^^^  ' 
liable  to  make  good  the  loss  ?  They  are  indeed  styled  servants  of  the 
Crown ;  but  they  are,  in  truth,  public  officers  appointed  to  perform 
certain  duties  assigned  to  them  by  the  Legislature,  and  for  any  negli- 
gence in  the  dis6harge  of  such  duty,  and  any  injury  that  may  be 
thereby  sustained,  they  alone  are,  I  conceive,  Uable.  Is  it  supposed 
that  the  Crown  is  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  all  persons  holding 
public  offices  and  appointments,  and  bound  to  make  good  any  loss  or 
injury  which  may  be  occasioned  by  their  negligence  or  delinquency  ? 
At  least  some  authority  should  be  cited  in  support  of  such  a  doctrine. 
But  then  it  is  said,  these  officers  are  appointed  by  the  Crown  and  are 
removable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Crown.  That  circumstance  alone 
will  not,  I  conceive,  create  any  such  UabiUty.  The  Keeper  of  the 
Great  Seal  and  other  persons  holding  high  situations  in  the  State  have 
authority  to  appoint  to  many  offices  and  also  to  remove  the  persons 
so  appointed  at  their  pleasure.  But  they  are  not,  on  that  account, 
subject  to  make  compensation  for  injury  occasioned  by  the  neglect  or 
misconduct  of  the  persons  so  appointed.  The  mere  selection  of  the 
officers  does  not  create  a  UabiHty.  But  if  the  Crown  would  not  be 
responsible  for  the  act  done,  had  it  been  done  by  the  superiors,  it 
follows  that  it  cannot  be  held  Uable  for  the  negligence  of  their  sub- 
ordinate agents  whom  they  appoint  and  remove,  and  with  the  selection 
or  control  of  whom  the  Crown  has  no  concern."^ 

1  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  780.  As  to  the  remedies  for  any  infringement  of  the  subject's 
right,  in  Broom,  Constitutional  Law  {2nd  ed.),  238,  occurs  the  following  passage: 
"The  Constitution  of  England,  says  Lord  Holt  (in  Ashby  v.  White,  14  How.  St.  Tr. 
784),  *  has  wisely  distributed  to  several  courts  the  determination  of  proper  causes,  but 
has  left  no  subject  in  any  case  where  he  is  injured,  without  his  adequate  remedy,  if 
he  will  go  to  the  right  place  for  it.'  If  the  subject  has  cause  of  complaint  against  the 
Crown,  he  must  proceed  for  redress  by  that  pathway  which  the  constitution  has  laid 
out  for  him ;  for  an  illegal  invasion  of  his  liberty  he  should  proceed  by  Jutbeas  corpus  ; 
to  obtain  the  revocation  of  a  grant  which  injuriously  affects  him,  he  should  proceed 
by  scire  facias  ;  for  an  illegal  invasion  of  the  rights  of  property,  he  should  proceed  by 
Petition  of  Right."  By  statute  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  67  ,s.  26,  scire  facias  is  abolished,  in  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  patents  for  invention.  The  Crown  is  not  to  be  bound  by  a  statute  nor 
affected  except  by  necessary  implication  :  Cooper  v.  Hawkins  (1904),  2  K.  B.  164.  As 
to  the  history  of  Petition  of  Right  and  Monstrans  de  droit,  and  where  they  lie,  see 
Com.  Dig.  Prerog.  D.  78  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Prerog.  (Q,  7)-(Q.  13) ;  Viscount  Canterbury  v. 
The  Queen,  1  Phill.  306,  4  St.^  Tr.  N.  S.  767  ;  In  re  the  goods  of  George  III,  1  Add.  265, 
1  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  1274,  with  authorities  collected  in  a  note,  1285  ;  and  the  judgment  of 
Blackburn,  J.,  Thomas  v.  The  Queen,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  31.  The  present  procedure  is 
regulated  by  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  34 ;  see  for  the  practice,  Clode,  Petition  of  Right.  For 
the  proposition  that  the  Sovereign  could  not  be  sued  for  a  wron^*  see  fPobin  v.  The 
Queen,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  310,  approved.  Feather  v.  T/te  Queen,  6  B.  &  8.  257  ;  Langford  v. 
United  Slates,  101,  U.  S.  (11  Otto)  341.  In  Dixon  v.  London  SmaU  Arms  Co.,  I  App. 
Cas.  632,  Feather  v.  The  Queen  is  treated  as  a  case  rightly  decided,  but  as  one  not  to 
be  extended.  In  Windsor  <Sb  Annapolis  Ry.  Co,  v.  The  Queen  and  the  Western  Counties 
Ry,  Co,,  11  App.  Cas.  607,  Lord  Watson  cites  and  adopts  the  statement  of  law  of 
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Consideration        Since,  then,  the  King  cannot  personally  be  made  liable  for  the 

of  the  liability  negligences  and  torts  of  his  servants,  it  remains  to  consider  in  what 

the^Tvra!^    circumstances,  and  to  what  extent,  those  servants  are  themselves 

protected  for  acts  done,  or  purporting  to  be  done,  in  the  course  of  their 

service. 

I.  As  to  With  regard  to  contracts,  the  law  has  been  laid  down,  that  no 

contracts.       cause  of  action  exists  against  either  servant  or  agent  of  the  King  who 

contracts  as  such  :  that  is,  although  an  agent  making  a  contract  for  a 

private  person  would  be  personally  liable,  where  the  Crown  is  principal 

the  agent  will  not  prima  facie  be  a£Eected  with  any  liability.     An 

agent  or  servant  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  is  not,  however,  incapacitated 

from  binding  himself  by  an  express  agreement ;    he  is  not  Uable  in 

the  absence  of  an  express  agreement ;  but  if  he  enters  into  one,  he  is 

bound  by  its  terms,   whatever  their  stringency.      The  distinction 

between  public  and  private  agents  rests  ultimately  on  a  question 

of  evidence  ;   and  the  existence  of  a  different  presumption  from  that 

existing  in  an  ordinary  case  of  private  agency. 

The  course  of  the  decisions  has  been  uniform.  The  earliest  is 
Macbeath  v.  Macbeoth  V.  Hdldimand — an  action  against  the  Governor  of  Quebec,  for 
Haldtmand.     military  stores  supplied  to  the  garrison.     Lord  Mansfield  held  that 

"  it  was  notorious  that  the  defendant  did  not  personally  contract."* 
OidleyY.Lord  Gidley  V.  Lord  Palmerston^  is  well  known.  Money  had  been  paid 
Palmersion.  to  the  defendant  as  Secretary  at  War,  which  he  was  authorised  to  pay 
over  to  plaintiff's  testator.  Not  having  done  so,  he  was  sued  in 
assumpsit ;  but  the  plaintiff  was  held  disentitled  to  recover,  on  the 
grounds,  as  stated  by  Dallas,  C.J.,  that  the  duty  was  *'  as  between  him 
and  the  Crown  only,  and  not  resulting  from  any  relation  to,  or  em- 
ployment by,  the  plaintiff,  or  under  any  undertaking  in  any  way  to  be 
personally  responsible  to  him.  The  money  received  is  granted  by 
the  Crown,  subject  only  to  the  disposition  or  control  of  the  defendant 
as  the  agent  or  officer  of  the  Crown,  and  responsible  to  the  Crown  for 
the  due  execution  of  the  trust  or  duty  so  conmiitted.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  duty  from  which  the  law  can  imply  a  promise  to  pay  to  the 
testator  during  his  life,  or  to  his  executor  after  his  death,  nor  can 
money  be  said  to  have  been  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  testator, 
which  money  belonged  to  the  Crown,  being  received  as  the  money  of 
the  Crown,  and  the  party  receiving  it  being  responsible  only  to  the 
Crown  in  his  pubUc  character." 

Cockbum,  C.J.,  in  Feather  v.  The  Queen,  "  that  the  only  cases  in  which  the  Petition 
of  Right  is  open  to  the  subject  are,  where  the  land  or  gooas  or  money  of  a  subject  have 
found  their  way  into  the  possession  of  the  Crown,  and  the  purpose  of  the  petition  is 
to  obtain  restitution,  or,  if  restitution  cannot  bo  given,  compensation  in  money,  or 
when  a  claim  arises  out  of  a  contract,  as  for  goods  supplied  to  the  Crown  or  to  the 
public  service  "  ;  Famell  v.  Bowman,  12  App.  Cas.  643 ;  AUorney-OMi  ral  of  the 
Straits  Settlements  v.  Wemyss,  13  App.  Cas.  192,  where,  under  a  Colonial  Act,  the 
Crown  was  held  liable  to  be  sued  in  tort.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  it  has  also 
been  held  that  where  railways  are  taken  by  the  State  a  Petition  of  Right  does  not  lie 
against  the  Crown  for  injuries  resulting  from  either  the  nonfeasance  or  the  misfeasance 
of  the  subordinate  officers  or  agents  employed  in  the  public  service  on  the  railway ; 
The  Queen  v.  McLeod,  8  Can.  S.  C.  R.  1 ;  The  Queen  v.  McFarlane,  7  Can.  S.  C.  R.  216. 
The  nature  of  Monstrans  de  droit  is  considered  in  the  Case  of  the  Bankers,  14  How. 
St.  R.  77. 

1  1  T.  R.  180.  Cp.  Unwin  v.  Wolseley,  1  T.  R.  674,  where  the  contract  was  "  on 
behalf  of  Government ;  "  All  n  v.  Wal ieqrave,  8  Taimt,  666.  For  a  compendium  of  the 
American  law  with  an  examination  of  the  English  coses,  see  United  States  y.  Lee,  106 
U.  S.  (6  Otto)  196 ;  the  English  authorities  are  reviewed  227-234 ;  and  Hagood  v. 
Southern,  117  U.  S.  (10  Davis)  52.  See  also  Cooke  v.  United  States,  91  U.  S.  (1  Otto) 
389  398. 

2  3  Brod.  &  B.  275,  7  Moore  (C.  P.)  91,  1  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  1263. 
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The  cases  were  reviewed  in  the  Privy  Council,  in  Palmer  v.  Hutching  Palmer^* 
son}  A  claim  was  made  against  the  Deputy  Commissary-General  for  ^«<<5^»»«o». 
Natal  to  recover  the  price  or  hire  of  certain  waggons  and  oxen  for  the 
carriage  of  goods.  Their  lordships  held  that  the  Deputy  Commissary- 
General  could  not  be  sued,  either  personally  or  in  his  official  capacity, 
upon  a  contract  entered  into  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  commis- 
sariat department ;  since  he  was  not  a  corporation,  and  had  no 
property  or  assets  in  his  official  capacity  which  could  be  seized 
or  attached  in  execution  of  a  decree  against  him  in  that  capacity ; 
while  it  was  clear  that  "  no  portion  of  the  Government  revenue, 
whether  allocated  to  a  special  purpose  or  not,  could  be  seized  in 
execution  under  it." 

In  Kinloch  v.  Secretary  of  State  for  India,^  an  attempt  was  made  to  Kinloch  v. 
obtain  a  legal  remedy  against  the  Secretary  of  State  by  alleging  a  o^^'^  ^^ 
trust  to  be  constituted  under  the  terms  of  a  royal  warrant,  for  which  jndt!^ 
the  Court  could  compel  the  Secretary  of  State  to  account  and  to 
distribute  a  fund,  in  .which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
share.     The  unanimous  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  was  that  the 
terms  of  the  royal  warrant  did  not  constitute  a  trust,  but  merely  an 
agency  for  the  performance  of  duties  which  the  Sovereign  personally 
could  not  perform ;   and  for  the  performance  of  which  the  Secretary 
of  State  was  answerable  to  the  Sovereign  alone.^ 

In  modem  times  to  facilitate  the  business  of  the  country  incorpora- 
tions by  statute  have  been  made  of  officers  or  bodies  who  though 
servants  of  the  Crown  may  yet  be  sued  as  principals.  The  Secretary 
of  State  for  War,  the  Postmaster-General,  the  Commissioners  of 
Woods  and  Forests,  and  for  certain  purposes  the  Commissioners  of 
Works  and  Public  Buildings  are  so  liable  to  be  sued.  So  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1894,  a  public  officer  is  appointed  who  may 
be  sued  for  official  torts.  The  judgment  given  is  declaratory  only.* 
No  execution  can  follow  upon  it,  for  there  are  no  moneys  appropriated 
for  damages  except  those  provided  by  Parliament,  and  any  property 
the  Commissioners  have  is  Crown  property.*  Whether  the  contract 
made  with  the  Crown  is  discharged  out  of  funds  granted  by  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  or  by  Colonial  Legislatures,  or  by  the  Indian 
Exchequer  is  immaterial  so  long  as  the  obligation  to  the  contractee 
is  discharged  from  any  or  all  of  these  sources.* 

With  regard  to  torts,  the  subject  is  more  complicated.     Servants  I.  As  to  torts. 
of  the  Crown  are  liable  for  any  act  not  justifiable  by  a  lawful  authority 
from  the  Crown.     If  the  act  is  in  itself  wrongful,  the  officer  doing  it 
will  in  any  event  be  liable.     This  appears  from  Rogers  v.  Rajendro  DuU  "^  Rogers  v. 
where  the  owners  of  a  steam  tug  sued  the  defendant  for  damage  caused  ^^^^^^^ 

1  (1881)6App.  Cas.  619. 

a  (1882)  7  App.  Cas.  619.  The  Queen  v.  Secretary  of  State  for  War  (1891),  2  Q.  B. 
326.     See  also  Alexander  v.  Duke  of  Wellington,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  764. 

3  Rice  Y.  Chute,  1  East  579  ;  see  note  of  a  case,  Aicey.  Eviritf,  at  583,  illustrating 
the  maxim,  Cessanterationeceasat  ipsa  lex. 

4  57  &  58  Vict.  0.  60,  s.  460  (4).     Dixon  v.  Farrer,  18  Q.  B.  D.  43. 

5  Oraham  v.  Public  Works  Commissioners  (1901),  2  K.  B.  781.  "  Whether  this 
decision  be  or  be  not  sustainable — a  matter  into  which  I  prefer  not  to  enter — it 
seems  to  me  not  to  have  any  bearing  on  the  question  here  "  :  per  Palles,  C.B., 
Wheeler  v.  Commissioners  of  Public  Works  (1903),  2  I.  R.  234;  the  question  was 
whether  under  an  Irish  Act  the  Commissioners  were  substituted  for  the  Crown.  The 
case  should  be  consulted,  since  in  addition  to  Palles,  C.B.'s,  dissenting  judgment, 
there  is  an  elaborate  review  of  the  cases.     The  Queen  v.  M^Cann,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  677. 

8   WiUiams  v.  Howarth  ( 1905),  A.  C.  551. 
7  J13MOO.  P.C.C.209. 
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by  an  order  issued  in  the  defendant's  official  capacity  forbidding  the 
officers  of  the  Bengal  pilot  service  to  allow  the  plainti£E's  tug  to  take 
any  ship  of  which  they  should  have  the  charge  in  tow.  In  the  par- 
ticular case  it  was  held  that  no  action  lay ;  but  the  Court  said  : 
"Neither  does  it  seem  to  them  to  conclude  the  question  in  the  action  that 
the  act  complained  of  is  to  be  considered  as  the  act  of  the  Grovemment, 
and  that  in  the  part  which  the  defendant  took  in  it  he  acted  only  as  the 
officer  of  the  Government,  intending  to  discharge  his  duty  as  a  public 
servant  with  perfect  good  faith,  and  with  an  entire  absence  of  malice, 
particular  or  general,  against  the  plaintifb.  For  if  the  act  which  he 
did  was  in  itself  wrongful,  as  against  the  plainti£Es,  and  produced 
damage  to  them,  they  must  have  the  same  remedy  by  action  against 
the  doer,  whether  the  act  was  his  own,  spontaneous  and  unauthorised, 
or  whether  it  was  done  by  order  of  the  superior  power.  The  civil 
irresponsibility  of  the  supreme  power  for  tortious  acts  could  not  be 
theoretically  maintained  with  any  show  of  justice  if  its  agents  were 
not  personally  responsible  for  them ;  in  such  cases  the  Government 
is  morally  bound  to  indemnify  its  agent,  and  it  is  hard  on  such  agent 
when  this  obligation  is  not  satisfied ;  but  the  right  to  compensation 
in  the  party  injured  is  paramount  to  this  consideration."  An  act 
legally  wrongful  in  itself  renders  even  a  public  servant  personally 
responsible  though  the  act  was  bona  fide  done  by  him  on  behalf  of 
the  pubUc.^  Cockbum,  C.J.'s,  judgment  in  Feather  v.  The  Queen^^ 
is  to  the  same  effect :  "As  the  Sovereign  cannot  authorise  wrong 
to  be  done,  the  authority  of  the  Crown  would  afford  no  defence  to 
an  action  brought  for  an  illegal  act  committed  by  an  officer  of  the 
Crown." 

On  the  other  hand,  no  Government  has  ever  held  itself  Uable  to 
individuals  for  the  misfeasance,  laches,  or  unauthorised  exercise  of 
power  by  its  officers  and  agents  ;  and  the  executive  does  not  guarantee 
to  any  persons  the  fidelity  of  any  of  the  officers  or  agents  whom  it 
employs ;  since  that  would  involve  it,  in  all  its  operations,  in 
embarrassments  and  difficulties  and  losses,  which  would  be  subversive 
of  the  public  interests.^ 

As  to  miUtary  officers,  in  his  summing-up  in  Wall  v.  M^Namara,^ 
Lord  Mansfield  said  :  "  In  trying  the  legaUty  of  acts  done  by  miUtaiy 
officers  in  the  exercise  of  their  duty,  particularly  beyond  the  seas, 
where  cases  may  occur  without  the  possibility  of  appUcation  for 
proper  advice,  great  latitude  ought  to  be  allowed,  and  they  ought  not 
to  suffer  for  a  sUp  of  form,  if  their  intention  appears  by  the  evidence 
to  have  been  upright ;  it  is  the  same  as  when  complaints  are  brought 
against  inferior  civil  magistrates,  such  as  justices  of  the  peace,  for 
acts  done  by  them  in  the  exercise  of  their  civil  duty.  There  the 
principal  inquiry  to  be  made  by  a  court  of  justice  is,  how  the  heart 
stood  ?  And  if  there  appears  to  be  nothing  wrong  there,  great  latitude 
will  be  allowed  for  misapprehension  or  mistake.  But  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  heart  is  wrong,  if  cruelty,  malice,  and  oppression  appear 
to  have  occasioned  or  aggravated  the  imprisonment  or  other  injury 
complained  of,  they  shall  not  cover  themselves  with  the  thin  veil  of 

1  CobheUv.  Sir  George  Grey,  4  Ex.  129.  a  6B.  &S.296. 

3  Story,  Agency,  §  319,  cited  by  Miller,  J.,  Gibbons  v.  UniUd  Stales,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
274.  '^'        ^   '   ^  *       K  t- 

4  Cited,  Johnstone  v.[5w«oii,  1  T.  R.  636 ;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  93  ;  2  Gilb.  Evidence,  by 
Lofft,  558. 
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legal  forms,  nor  escape  under  the  coyer  of  a  justification,  the  most 
technically  regular,  from  that  punishment  which  it  is  your  province 
and  your  duty  to  inflict  on  so  scandalous  an  abuse  of  public  trust." 
Again,  in  Srvinton  v.  MoUoy^^  where  the  defendant,  the  captain  of  a  Swinton  v. 
man-of-war,  had  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  purser,  for  ^olloy. 
three  days  without  inquiring  into  the  matter,  and  had  then  released 
him  on  hearing  his  defence,  Lord  Mansfield  said  that  ^'  such  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  did  not  appear  to  have  been  a  proper  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  and  therefore  that  his  justification  under  the  disci- 
pline of  the  navy  had  failed  him." 

The  accountability  of  an  officer,  believing  himself  to  act  in  pur- 
suance of  his  authority,  yet  doing  an  act  which  is  idtimately  found 
outside  it,  is  dealt  with  in  Madrazo  v.  WiUes^  A  captain  in  the  royal  Madrazov. 
navy  whose  duty  it  was  to  arrest  British  ships  engaged  in  the  slave  ^*^^- 
trade  unlawfully  took  possession  of  the  ship  of  the  plaintiff,  a  Spanish 
merchant,  engaged  in  the  African  slave  trade,  which  was  lawful  by  the 
law  of  Spain.  A  verdict  and  judgment  were  given  for  the  plaintiff  for 
£21,180  ;  and  though  an  unsuccessful  attempt  was  made  to  reduce  the 
damages,  on  the  groimd  that  the  slave  trade  was  by  statute  declared 
unlawful,  no  attempt  was  made  to  contest  the  captain's  liability  for 
his  act.  In  Tobin  v.  The  Qneen^  a  vessel  not  registered  as  a  British  TMnv.Thc 
vessel  alleged  to  be  engaged  in  the  slave  trade  was  seized  and  destroyed  ;  <?«*««»*• 
but  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  validity  of  the  seizure  the  vessel  was 
admitted  not  to  have  been  so  engaged  ;  nor  liable  to  be  condemned. 
The  Attorney-General  demurred.  After  giving  judgment  in  favour 
of  the  demurrer  on  various  statutory  points,  the  Court  said  :  "  If  it 
be  assumed  that  Captain  Douglas  had  authority  from  the  Crown  to 
seize  all  ships  engaged  in  the  slave  trade,  so  that  the  seizure,  if  lawful, 
would  have  been  made  by  him  in  the  capacity  of  agent  for  the  Crown, 
still,  if  he  seized  a  ship  not  engaged  in  the  slave  trade,  he  would  not 
act  within  the  scope  of  that  authority,  and  would  not  make  his  principal 
liable  for  that  wrong.  Thus,  where  a  warrant  was  granted  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  to  apprehend  the  author  of  the  '  North  Briton,'  and 
the  defendant,  upon  good  ground  of  suspicion,  apprehended  the 
plaintiff,  who  proved  that  he  was  not  the  author,  the  defendant  was 
held  not  to  have  acted  in  obedience  to  that  warrant,  and  to  be  respon- 
sible without  a  justification  therefrom."* 

In  BuTon  v.  Denman,^  again,  the  Crown  professed  to  adopt  and  ^wron  v. 
ratify  the  alleged  unlawful  act  of  a  captain  of  a  Queen's  ship  who  ^^man. 
captured  a  Spanish  slaver.     An  action  against  the  captain  was  brought 
at  bar.    Parke,  B.,  in  summing  up,  said  :   "  I  have  conferred  with  my  judgment  of 
learned  brethren,  and  they  are  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  ratification  Parke,  B. 
of  the  Crown,  communicated  as  it  has  been  in  the  present  case,*  is 

1  Cited,  Johnstone  v.  Sutton,  supra  cU, 

a  3  B.  &  Aid.  363, 1  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  1345.  Cp.  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  81  ; 
1  Sm.  L.  C.  ( lOth  ed. )  672.  As  to  the  right  of  bringing  in  foreign  vesselB  engaged  in  the 
slave  trade,  The  Le  Louis,  2  Dod.  210 ;  1  Kent,  Com.  191, 200  ;  The  Antelope,  10  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  66.  As  to  a  contract  made  by  a  British  subject  for  the  sale  of  slaves,  Santos 
V.  lUidge,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  861. 

3  16C.B.N.S.310. 

4  L.c.  349,  referring  to  Leach  v.  Money,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1001 ;  3  Burr.  1692, 1742  ; 
1  Wm.  Bl.  556. 

6  2  Ex.  167,  6  St.  Tr.  (N.  S.)  526;  Secretary  of  State  for  India  v.  Kamachee  Boye 
Sahaba,  13  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  86. 

•  In  documents  from  the  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  AflEairs,  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty,  and  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonial  Department,  on  the  report  of  the 
Governor  of  Sierra  Leone  and  the  defendant. 
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equivalent  to  a  prior  command.  I  do  not  say  that  I  dissent ;  but  I 
express  my  concurrence  in  their  opinion  with  some  doubt,  because,  on 
reflection,  there  appears  to  me  a  considerable  distinction  between  the 
present  case  and  the  ordinary  case  of  ratification  by  subsequent 
authority  between  private  individuals.  If  an  individual  ratifies  an 
act  done  on  his  behalf,  the  nature  of  the  act  remains  unchanged,  it  is 
still  a  mere  trespass,  and  the  party  injured  has  his  option  to  sue  either. 
If  the  Crown  ratifies  an  act,  the  character  of  the  act  becomes  altered, 
for  the  ratification  does  not  give  the  party  injured  the  double  option 
of  bringing  his  action  against  the  agent  who  conmiitted  the  trespass  or 
the  principal  who  ratified  it,  but  a  remedy  against  the  Crown  only 
(such  as  it  is),  and  actually  exempts  from  all  liabihty  the  person  who 
commits  the  trespass.  Whether  the  remedy  against  the  Crown  is  to  be 
pursued  by  Petition  of  Right,  or  whether  the  injury  is  an  act  of  State 
without  remedy,  except  by  appeal  to  the  justice  of  the  State  which 
inflicts  it,  or  by  apphcation  of  the  individual  suffering  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  his  country,  to  insist  upon  compensation  from  the  Government 
of  this — ^in  either  view,  the  wrong  is  no  longer  actionable.  I  do  not  feel 
so  strong  upon  the  point  as>  to  say  that  I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of 
my  learned  brethren  ;  therefore,  you  have  to  take  it  as  the  direction 
of  the  Court  that,  if  the  Crown,  with  knowledge  of  what  has  been  done, 
ratified  the  defendant's  act  by  the  Secretaries  of  State  or  the  Lords  of 
the  Admiralty,  this  action  cannot  be  maintained."  To  this  ruUng  a 
bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered,  but  was  not  carried  further,  and  the 
law  laid  down  in  the  sunaming  up  has  been  since  frequently  cited  by 
text- writers  and  acquiesced  in,^  as  estabUshing  the  immunity  of  Crown 
officers  for  "  an  act  of  State  "^  purporting  to  be  done  under  the  authority 
of  the  Crown  and,  though  not  originally  prescribed,  ratified  by  the 
Crown. 

If  the  ratification  of  the  Crown  may  secure  immunity  for  an  act 
otherwise  wrongful,  because  it  is  adopted  as  an  act  of  State,  much  more 
is  an  officer  of  the  Crown  saved  from  UabiUty  for  an  act  ordered  by 
Government  or  the  Crown.    The  rule  of  law  was  laid  down  by  Cockbum, 
Hodgkinsonv.  C.J.,  in  Hodgkinson  v.  Femie,^  a  case  where  vessels  chartered  by 
"  the  Government  as  transports  whilst  in  tow  of  a  steamer  commanded 

by  a  naval  officer  came  into  collision  :  "  Where  two  vessels  are  chartered 
by  the  Government  for  an  expedition  such  as  that  in  question,  one  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract  they  enter  into  is,  that  they  shall  pay  implicit 

1  Ab  to  this  doctrine  of  ratification  by  the  Crown,  Lord  Stowell  held  in  The  ItoUa, 
6  C.  Rob.  Adm.  364,  that  the  notification  of  blockade,  which  is  a  high  act  of  sovereignty 
by  a  commander  in  foreign  stations,  was  legal,  though  it  was  without  authority  firom 
the  Government  at  home ;  and  the  fact  of  the  Government  bavins;  had  time  to 
repudiate,  and  not  having  done  so,  was  evidence  of  recognition,  though  the  commander 
had  no  original  authority ;  and  see  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  in  Phillips  v.  Eyre^ 
h.  R.  6  Q.  B.  24.  In  Fletcher  v.  Braddick,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  187,  Mansfield,  C.J.,  said  : 
**  It  is  doubtful  whether,  by  obeying  the  orders  of  the  officer,  it  was  meant  that  the 
officer  should  see  to  the  navigation  and  direct  the  motion  of  the  ship."  The  comment 
on  this  in  Abbott,  Merchant  Ships,  8th  to  12th  eds.  (at  66  in  8th  ed.),  is :    "  This 

decision  is  not  perfectly  satisfactory The  case  was  hardly  ripe  for  judgment 

until  that  doubt  had  been  removed."  Sir  J.  Hannen,  in  The  Tasmania,  13  P.  D.  118, 
says  :  *^  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  express  an  opinion  whether  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  Fletcher  v.  Braddick  is  modified  by  Quarman  v.  BumeU,  6  M.  &  W.  499,  and  the 
cases  which  have  followed  that  decision."  Ratification  generally  is  treated  in  Keighley 
Maxstead  v.  Durant  ( 1901 ),  A.  C.  240. 

2  As  to  acts  of  war  and  of  State  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  municipal 
Courts  see  the  authorities  referred  to  in  Bedre'ihund  v.  Elphinstone,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  449, 
note ;  to  which  add  Ex  parte  Marais  (1902),  A.  C.  109  ;  Dobree  v.  Napier,  2  Bing.  N.  C. 
781 ;    Garr  v.  Fraci  •  Times  ri902),  A.  C  176. 

3  2  C.  B.  N.  S  430. 
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obedience  to  the  persons  who  command  it ;  therefore,  if  one  of  them 
sustains  damage  from  the  other  whilst  acting  in  obedience  to  the  orders 
of  a  superior  officer,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  doing  the  damage  cannot 
be  held  responsible  in  a  court  of  law  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel  to  which 
the  damage  is  done." 

This  necessarily  follows  from  what  was  laid  down  in  Johnstone  v. 
Sutton  :^  "  A  subordinate  officer  must  not  judge  of  the  danger,  pro- 
priety, expediency,  or  consequence  of  the  order  he  receives  ;  he  must 
obey  :  nothing  can  excuse  him  but  a  physical  impossibility." 

In  the  event  of  Government  orders  in  military  or  naval  affairs  Malicious  or 
being  executed  maliciously  and  oppressively,  the  general  rule  of  law  ^^^tfon^of 
is  that  whenever  any  subject  of  England  suffers  damage  for  any  illegal  orders, 
or  injurious  act  of  another  short  of  felony,  the  law  gives  him  a  remedy 
by  civil  action,  and  without  any  previous  conviction  for  the  act. 

Where  the  person  thus  unjustly  treated  is  an  officer  in  the  army  Where 
or  the  navy,  no  civil  action  is  available.     The  wrongdoer  must  be  "^ilita^  ^»w 
brought  before  a  court-martial  on  a  charge  of  cruel  and  oppressive  there  te  no 
behaviour.     The  inability  to  get  satisfaction  in  damages  puts  the  civil  remedy, 
injured  person  in  no  worse  position  than  one  injured  by  the  acts  of, 
e.g.y  a  commander-in-chief  or  a  judge  or  juror,  against  whom  no  action 
lies  though  malice  is  alleged.^    In  the  case  of  a  miUtary  or  naval 
man,  the  injured  person  '^  has  no  reason  to  complain,  for  he  has  all 
which  the  law  military,  to  which  he  engaged  to  submit  when  he  entered 
the  service,  entitles  him  to  have.     The  same  code  creates  both  the 
right  and  the  remedy,  and  this  Court  [Queen's  Bench]  cannot  add  to 
the  one  or  to  the  other.  "^ 

In  In  re  Mansergh,*  Cockbum,  C.J.,  thus  marks  the  limits  of  the /» re  Man- 
interference  of  the  courts  of  law  :  *'  Where  the  civil  rights  of  a  person  sergh. 
in  military  service  are  affected  by  the  judgment  of  a  military  tribunal, 
in  pronouncing  which  the  tribunal  has  either  acted  without  juris- 
diction or  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  this  Court  [the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench]  ought  to  interfere  to  protect  those  civil  rights — e.g.,  where  the 
rights  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  are  involved,  although  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  latter  case  could  occur.  Here,  however,  there  was  nothing 
of  the  sort,  and  the  only  matter  involved  was  the  military  status  of  the 
applicant — a  thing  which  depends  entirely  on  the  Crown,  seeing  that 
every  person  who  enters  into  military  service  engages  to  be  entirely 
at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  Sovereign."^ 

The  concluding  expression  might  possibly  be  interpreted  to  import 
contract.  But  between  the  Crown  and  the  servant  seeking  service 
there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  even  possible ;  for  the 
power  is  inherent  in  the  Crown,  against  which  no  coercive  process  could 
be  made  available  and  no  contract  in  derogation  would  be  recognised.* 

In  delivering  judgment  in  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Rolceby^  Lord  Chancellor  Dawkins  v. 

Lord  Rokehy. 

1  JohnsUme  v.  SiUton,  1  T.  R.  493,  510,  646 ;  Keighly  v.  BeU,  4  F.  &  F.  763, 
per  Willes,  J.,  790  ;  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Rokehy,  4  F.  &  F.  806. 

2  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Paulet,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  94  ;  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Rokeby,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
744.  Edmondson  v.  Bundle,  19  Times  L.  R.  356.  For  what  the  term  "  Martial  Law  " 
signifies  in  Great  Britain,  see  Grant  v.  Gould,  2  H.  Bl.  99.  For  an  account  of  the  law 
as  to  the  suppression  of  offences  by  Military  Force  and  Martial  Law,  Stephen,  Hist, 
of  Cr.  Law,  vol.  i.  200,  216. 

8  Dawkijis  v.  Lord  PatUet,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.,  per  Lush,  J.,  122.  *  1  B.  &  S.  400,  406. 

5  As  to  this,  see  Trial  i  of  Got  linj  an  I  others,  12  How.  St.  Tr.  1269. 
«  Poc^s  case,  6  B.  &  Ad.  681,  and  the  cases  collected  in  Grant  v.  Secretary  of  State 
for  India,  2  C.  P.  D.  445. 

7  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  744,  753.     See  the  cases  there  cited  in  argument,  and  the  judgment 
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Marks  Y 
Frogley. 


Rule  extends 
to  all  Crown 
Berrants. 


Caims  cited  with  approval  the  summing  up  of  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn, 
that  an  "  action  would  not  lie,  if  the  verbal  and  written  statements  were 
made  by  the  defendant,  being  a  military  man,  in  the  course  of  a 
military  inquiry,  in  relation  to  the  conduct  of  the  plainti£E,  being  a 
military  man,  and  with  reference  to  the  subject  of  that  inquiry,  even 
though  the  plaintiff  should  prove  that  the  defendant  had  acted  mala 
fide,  and  with  actual  malice,  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable 
cause,  and  with  a  knowledge  that  the  statements  so  made  and  handed 
in  by  him  as  aforesaid  were  false." 

A  distinction  was  intended  in  Wa/rden  v.  Bailey^  between  cases 
where  the  wrong  alleged  to  be  done  was  within  the  ambit  of  military 
authority,  and  those  where  so  soon  as  the  pretext  is  stated  it  is  seen  to 
derive  no  countenance  from  military  authority.  It  is  undoubted  that 
if  an  officer  commits  a  wrong  actionable  in  a  civil  court  which  has  no 
reference  to  his  military  authority  even  though  the  person  wronged 
is  a  soldier  under  his  miUtary  authority,  such  wrong  is  matter  for 
redress  in  the  civil  courts. 

The  point  of  transition  from  the  military  to  the  civil  status  was 
considered  in  Marks  v.  Frogley,^  where  on  the  breaking  up  of  the 
ShomcUfie  training  camp  for  volunteers  one  of  them  accused  of  theft 
was  given  into  military  custody,  and  conveyed  home,  where  he  was 
handed  over  to  the  police.  The  arrest  was  held  good  under  military  law,' 
insomuch  as  the  offence  with  which  he  was  charged  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  while  he  was  subject  to  military  law. 

This  rule  of  the  non-accountability  of  servants  of  the  Crown  extends 
to  all  servants  of  the  Ciown. 

If  a  servant  of  the  Crown  is  guilty  of  a  wrongful  act  he  must  answer 
for  it  even  though  purported  to  be  done  for  the  Crown.  He  cannot 
escape  Uabihty  by  averring  the  order  of  any  officer  of  State,  or  even 
of  the  Government  itself.  And  any  officer  of  State  constraining  a 
subordinate  to  a  wrongful  act,  is  equally  Hable  to  be  sued  for  it  with 
his  subordinate.  But  the  head  of  a  Government  department  is  not 
Uable  for  the  neglect  or  torts  of  officers  in  his  department,  unless  he 
can  show  that  the  act  complained  of  was  substantially  the  act  of  the 
head  himself.*  The  power  of  the  Government  to  protect  its  officer  by 
declaring  his  act  an  act  of  State,  cannot  avail  to  increase  the  power  of 
the  Government  as  against  its  subjects  or  to  Umit  their  rights  as  against 
the  Government.  On  an  action  being  brought,  the  justification  alleged 
must  be  pleaded,  and  although  the  Privy  Council  in  Walker  v.  Baird  * 
did  not  *'  find  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion,"  whether  there  does 
"  of  necessity  also  reside  in  the  Crown  the  power  of  compeUing  its 
subjects  to  obey  the  provisions  of  a  treaty  arrived  at  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  an  end  to  a  state  of  war,"  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  authority 
for  such  a  proposition  subsequent  to  the  time  of  the  Stuarts.^ 

in  the  Ex.  Ch.  delivered  by  Kelly,  C.B.,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  255 ;  and  cp.  Royal  Aquarium 
and  Summer  and  Winter  Garden  Society  v.  Parkinson  ( 1892),  1  Q.B.  431. 

1  4  Taunt.  67.     See  note  on  this  ease,  13  R.  R.  560. 

2  (1898)  1Q.B.  888. 

3  Army  Act,  1881  (44  &  46  Vict.  c.  68),  a.  176. 

4  Baleigh  v.  Goschen  (1898),  1  Ch.  73.  8  6  ( 1892)  A.C.491. 

•  1  am  not  aware  of  any  English  case  where  the  plea  of  Act  of  State  has  been  held 
good  against  a  subject.  "  Act  of  State  can  apply  only  to  acts  which  affect  foreigners." 
Stephen,  Hist.  CVim.  Law,  vol.  ii.  61,  IV.  Acts  of  State.  See  Ruling  Cases,  Campbell, 
vol.  i.  819-827,  where  the  Indian  cases  on  Act  of  State  are  discussed  by  Mr.  C.  P. 
Ilbert.  Salaman  v.  Secretary  of  Stale  in  Council  of  India  (1906),  1  K.  B.  613;  Potter 
V.  Broken  Hill  Proprietary  Co.,  3  C.  L.  R.  (Australia)  479  ;  Moore,  Act  of  State. 
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In  re  Nathan  *  was  an  application  under  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  79,  s.  23,  for  /n  re  Nathan. 
a  mandamus  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  to  pay  to  the 
applicant  the  amount  of  probate  duty  overpaid  by  him.  Objection  was 
made  that  the  Crown  cannot  direct  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  itself,  nor 
does  a  writ  lie  against  servants  of  the  Crown  f  and  was  upheld  on  the 
ground  that  the  money  had  been  paid  in  contemplation  of  law  into  the 
hands  of  the  Crown  ;  as  the  duty  had  been  paid  to  the  Commissioners 
as  the  mere  servarUs  of  the  Crotvn  ;  and,  on  the  assumption  that  the 
statute  did  not  establish  a  duty  between  the  applicant  and  the  Com- 
missioners (in  which  event  there  would  have  been  a  right  of  action, 
and  the  remedy  by  mandamus  would  have  been  inappropriate),  they 
were  bound  to  obey  the  orders  of  the  Crown  alone.  "  If  that  be  so,  the  Brett,  M.R.*?, 
meaning  of  the  Act  of  ParUament,  which  says  that  these  servants  of  juc^ment. 
the  Crown  are  to  pay  back  money  which  belongs  to  the  Crown,  and 
which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  Crown  and  no  longer  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  is  that  it  is  a  duty 
imposed  upon  them  as  servants  of  the  Crown  ;  and  the  duty  imposed 
upon  them  is  a  statutory  duty  which  they  then  owe  to  the  Crown. 
The  statute  is  also  an  enabling  statute,  because  it  enables  them 
without  a  direct  order  from  the  Crown  in  each  particular  case,  to  get 
back  from,  some  other  department  of  the  Executive,  but  which  is 
after  all  from  the  Crown,  and  out  of  the  general  fund  into  which  it  has 
been  paid,  the  money  which  is  to  be  repaid  to  such  persons  as  the 
prosecutor  if  they  make  out  their  case.  Therefore,  the  right  of  this 
prosecutor  (if  any)  seems  to  me'  to  be  a  right  against  the  Crown  in 
respect  of  monejrs  which  are  in  the  hands  of  the  C&own,  and  belong  to 
the  Crown.  If  that  is  so,  then  no  action  will  Ue,  because  an  action  will 
not  lie  against  servants  of  the  Crown.  I  have  said  that  I  do  not  think 
the  statute  gives  any  individual  an  action  against  the  Commissioners 
for  the  reasons  I  have  stated — viz.,  that  it  raises  no  relation  between 
the  applicant  and  the  servants  of  the  Crown  ;  therefore  the  claim  upon 
which  the  prosecutor  insists  must  be  a  claim  against  the  Crown.  If 
the  prosecutor,  therefore,  has  any  remedy  in  this  case,  it  must  be  by 
petition  of  right."* 

The  distinction  pointed  out  is  between —  Two  olasses 

(a)  Those  cases  where  commissioners  or  others  receive  money  ^*®®®  •  ^^^ 
either  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  missionera  act 
without  reference  to  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  or  in  some  under  parlia- 
capacity  in  which  their  relation  to,  and  dependency  on,  the  °^^^**^ 
Crown  is  not  invoked  ;  when  they  are  liable  to  ordinary  *^   ^"  ^' 
process  to  secure  its  due  application]^;  and 

1  12Q.B.D.461. 

2  Percival  v.  The  Queen,  3  H.  &  C.  217  ;  Executors  of  Perry  v.  The  Queen,  L.  R.  4, 
Ex.  27  ;  DeLanceyy,  TheQueen,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  140. 

3  12  Q.  B.D.,  per  Brett.  M.R.,  472. 

4  In  TJie  Queen  v.  Lamboum  Valley  Ry,  Co.,  22  Q.  B.  D.  463,  where  the  prerogative 
writ  of  mandamus  was  sought  to  compel  a  raUway  company  to  register  a  transfer. 
Pollock,  B.,  and  Manisty,  J.,  refused  the  application,  because  "  numerous  authorities 
establish  the  proposition,"  that  the  writ  ought  not  to  be  granted  "  if  the  applicant 
has  another  and  sufficient  remedy  by  action. "  It  having  been  argued  that  the  principle 
laid  down  had  a  general  effect  in  curtailing  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division,  Wright,  J.,  in  Beg.  v.  The  Vestry  of  St.  George,  SotUhwark,  67  L.  T.  412, 
explained  the  decision  as  applying  only,  **  where  the  duty  sought  to  be  enforced  as 
well  as  the  right  to  claim  are  in  substance  of  a  private  nature,  and  that  it  does  not 
extend  to  any  case  where  the  duties  sought  to  oe  enforced  are  merely  of  a  public 
nature.    If  it  were  otherwise,  a  great  part  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Ck)urt  (the  Q.  B.  D. ) 
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(6)  Where 
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the  Grown. 


Governors  of 


(b)  Those  cases  where  commissioners  or  others  are  acting  directly 
as  servants  of  the  Crown,  and  are  amenable  to  the  Crown  ; 
when  they  are  not  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Courts  otherwise  than  by  petition  of  right.^ 

The  case  of  The  King  v.  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  seems 
inconsistent  with  this,  as  there  the  Queen's  Bench  ordered  a  mandamus 
to  go  ;  and  in  the  subsequent  case  of  In  re  Hand?  Lord  Denman,  who 
deUvered  judgment  in  the  earlier  case,  shows  a  disposition  to  Umit  the 
range  of  his  decision  ;  while,  in  Baron  de  Bode^s  cdse*  Coleridge,  J., 
speaks  of  the  decision  as  "  a  much  misunderstood  instance,"  and  as 
turning  on  the  particular  statute.  In  the  Queen  v.  Commissioners  of 
Woods,  dc,  Lord  Denman  seems  to  incUne  to  his  earlier  view  f  and  in 
The  Queen  v.  Lords  of  the  Treasury,^  under  1  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  11,  the 
earher  decision  was  followed.  Ex  parte  Wcimsletp  and  The  Queen  v. 
Lords  Commission's  of  the  Tredsurjf  are  the  other  way.  In  the  latter 
case  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  thus  expresses  the  governing  principle  :•  "  When 
a  duty  has  to  be  performed  (if  I  may  use  that  expression)  by  the  Crown, 
this  Court  (the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench)  cannot  claim  even  in  appear- 
ance to  have  any  power  to  command  the  Crown.  The  thing  is  out  of 
the  question.  Over  the  Sovereign  we  can  have  no  power.  In  Uke 
manner,  where  the  parties  are  acting  as  servants  of  the  Crown  and  are 
amenable  to  the  Crown,  whose  servants  they  are,  they  are  not  amenable 
to  use  in  the  exercise  of  our  prerogative  jurisdiction."*®  The  law,  then, 
may  be  considered  settled  in  accordance  with  the  view  of  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
and  The  King  v.  Lords  Commissiofhers  of  the  Treasury^^  to  be  overruled 
by  In  re  Nathan  **  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.** 

The  next  class  of  public  officers  whose  position  we  shall  consider 


dependencies,  jg  ^^^^  ^f  Govemors  of  dependencies.** 


in  granting  writs  of  mandamus  would  be  taken  away ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  the 
intention  of  the  learned  judges  who  decided  the  Lamboum  Valley  case  was  to  lay 
down  such  a  doctrine."     Smith  v.  Charley  District  Council  ( 1897),  1  Q.  B.  632. 

1  The,  Queen  v.  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  387,  followed 
in  The  King  v.  Arndel  (1906),  3  C.  L.  R.  (Australia),  557,  where  Smith  v.  The  Queen, 
3  App.  Cas.  614,  is  distinguished. 

2  4  A.  &  E.  286.  3  4  A.  &  E.  996. 
4  6  Dowl.  Praotioe  Cases,  792.                          5  15  Q.  B.  770. 

6  16  Q.  B.  367.     See  Blackburn,  J.,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  399.  7  1  B.  &  S.  81. 

«  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  387.     See  Ruling  Cases,  Campbell,  vol.  i.  802.         9  L.c.  394. 

10  Cp.  MitcheU  v.  The  Queen,  7  Times  L.  R.  480, 579.  n  4  A.  &  E.  286. 

12  12  Q.  B.  D.  476.  The  Queen  v.  The  Secretary  of  State  for  War  (1891).  2  Q.  B.  326. 
As  to  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  see  Ex  parte  Ricketis,  4  A.  &  E.  999  ;  as  to  Commissioners 
of  Woods  and  Forests,  Ex  parte  Reeve,  6  Dowl.  Pract.  Cas.  668  ;  as  to  Commissioners 
of  Excise,  The  Queen  v.  Excise  Commissioners,  6  Q.  B.  975,  and  as  to  Sanitary  Com- 
missioners administering  the  functions  of  the  Crown,  Sanitary  Commissioners  of 
Oibraliar  v.  OrfUa,  15  App.  Cas.  400,  413.  The  immunity  of  executive  officers  in  tho 
United  States  from  mandamus  controlling  a  discretion  is  fully  considered  in  Oaines 
V.  Thompson,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  347.  See  for  subsequent  cases,  Carrick  v.  Lamar,  116 
U.  S.  (9  Davis)  423,  and  Boynton  v.  Blaine,  139  U.  S.  (32  Davis)  306,  where  the  rule 
is  said  to  be  that  the  writ  of  mandamus  cannot  issue  in  a  case  where  its  effect  is  to 
direct  or  control  the  head  of  an  executive  department  in  the  discharge  of  an  executive 
duty  involving  the  exercise  of  judgment  or  discretion  ;  when  a  mere  ministerial  duty 
is  imposed  it  is  otherwise. 

13  A  Petition  of  Right  does  not  lie  against  the  Crown  for  money  received  under  a 
treaty  by  the  Government  in  respect  of  debts  owing  by  subjects,  of  a  foreign  power  to 
certain  of  its  own  subjects ;  Rustomjee  v.  The  Queen,  1  Q.  B.  D.  487,  2  Q.  B.  D.  69. 
The  same  case  is  authority  for  the  proposition  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  Apply  to  a  Petition  of  Right. 

14  The  rule  of  the  Civil  Law  is.  In  jus  voeari  non  oportet  neque  consvlem  ne^iM 
proefeetem  neque  prcctorem  neque  proconsulem,  neque  coeteros  magistraius  qui  imperium 
habent,  qui  eoercere  aliquem  possurU,  et  fubere  in  carcerem  duci ;  nee  pontifUem,  dum 
iocra  faci$ ;  D.  2,  4,  2,    As  to  CommioQionere  appointed  in  a  oon(}u«rod  ooimtpy»  it  \m 
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Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas  ^  is  the  leading  case.    To  an  action  for  assault  Moetyn  v. 
and  false  imprisonment,  the  defendant  pleaded — ^first,  not  guilty,  and,  ^<*^^*'- 
secondly,  that  he  was  Governor  of  a  colony,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
raising  sedition  and  mutiny  ;  in  consequence  of  which  he  imprisoned 
him.     The  plaintiff  put  in  issue  the  facts  of  the  plea.     The  verdict 
went  for  the  plaintiff.    A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered ;    it  was  rp^^  points 
sought  to  argue  first,  that  an  action  would  not  Ue  in  England,^  and  raised : 
secondly,  that  no  action  at  all  could  anywhere  lie  against  the  Governor  I-  Action 
of  a  colony  any  more  than  against  the  King  himself.     Lord  Mansfield,  I^^EngiMidr 
C.J.,  thus  answered  these  contentions  :^  "  The  first  point  that  I  shall  ii.  No  action 
begin  with  is  the  sacredness  of  the  person  of  the  (xovemor.    Why,  if  would  lie 
that  was  true,  and  if  the  law  was  so,  he  must  plead  it.     This  is  an  action  ^^^or  of 
for  false  imprisonment ;  prima  facie  the  Court  has  jurisdiction.     If  he  colony, 
was  guilty  of  the  fact,  he  must  show  a  special  matter  that  he  did  this 
by  a  proper  authority.    What  is  his  proper  authority  ?     The  King's 
commission  to  make  him  Governor.    Why  then  he  certainly  must  plead 
it ;   but,  however,  I  will  not  rest  the  answer  upon  that.     It  has  been 
singled  out  that  in  a  colony  that  is  beyond  the  seas,  but  part  of  the 
dominions  of  the  Crown  of  England,  though  actions  would  Ue  for 
injuries  conmiitted  by  other  persons,  yet  it  shall  not  Ue  against  the 
Governor.    Now,  I  say  for  many  reasons,  if  it  did  not  Ue  against  any 
other  man,  it  shall  most  emphatically  Ue  against  the  Governor.     In 
every  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  you  must  state  a  jurisdiction ;   for,  if 
there  is  no  other  method  of  trial,  that  alone  will  give  the  King's  Courts 
jurisdiction."     "  In  every  case  to  repel  the  jurisdiction  of  the  King's 
Courts  you  must  show  a  better  and  a  more  proper  jurisdiction.*    Now, 

said,  in  arguing  in  BedreecHund  v.  ElphinetTne,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  379,  425,  1  Knapp 
P.  C.  C.  316,  346^':  "  A  Commissioner  is  at  most  only  equal  to  a  Governor ;  perhaps 
his  office  is  rather  inferior  ;  at  any  rate,  he  cannot  pretend  to  a  greater  degree  of  irre- 
sponsibility." Forsyth,  Cases  and  Opinions  on  Constitutional  Law,  64.  Oliver  St. 
John  touches  on  this  subject  in  his  speech  in  the  Proceedinjs  aja'nai  the  Earl  of 
Strafford,  3  Uov^.  St.  Tr.  1494. 

1  Cowp.  161,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  81,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  591. 

2  Companhia  de  Morambique  v.  British  South  Africa  Co.  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  368, 
reversed  (1893)  A.  C.  602.  In  Phillips  v.  Eyre,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  1,  it  is  laid  down 
(at  28)  that  to  found  an  action  of  tort  in  England,  two  conditions  must  be  fulfilled : 
First,  the  wrong  must  be  such  that  it  would  have  been  actionable  if  committed  in 
England  :  TA?  H^i'lfy,  L.  R.  2  P.  C.  193.  Secondly,  it  must  not  have  been  justifiable 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  done  :  Blades  case,  (1674),  3  Swanst.  603  App. 
(and  see  per  Lord  Lindlev,  Carr  v.  Fracis  fimes  (1902),  A.  C.  184) ;  Dobree  v.  Napier, 
2  Bing.  N.  C.  781,  3  St.  fr.  N.  S.  621  ;  Reg.  v.  Lesley,  Bell  C.  C.  220.  PhiUips  v.  Eyre 
and  The  Ualley  are  followed  and  approved  in  The.  M.  Moxham,  1  P.  D.  107,  and  dis- 
cussed in  Potter  v.  Broken  Hill  Proprietary  Co.  (1906),  30  V.  L.  R.  612 ;  3  C.  L.  R. 
(Australia)  479.  InBalUnUine  v.  Qotding,  Cooke's  Bankruptcy  Law,  487,  Lord  Mans- 
field laid  down  the  rule  that  what  is  a  discharge  of  a  debt  in  the  country  where  it 
is  contracted  is  a  discharge  of  it  everywhere,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  where  an 
obligation  ex  delicto  to  pay  damages  is  discharged  and  avoided  by  the  law  of  the 
country  where  it  is  made,  the  accessory  right  of  action  is  in  like  manner  discharged 
and  avoided.  To  show,  however,  that  an  action  is  pending  abroad  for  a  wrong  is 
no  ground  for  staying  proceedings  in  this  country,  see  Cox  v.  Mitchell,  7  C.  B.  N.  8. 
65 ;  Mutrie  v.  Binney,  36  Ch.  D.  614,  623.  In  Potter  v.  Brovm,  6  East  131,  Lord 
Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said  :  "  We  always  import  together  with  their  persons  the  existing 
relations  of  foreigners,  as  between  themselves,  according  to  the  laws  of  their  respective 
countries ;  except,  indeed,  where  those  laws  clash  with  the  rights  of  our  own  subjects 
here,  and  one  or  other  of  the  laws  must  necessarily  give  way,  in  which  case  our  own 
is  entitled  to  the  preference."  See  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  326  ;  CaU  v.  Papayanni, 
1  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  N.  S.  471,  483  ;  ScoU  v.  Seymour,  1  H.  &  C.  219  ;  Dennick  v.  Rd.  Co.,  103 
U.  S.  (13  Otto)  11  ;  The.  Indian  Chief,  3  C.  Rob.  Adm.,  per  Sir  William  Scott,  29. 
See  also  Companhia  de  Morarribique  v.  British  South  Africa  Company  (1892),  2  Q.  B., 
per  Fry,  L.J.,  414.  Forsyth,  Cases  and  Opinions  on  Constitutional  Law,  188,  217  ; 
Bosses  V.  Bhagvat  Sinhjee,  19  Rettie  31. 

8  20  How.  St  Tr.  228. 

i  Case  of  TM  Hon,  Bob,  Johndon,  6  East  583 ;  Caee  of  The  KiiUo6h$,  18  How. 
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in  this  case  no  other  jurisdiction^  is  shown  even  by  way  of  argument ; 
Dictum  ot  and  it  is  most  certain  that  if  the  King's  Courts  cannot  hold  plea  in 
Lord  such  a  case,  there  is  no  other  Court  upon  earth  that  can  do  it ;  for  it 

•^^A^Govemor  ^^  truly  said  that  a  Governor  is  in  the  nature  of  a  Viceroy,  and,  of 
is  in  the         necessity,  part  of  the  privileges  of  the  King  are  communicated  to  him 
nature  of  a      during  the  time  of  his  government.     No  criminal  prosecution  lies 
Viceroy.         against  him,  and  no  civil  action  will  lie  against  him ;   because  what 
would  the  consequence  be  ?     Why,  if  a  civil  action  lies  against  him, 
and  a  judgment  (is)  obtained  for  damages,  he  might  be  taken  up  and 
put  in  prison  on  a  capias  ;  and,  therefore,  locally  during  the  time  of 
his  government  the  Courts  in  the  island  cannot  hold  plea  against  him." 
"  If  he  is  out  of  the  government  he  leaves  it ;  he  comes  and  lives  in 
England,  and  he  has  no  effects  there  to  be  attached  ;  then  there  is  no 
remedy  whatsoever,  if  it  is  not  in  the  King's  Courts." 
Lord  Manfl-  The  dictum  of  Lord  Mansfield  that  "  a  Governor  is  in  the  nature  of  a 

^Q\^\^d%ci^m  Viceroy,"  in  the  sense  that  he  is  clothed  with  the  plenitude  of  the 
the  Privy  ^  Toyal  prerogative,  may  be  considered  as  not  to  be  law.  The  question 
Council  in  arose  in  Cameron  v.  Kyte,^  where  Parke,  B.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of 
Cameron  v.  the  Privy  Council,  said  :  "  If  a  Governor  had,  by  virtue  of  that  appoint- 
^^  ment,  the  whole  sovereignty  of  the  colony  delegated  to  him  as  a 

Viceroy,  and  represented  the  King  in  the  government  of  that  colony, 
there  would  be  good  reason  to  contend  that  an  act  of  sovereignty  done 
by  him  would  be  valid  and  obligatory  upon  the  subject  living  within 
his  government,  provided  the  act  would  be  valid  if  done  by  the  Sovereign 
himself,  though  such  act  might  not  be  in  conformity  with  in- 
structions which  the  Governor  had  received  for  the  regulation  of  his 
own  conduct.  The  breach  of  those  instructions  might  well  be  con- 
tended on  this  supposition  to  be  matter  resting  between  the  Sovereign 
*  and  his  deputy,  rendering  the  latter  liable  to  censure  or  punishment, 
but  not  affecting  the  validity  of  the  act  done.  But  if  the  Governor  be 
an  oflBlcer  merely  with  a  limited  authority  from  the  Crown,  his  assump- 
tion of  an  act  of  sovereign  power,  out  of  the  limits  of  the  authority 
so  given  to  him,  would  be  purely  void,  and  the  Courts  of  the  colony 
over  which  he  presided  could  not  give  it  any  legal  effect.  We  think 
the  ofiice  of  Governor  is  of  the  latter  description,  for  no  authority  or 
dictum  has  been  cited  before  us  to  show  that  a  Governor  can  be  con- 
sidered as  having  delegation  of  the  whole  royal  power  in  any  colony  as 
between  him  and  the  subject  when  it  is  not  expressly  given  by  his 
commission  ;^  and  we  are  not  aware  that  any  commission  to  colonial 
Governors  conveys  such  an  extensive  authority."* 
Dictum  oi  The  dictum  of  Lord  Mansfield  was  expressly  dissented  from  in  HtU 

Lord  V.  Bigge,^  by  Lord  Brougham,*  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

Mansfield  dis- 
sented from  in  St.  Tr.  395.     See,  however,  Companhia  de  Mozambique  v.  British  South  Africa  Co.,  in 
Hill  V.  Bigge,    the  House  of  Lords,  supra. 

1  Butler's  Note  CJo.  Litt.  39ia. 

2  3  Knapp  P.  C.  C.  332,  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  607. 

3  L.c.  343,  344.     See  In  re  Stizure  of  Slaves  at  Sierra  Leone,  Br.  &  Lush.  148. 

*  See  Chalmers,  Opinions  of  Eminent  Lawyers,  vol.  i.  231.  T?ie  RoUa,  6  C.  Rob. 
Adm.  364. 

6  8  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  465, 476, 478, 4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  723. 

«  "  With  the  most  profound  respect  for  the  authority  of  that  illustrious  judge 
(Lord  Mansfield),  it  must  be  observed  that,  as  has  been  shown,  the  Grovemor  being 
liable  to  process  during  his  government  would  not  of  any  necessity  follow  from  his 
being  liable  to  action,  and  that  the  same  argument  might  be  used  to  show  that  an 
action  lies  not  against  persons  enjoying  undoubted  freedom  from  arrest  by  reason  of 
privilege  "  :  3  Moore  P.  C.  C.  481.  The  status  of  Colonial  Governors  is  ezhaustiTely 
oonsidered  in  Toy  v.  Muagrove,  14  Viot.  L.  B.  349. 
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Privy  Council  there.  The  action  was  for  a  private  debt  contracted  by 
the  defendant  in  England  before  he  was  Governor,  but  on  which  he  was 
sued  in  the  Courts  of  the  colony,  and  thereupon  claimed,  as  a  personal 
privilege  of  the  Governor,  immunity  from  being  called  to  answer  there. 
Lord  Brougham  said  :  ''  If  it  be  said  that  the  Governor  of  a  colony  is 
quasi-Sovereign,  the  answer  is  that  he  does  not  even  represent  the 
Sovereign  generally,  having  only  the  functions  delegated  to  him  by 
the  terms  of  his  commission,  and  being  only  the  officer  to  execute  the 
specific  powers  with  which  that  commission  clothes  him."  "His 
being  Uable  to  be  taken  in  execution  is  not  the  necessary  consequence 
of  his  being  liable  to  have  a  judgment  against  him.  There  were 
anciently  more  instances  than  happily  now  of  persons  privileged  from 
legal  process ;  but  there  still  are  some  such  exemptions,  as  privilege 
of  peerage  and  of  ParUament,^  and  of  persons  in  attendance  upon  the 
Sovereign  and  upon  Courts  of  Justice.  None  of  these  privileges 
protect  from  suits,  all  more  or  less  protect  from  personal  arrest  in 
execution,  or  judgment  recovered  by  suit.  Indeed,  the  old,  and  we 
may  now  say  obsolete,  writ  of  protection  which  the  King  granted  to 
his  servants  and  debtors,  purported  to  be  a  protection  from  all  pleas 
and  suits  ;  yet  the  Courts  held  that  no  one  should  thereby  be  delayed 
in  his  action,  but  only  that  execution  should  be  stayed  after  judgment."^ 
"  It  therefore  is  not  at  all  necessary  that,  in  holding  a  Governor  Uable 
to  be  sued,  we  should  hold  his  person  Uable  to  arrest  while  on  service — 
that  is,  while  resident  in  his  government.  It  is  not  even  necessary 
that  we  should  meet  the  suggestion  of  his  goods,  in  all  circumstances, 
being  Uable  to  be  taken  in  execution — though  that  is  subject  to  a 
difEerent  consideration." 

In  PhiUvps  V.  EyrCy^  a  colonial  Act  of  Indemnity  had  been  passed  PhUlips  v. 
in  respect  of  certain  aUeged  wrongful  acts  done  by  the  Governor,  ^y^*-  ^ 
This  Act  of  Indemnity  was  held  an  answer  to  an  action  brought  in' 
England ;    on  the  principle  that,  to  found  any  right  of  action,  it  is 
necessary  to  show  that  the  acts  out  of  which  the  action  arises  cannot 
be  justified  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  they  are  done,*  and  that  the 
Act  of  Indemnity,  b    which  the  elements  necessary  to  constitute  a  right 
of  action  were  removed,  was  not  necessarily  and  in  its  nature  unjust. 

The  Privy  Council  had  again  the  question  of  a  Governor's  authority 
before  it  in  the  case  of  Musgrave  v.  PuLido,^  An  action  of  trespass  was  Musgrave  v. 
brought  in  Jamaica  against  the  Governor  for  seizing  and  detaining  a  P^*do, 
schooner,  of  which  the  plaintifE  was  charterer.  The  plea  set  out  that 
the  defendant  was  the  Governor  of  Jamaica,  and  that  the  acts  in 
respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought  were  done  by  him  in  that 
capacity.  After  a  review  of  the  cases,  the  judgment  of  the  Privy 
Council  proceeds  as  foUows  :  "  It  is  apparent  from  these  authorities 
that  the  Governor  of  a  colony  (in  ordinary  cases)  cannot  be  regarded  as 
a  Viceroy  ;  nor  can  it  be  assumed  that  he  possesses  general  sovereign 
power.  His  authority  is  derived  from  his  commission,  and  Umited  to 
the  powers  thereby  expressly  or  impUedly  entrusted  to  him.     Let  it 

1  See  In  re  Mr,  Lonj  Welleshy,  2  Russ.  &  M.  639,  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  91 1. 

2  Cro.  Jac.  419;  25  Edw.  III.  stat.  5,  o.  19;  PUkington  v.  Stanhope  (1694),  2 
Vem.  317.  See  Bracton  (Twiss),  vol.  iv.  137,  vol.  v.  130.  There  is  an  interesting 
account  of  essoigns  in  Reeves,  Hist.  Eng.  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  i.  405-417;  Yin.  Abr. 
Essoign. 

3  (1869)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  225  ;  (Ex.  Ch.)  6  Q.  B.  1. 

*  Carr  v.  Fracis  Times  ( 1902),  A.  C.  176. 

*  (1879)6App.Ca8.  102;  i^^ireaAaTamaH  v.  J3aJfcer{  1901),  A.  C.  676. 
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be  granted  that,  for  acts  of  power  done  by  a  Governor  under  and 
within  the  limit  of  his  commission,  he  is  protected,  because  in  doing 
thopi  he  is  the  servant  of  the  Crown,  and  is  exercising  its  sovereign 
authority ;  the  like  protection  cannot  be  extended  to  acts  which  are 
wholly  beyond  the  authority  confided  to  him.  Such  acts,  though  the 
Governor  may  assume  to  do  them  as  Governor,  cannot  be  considered 
as  done  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  nor  to  be  in  any  proper  sense  acts  of 
State.  When  questions  of  this  kind  arise,  it  must  necessarily  be  within 
the  province  of  municipal  Courts  to  determine  the  true  character  of  the 
acts  done  by  a  Governor,  though  it  may  be  that,  when  it  is  established 
that  the  particular  act  in  question  is  really  an  act  of  State  policy  done 
under  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  the  defence  is  complete,  and  the 
Courts  can  take  no  further  cognisance  of  it." 

The  operation  of  the  principle  here  indicated  is  shown  in  Tandy  v. 
Lord  Westmoreland,^  an  action  brought  against  the  Lord-Lieutenant 
of  Ireland  by  Napper  Tandy.  The  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer,  on 
motion  by  the  Attorney-General,  and  acting  on  facts  disclosed  in  a 
warrant  of  attorney  from  Napper  Tandy  to  Dowling,  his  attorney, 
ordered  the  subpoena  issued  against  the  Lord-Lieutenant  to  be  quashed, 
on  the  ground  that  the  facts  so  disclosed  showed  that  he  was  sued  for 
an  act  done  by  him  in  his  capacity  of  Lord-Lieutenant,  and  that  such 
an  action  is  not  maintainable.  This  decision  was  followed  in  Luby  v. 
Lord  Wodehouse,^  where  the  Attorney-General,  for  the  defendant, 
moved,  on  affidavits  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  proceedings  be  stayed 
or  the  writ  be  taken  off  the  file,  on  the  groimd  that  the  facts  set  out 
in  the  affidavits  showed  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the 
defendant  for  acts  done  by  Lord  Wodehouse  qua  Lord-Lieutenant, 
and  not  for  a  personal  act  done  by  him  as  a  private  individual ;  and 
that,  therefore,  he  was  not  amenable  to  this  or  to  any  other  Court. 
The  Court  being  satisfied  from  the  materials  -of  the  accuracy  of  the 
contention,  granted  the  motion.  In  a  third  Irish  case  ®  the  motion  was 
supported  by  an  affidavit  made  by  the  Under-Secretary,  which  was 
answered  by  the  plaintiff  ;  here,  too,  the  Court  made  the  order. 

It  appears,  then,  from  these  and  other  cases,*  that,  in  actions 
brought  against  the  Governors  of  dependencies,  it  is  necessary,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  ordinary  Courts  of  law  from  taking  cognisance  of  them, 
that — first,  the  facts  out  of  which  the  proceedings  arise  should  be  laid 
before  the  Court,  apparently  in  any  form  by  which  the  Court  can 
sufficiently  inform  itself  ;  and,  secondly,  the  Court,  on  inquiry  into  the 
nature  of  the  acts  complained  of,  should  be  satisfied  that  they  bear  the 
character  of  acts  of  State.  On  being  so  satisfied,  it  will  take  no  further 
cognisance  of  them.* 

1  27  How.  St.  Tr.  1247,  1264. 

2  17  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  618.  See  the  comment  on  the  accuracy  of  this  case,  per  Lord 
Brougham,  Hill  v.  Bigge,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  733,  and  what  is  said  of  this  and  the  preceding 
case  in  Mwtgrave  v.  PiUido,  5  App.  Gas.  111. 

3  Sullivan  v.  Earl  Spencer,  Ir.  R.  6  C.  L.  173.     As  to  the  liability  of  a  person 
doing  a  wrongful  act  under  the  King's  orders,  3  Inst.  236,  Chitty,  Prerog.  90 ;  Dicey, , 
Law  of  the  Constitution  (4th  ed.),  303  ei  aeqq.  ;  Proceedings  on  the  Habeas  Corpus 
brougfu  by  Sir  Thomas  Damvll  ani  others,  3  How.  St.  Tr.  1-234 ;  Hallam,  Const. 
Hist.  vol.  i.  (8th  ed.),  383  et  seqq. 

4  Rajah  of  Tanjore'^  case,  13  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  22 ;  Forester  ar%d  others  v.  Secretary 
of  State  for  India,  L.  R.  Ind.  App.  Sup.  10  ;  Nabob  of  Camatic  v.  East  India  Companyj 
1  Ves.  Jun.  370 ;  Ex-Rajah  of  Coorg  v.  East  India  Company,  29  Beav.  300 ;  Rajik 
Salig  Ram  v.  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  L.  R.  Ind.  App.  Sup.  Vol.  1 19 — all  cited  in 
Musgrave  v.  Pulido,  6  App.  Cas.  102  ;  Basham  v.  Lumley,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  322. 

6  As  to  "  Act  of  State  "  see  note  2  on  preceding  page.     As  to  the  criminal  liability 
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Some  remarks  of  Blackburn,  J.,  charging  the  grand  jury  in  Regina  Charge  of 
V.  Eyre,^  may  here  be  noted  :  "  The  powers  of  a  Governor  of  a  colony  f ^^'^^^^ 
are  difterent  from  and  more  extensive  than,  those  of  a  lord-Ueutenant  v!  %re.  ^ 
of  a  county  of  England  or  a  mayor  of  a  borough  in  England,  in  which 
a  riot  or  insurrection  has  broken  out ;  and,  consequently,  both  what 
he  may  be  authorised  to  do  and  what  he  may  be  punishable  or  blame- 
able  for  if  he  does  not  do,  is  different  in  his  case  from  theirs,  but  the 
principle  upon  which  the  responsibiUty  of  each  officer  depends  is,  I 
think,  the  same.  The  officer  is  bound  to  exercise  the  powers  which  the 
law  gives  him  in  the  manner  which,  xmder  the  circumstances,  is  right ; 
and  if  he  fails  to  exercise  those  powers,  if  something  which  he  ought  to 
do  is  not  done  by  him,  and  mischief  occurs,  then,  if  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  make  it  his  duty  to  exercise  them,  and  he  does  not  do  it, 
he  neglects  his  duty ;  and  if  the  neglect  is  such  and  to  such  an  extent 
as  amount  to  criminal  neghgence,  then  he  is  guilty  of  a  crime  for  which 
he  may  be  indicted."^ 

It  is  a  principle  of  the  conmion  law  that  one  cannot  be  removed  from 
a  freehold  office  except  for  misconduct  and  after  having  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard  in  his  defence.  But  if  the  office  is  held  at  the  will  of 
the  Crown,  the  Crown's  power  is  unrestricted.^  The  appointment  of  a 
successor  vacates  the  prior  appointment.  A  colonial  government  is  on 
the  same  footing  as  the  home  government  in  this.*  Where  a  contract  of 
service  is  made  for  the  Crown  by  an  agent  the  doctrine  of  CoUen  v.  Wright 
charging  the  agent  for  an  impUed  warranty,  has  no  application.^ 

Judicial  officers  are  the  next  class  of  pubUc  officers  to  be  considered.  Judicial 
The  best  description  of  judicial  duties  may  be  extracted  from  two  officers. 
American  cases.    In  Seanum  v.  Patten,^  Livingston,  J.,  said:    ^'' kn Seaman^, 
officer  acting  under  a  commission  from  Grovemment,  who  is  enjoined  ^^«»- 
by  law  to  the  performance  of  certain  things,  if  in  his  judgment  or 
opinion  the  requisites  therein  mentioned  have  been  complied  with ; 
and  inhibited  imder  the  hke  exercise  of  his  own  discretion  from  doing 
other  things  ;  who  is  sworn  to  discharge  these  duties  to  the  best  of  his 
ability,  and  exposed  also  to  penalties  as  well  for  negligence  as  for 
acting  where  he  ought  not,  is  not  answerable  to  a  party  who  may 
conceive  himself  aggrieved  for  an  omission  arising  from  a  mistake  or 
mere  want  of  skill,  if  there  be  no  bad  faith,  corruption,  malice,  or  some 
misbehaviour  or  abuse  of  power."     The  officer  in  the  case  was  an 
"  inspector-general  of  provisions,"  and  therefore  not  a  Court  of  record. 

In  Vand^rheyden  v.  Young,  Spencer,  J.,  said  '?    "  It  is  a  general  Vanderheyden 

V.  Young. 
of  a  Governor,  see  11  &  12  Will.  III.  c.  12 ;  42  Geo.  III.  c.  86,  see.  6,  is  repealed  down  to 
"  provided  always  that  "  by  Public  Authorities  Protection  Act,  1893,  Sched. ;  Rex  v. 
WaU,  28  How.  St.  Tr.  61 ;  Rex  v.  Picton,  30  How.  St.  Tr.  226;  Reg.  v.  Eyre,  Finlason, 
History  of  the  Jamaica  Case.  See  also  Proceedings  against  Col.  Fiennes  for  coivardlg 
surrendering  the  City  and  Castle  of  Bristol,  4  How.  St.  Tr.  186.  In  the  United  States 
it  is  assumed  as  a  principle  flowing  from  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  that  the 
officers  of  the  Government  are  not  subject  to  suits  for  acts  in  the  regular  discharge  of 
their  official  duties  :  Cooler,  Constitutional  Limitations  (6th  ed.),  17  n. 

i  Finlason's  Report,  65. 

a  In  Ptnney'8  mse-^he  Bristol  Riots,  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  11,  610— Littledale,  J., 
says  :  A  public  officer  in  point  of  law  **  is  bound  to  hit  the  exact  line  between  an 
excess  ana  doing  what  is  sufficient." 

8  Willis  V.  Oijyps,  6  Moo.  P.  C,  per  Parke,  B.,  390. 

4  Shenton  v.  Smith  (1896),  A.  0.  229.  In  N.  S.  W.  legislation  has  made  exceptions 
to  this  principle,  as  in  Qo%dd  v.  Stvart  (1896),  A.  0.  676;  Young  v.  Adams  (1898), 
A.  C.  469 ;    Young  v.  Waller  ( 1898),  A.  C.  661 . 

6  Dunn  V.  Maedonald  (1897),  L  Q.  B.  401. 

•  2  Gaines  (N.  Y. ).  31 2, 317.  A  fish  inspector  is  a  judicial  officer ;  Falh  v.  Koeppd, 
7  Am.  St.  R.  867.  7  n  Johns.  (Sup.  Ct.  N.  Y.)  160,  168. 
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and  Boimd  principle  that  whenever  the  law  vests  any  peison  with  a 
power  to  do  an  act,  and  constitutes  him  a  judge  of  the  evidence  on 
which  the  act  may  be  done,  and  at  the  same  time  contemplates  that 
the  act  is  to  be  carried  into  efiect  through  the  instrumentahty  of 
agents,  the  person  thus  clothed  with  power  is  invested  with  disoretion, 
and  is,  quoad  hoc,  a  judge.  His  mandates  to  his  legal  agents  on  his 
declaring  the  event  to  have  happened,  will  be  a  protection  to  those 
agents  ;  and  it  is  not  their  duty  or  business  to  investigate  the  facts 
thus  referred  to  their  superior,  and  to  rejudge  his  determination/'^ 

Thus,  a  broker  who  undertook  to  give  his  opinions  upon  fruit 
submitted  to  him  was  held  to  act  as  a  quasi-arbitrator ;'  so  was  an 
average  adjuster,  to  whom  the  parties  to  a  suit  agreed  to  refer  their 
dispute,^  and  an  architect,  in  an  action  by  the  builder  against  him  for 
negligence,*  imless  fraud  and  coUusion  supervene.* 
Early  law.  The  principle  of  the  immunity  of  judges  for  judicial  acts  is  stated 

as  early  as  the  Book  of  Assize,  27  Edward  III.  135,  pi.  18.  And  the 
same  protection  was  extended  to  grand  jurors  ;  for  in  47  Edward  III. 
16,  pi.  30,  a  writ  of  conspiracy  ^  was  sued  in  the  King's  Bench,  and 
the  defendants  pleaded  that  they  were  indictors  therein;  and  this 
was  held  to  be  a  good  plea.  In  9  Edward  IV.  3,  pi.  10,  Littleton,  J., 
held  that  an  action  for  assault  and  battery  would  not  he  against  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  what  he  did  as  judge  of  record.^ 

1  See  Bamardiston  v.  Soame,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1063  ;  and  7  &  8  Will.  HI.  c.  7.  Sec. 
7  is  repealed  by  the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1867  (30  &  3i  Vict.  o.  59).  The  first 
reason  of  North,  C.  J.,  at  1096,  is  that  the  sheriff  acts  as  judge  in  declaring  the  majority 
of  votes,  and  therefore  no  action  will  lie,  though  his  action  is  charged  to  be  malicious. 
*'  If  a  justice  of  the  peace  commit  any  error  within  his  jurisdiction,  I  know  of  no  case 
where  such  an  action  will  lie  against  him  ;  as  if  he  convict  upon  evidence  which  turns 
out  not  to  be  true,  and  an  action  of  false  imprisonment  be  brought  against  him,  the 
conviction  is  conclusive  evidence  in  his  favour.  As  to  the  case  of  a  revenue  officer,  he 
is  a  mere  volunteer,  and  therefore  he  is  liable  for  any  mistakes  he  may  make.  But 
this  is  more  like  the  case  of  a  sheriff,  who  is  a  ministerial  officer.  If,  for  instance,  a 
writ  of  fi.  fa.  be  directed  to  him,  he  is  bound  to  act ;  and  when  the  property  is  disputed, 
if  he  return  nulla  bona,  and  happen  to  be  mistaken  in  point  of  law,  it  is  a  false  return  "  : 
per  Wilson,  J.,  in  Drewe  v.  Coulton,  cited  in  a  note  to  Harman  v.  Tappenden,  1  £ast 
663.  An  information  will  not  be  granted  against  magistrates,  though  they  mistake 
the  law,  if  they  do  not  act  corruptly  :  The  King  v.  Jackson,  1  T.  R.  663 ;  Tozier  v. 
ChUd,  7  E.  &  B.  377. 

2  Pappa  V.  Rose,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  32, 626. 

3  Thareis  Sulphur  and  Copper  Company  v.  Loftua,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  1. 

4  SUvenson  v.  Waison,  4  C.  P.  D.  148.  TuUis  v.  Jacson  (1892),  3  Ch.  441.  If 
an  arbitrator  along  with  his  award  delivers  a  paper  containing  his  reasons,  the  paper 
will  bo  taken  as  part  of  the  award  ;  and  if  the  reasons  are  wrong  in  law,  the  award  will 
be  set  aside  :  Kent  v.  Elstob,  3  East  18,  referred  to  by  Lord  Eldon,  a,  Young  v.  Walter, 
9  Ves.  366,  where  he  points  out  that  **  if  the  parties  mean  by  the  reference  to  say,  that 
A*B  law  shall  be  the  law  between  them,  they  are  competent  so  to  agree."  See  Arbitra- 
tion Act,  1889  (62  &  63  Vict.  o.  49).     An  arbitrator  may  be  called  as  a  witness  in  legal 

Eroceedings  to  enforce  his  award,  and  may  be  asked  questions  as  to  what  passed  before 
im  and  what  matters  were  presented  for  his  consideration,  but  not  as  to  what  passed 
in  his  mind  in  makins  his  award.  Ihike  of  Buceleuch  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
L.  R.  6  H.  L.  418 ;  In  re  Whiteley  ani  Rob-jrU's  ArhUration\\%n),  1  Ch.  668.  To 
the  same  effect  are  the  Scotch  cases  ;  McMillan  v.  Free  Church  (1862),  24  Dunlop  1282. 
See  East  and  West  India  Dock  Co.  v.  Kirk,  12  App.  Cas.  738.  In  Turner  v.  Ooulden, 
L.  R.  9  C.  P.  67,  a  "  mere  valuer  "  is  distinguished  from  an  arbitrator ;  and  cp.  In  re 
an  arbitration  between  De  Morgan,  8neU  db  Co,  ani  the  Bio  de  Janeiro  MtUa  ani 
Oranarits,  Ltd,,  8  Times  L.  R.  292  (C.  A.).  An  architect's  certificate  was  held  to  be 
given  as  an  arbitrator  in  Chambers  v.  Ooldthorpe  (1901 ),  1 K,  B.  624. 

6  Batterbury  v.  Vyse,  2  H.  &  C.  42  ;  Ludbrook  v.  BarreU,  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  798. 

6  Fitzh.  De  Nat.  Brev.  Writ  of  Ck)nspiracy,  114. 

7  There  is  a  law  of  Alfonso  V.  of  Araffon  in  1442  saying  that  the  justicia  shaU 
continue  in  office  during  life,  removable  on^,  on  sufficient  cause,  by  the  king  and  the 
cortes  united  :  Prescott,  Historv  of  Ferdinand  and  Isabella,  vol.  i.  86,  which  is  claimed 
to  be  "  the  most  ancient  precedent  in  favour  of  the  establishment  of  an  independent 
judiciary."     1  Kent,  Com.  293. 
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Staundforde,  in  his  "  Flees  del  Coron,"^  lays  down  that  no  pro-  staundforde, 
secution  for  conspiracy  lies  against  grand  jurors  ;   for  it  shall  not  be  "  Pleesdel 
intended  that  what  they  did  by  virtue  of  their  oaths  was  false  and  ^''^'^•" 
maUcious  ;  and  that  the  same  law  appUes  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for 
he  shall  not  be  punished  as  a  conspirator  for  what  he  does  in  open 
session  as  a  justice. 

In  Floyd  and  Backer's  cas^  the  same  subject  was  [considered  by  Flojd  ani 
the  two  Chief  Justices  (Popham  and  Coke),  the  Chief  Baron  (Fleming),  barker's  case. 
the  Lord  Chancellor  Egerton,  and  all  the  Court  of  Star  Chamber. 
"  It  was  agreed  that  insomuch  as  the  judges  of  the  realm  have  the 
administration  of  justice,  under  the  King,  to  all  his  subjects,  they 
ought  not  to  be  drawn  into  question  for  any  supposed  corruption, 
wluch  extends  to  the  annihilating  of  a  record,  or  of  any  judicial  pro- 
ceedings before  them,  or  tending  to  the  slander  of  the  justice  of  the 
King,  which  will  trench  to  the  scandal  of  the  King  himself,  except  it 
be  before  the  King  himself  f  for  they  are  only  to  make  an  account  to 
God  and  the  King,  and  not  to  answer  to  any  suggestion  in  the  Star 
Chamber ;  for  this  would  tend  to  the  scandal  and  subversion  of  all 
justice.  And  those  who  are  the  most  sincere  would  not  be  free  from 
continual  calumniations,  for  which  reason  the  orator  said  well.  In- 
vigilandum  est  semper y  rnuUcB  insidim  sunt  bonis.  And  the  reason  and 
cause  why  a  judge,  for  anything  done  by  him  as  judge,  by  the  authority 
which  the  King  hath  committed  to  him,  and  as  sitting  in  the  seat  of 
the  King  (concerning  his  justice),  shall  not  be  drawn  in  question 
before  any  other  judge  for  any  surmise  of  corruption,  except  before 
the  King  himself,  is  for  this ;  the  King  himself  is  de  jure  to  deUver 
justice  to  all  his  subjects ;  and  for  this  that  he  himself  cannot  do  it 
to  all  persons,  he  delegates  his  power  to  his  judges,  who  have  the 
custody  and  guard  of  the  King's  oath.  And,  forasmuch  as  this  con- 
cerns the  honour  and  conscience  of  the  King,  there  is  great  reason 
that  the  King  shall  take  account  of  it,  and  no  other."^  Lord  Chief 
Justice  North,  in  his  opinion  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  Bamardiston  v. 
Soame,^  puts  the  matter  more  forcibly :  "No  action  will  he  against 
a  judge  for  what  he  does  judicially,  though  it  should  be  laid  falsb 
malitiose  et  scienter ;  as  appears  in  Co.  12  Rep.  24.  They  who  are 
intrusted  to  judge,  ought  to  be  free  from  vexation,  that  they  may  deter- 
mine without  fear  ;  the  law  requires  courage  in  a  judge,  and  therefore 
provides  security  for  the  support  of  that  courage.'* 

In  BusheWs  <ms^  it  was  resolved  by  all  the  judges  of  England  Resolution  in 

1  (1583)173.  BushdL*6ca3e, 

2  12  Rep.  23,  26.  See  Boiler's  argument,  Fabrigas  v.  Mostyn,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  81, 
204,  and  Lord  Mansfield's  judgment,  228. 

3  In  the  time  of  Edward  III.,  Thorpe,  C.J.,  was  degraded  for  taking  bribes : 
3  Co.  Inst.  145  ;  1  Campbell,  Chief  Justices,  90,  91.  Y.  B.  14  &  15  Edw.  III.  Pike, 
Intro.  XXL,  liii.,  gives  an  acoount  of  the  trial  of  many  judges  by  Special  Commission 
for  misconduct  in  office.  As  to  judges  convicted  of  bribery,  see  4  Bl.  Com.  139  ;  Lord 
Boon's  case,  2  How.  St.  Tr.  1087  ;  Lord  Macclesfizld*8  case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  767. 
For  cases  of  the  sale  of  judicial  offices  see  1088,  and  for  arguments  of  the  legality  of  it, 
1 109,  1273.     See  Vin.  Abr.  Judges. 

4  Aire  v.  Sedgetoicke,  2  Rolle  Rep.  197  ;  Basien  v.  Carew,  3  B.  &  C.  649. 
6  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1096. 

0  (1670)  Vaughan  135 ;  6  How.  St.  Tr.  999 ;  see  the  comments  on  this  case  in 
the  argument  of  the  Attorney- Qeneral  in  Stockdale  v.  Harisard,  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  768. 
Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  335  ;  Tales  v.  Lansing,  5  Johns.  (Sup.  Ct.  N.  Y.)  282, 
6  Johns.  337,  9  Johns.  395,  may  be  referred  in  this  connection  for  the  judgment  of 
Kent,  C,  considering  the  English  authorities,  and  where  31  Car.  II.  o.  2---the  Habeas 
CorpuB  Act,  1679 — is  said  to  be  the  first  instance  in  the  History  of  the  English  law 
where  judges  of  the  highest  common  law  tribunal  sitting  and  acting  not  in  a  ministerial 
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(except  Kelynge,  C.J.)  that  a  juryman  cannot  lawfully  be  punished 
by  fine,  imprisonment,  or  otherwise  for  finding  against  the  evidence 
or  against  the  direction  of  the  judge,  even  though  his  finding  is  alleged 
to  be  given  corruptly  and  knowing  the  evidence  to  be  full  and  manifest.^ 
After  BusheWa  case  came  Hammond  v.  HoweU,^  The  defendant  was 
Recorder  of  London,  and,  as  one  of  the  judges  of  oyer  and  terminer, 
fined  and  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  because  he  had  brought  in  a  verdict 
as  a  juror  contrary  to  the  direction  of  the  Court  and  the  evidence. 
The  act  of  the  defendant  was  admitted  to  be  illegal ;  yet  the  Court 
held  that,  in  a  conflict  of  principles,  the  bringing  the  action  was  a 
greater  offence  than  the  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff  ;  that  no  action 
would  lie  against  a  judge  for  a  wrongful  commitment  any  more  than 
for  an  erroneous  judgment ;  that,  though  the  defendant  acted  errone- 
ously, he  acted  judicially ;  and  that,  if  what  he  did  was  corrupt, 
complaint  might  be  made  to  the  King ;  if  erroneous,  it  might  be 
reversed.^ 

GroenveU  v.  BurweU^  should  be  noticed;  where  Holt,  C.J.,  went 
at  large  into  the  cases  and  showed  that  judges  are  not  liable  to  an  action 
by  the  party  for  what  they  do  as  judges  ;  that  no  averment  is  ad- 
missible that  a  judge  of  record  has  acted  against  his  duty  ;  that,  even 
if  a  justice  of  the  peace  should  affirm  that,  upon  his  view,  as  against 
law  which  in  fact  is  not  so,  he  cannot  be  dravm  in  question ;  for  his 
decision  is  a  judicial  act ;  that,  in  Uke  manner,  jurors  are  not  respon- 
sible for  their  verdicts,  because  they  are  judges  of  fact ;  and  "  that 
it  would  expose  the  justice  of  the  nation,  and  no  man  would  execute  the 
office  of  a  judge  upon  peril  of  being  arraigned  by  action  or  indictment 
for  every  judgment  he  pronounces."* 

Passing  over  a  number  of  earlier  cases  we  come  to  Kem^^p  v.  NemUey^ 
where  Erie,  C.J.,  passes  in  review  aU  the  learning  on  the  subject  of 
judicial  officers'  liabiUty.  His  conclusions  are — first,  that  a  judicial 
officer  cannot  be  sued  for  an  adjudication,  according  to  the  best  of  his 
judgment,  upon  a  matter  within  his  jurisdiction ;    secondly,  that  a 

but  a  judicial  capacity  are  made  responsible  in  actions  by  private  suitors  for  the  exercise 
of  their  discretion. 

1-  The  verdict  of  a  jury  might  anciently  be  set  aside  by  an  attaint ;  as  to  which  see 
Finch,  Law  (1760),  484;  Yin.  Abr.  Attaint;  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk,  2,  c.  22,  s.  20.  By 
statute  1 1  Hen.  VI.  c.  4,  the  plaintiff  in  an  attaint  could  recover  his  damaees  and 
costs  against  the  jurors  and  defendants  ;  see  also  15  Hen.  VI.  c.  5 ;  Forsyth,  Hist. 
Trial  by  Jury,  180.  Where  a  writ  of  attaint  lay,  which  was  not  in  criminal  cases 
(Hawkins,  P.  C,  bk.  i.  c.  72,  s.  5),  a  jury  of  twenty- four  tried  the  issue  whether  the 
previous  jury  had  sworn  falsely.  The  verdict  of  the  second  jury  concluded  the 
matter.  The  writ  of  attaint  was  abolished  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  60  ;  sec.  61  saves  the  liability 
of  those  guilty  of  the  offence  of  embracery  ;  1  Russell,  Crimes  (6th  ed.),  360.  As 
to  juries  generally,  see  BusheWa  case,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  999,  and  the  notes  ;  also  Historical 
Observations  on  the  respective  functions  of  the  judge  and  the  jury.  Law  Mag.  and 
Rev.  (1866),  vol.  xiz.  1.  For  a  comprehensive  collection  of  authorities  on  the  powers, 
qualifications,  immunities,  and  responsibilities  of  grand  juries,  see  Commonwealth  v. 
Green,  12  Am.  St.  R.  894  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Brown,  147  Mass.  686,  9  Am.  St.  R.  736, 
Bro.  Abr.  Jurours  ;  Com.  Dig.  Enquest ;  Bac.  Abr.  Juries  ;  Steph.  Hist.  Crim.  Law, 
vol.  i.  261-272,  301-307,  666-676 ;  Reeves,  Hist,  of  the  Eng.  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  137, 
267  ;  Tidd,  Practice  (9th  ed.),  776-798  ;  3  Bl.  Comm.  364  ;  Gneist,  Hist,  of  the  Engl. 
Const,  passim, 

a  1  Mod.  184  ;  2  Mod.  218. 

3  The  practice  of  fining  juries  is  noticed,  2  Hale  P.  C.  168.  There  is  a  note  on  the 
same  subject :  Penn  db  Mead* a  case,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  967.     See  also  4  Bl.  Com.  361. 

4  12  Mod.  386  ;  1  Salk.  396  ;   1  Ld.  Raym.  464 ;  summarised  20  How.  St.  Tr.  203. 
6  See  also  Miller  v.  Scare,  2  Wm.  Bl.  1146  ;  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1  Cowp.  161. 

6  (1861)  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  623 ;  HamUton  v.  Anderson,  3  Maoq.  (So.  App.  Cas.)  363. 
The  powers  of  a  visitor  of  an  eleemosynary  corporation  are  judicial :  Phuips  v.  J9iiry, 
Skinner,  447, 1  Lord  Raym.  6,  Show.  P.  C.  36. 
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matter  of  fact  adjudicated  by  him  cannot  be  put  in  issue  in  an  action 
brought  against  him  for  what  he  has  so  done.  And  it  will  not  found 
jurisdiction  in  a  civil  suit  to  allege  that  what  has  been  done  has  been 
done  maUciously  and  corruptly,^  though  judges  of  inferior  courts  are 
under  the  supervision  of  the  King's  Bench  Division,  where  they  may 
be  made  amenable  to  punishment  for  corruption  or  gross  misconduct.* 

A  distinction  must  be  noted  between  judges  of  superior  courts —  Distinction 
that  is,  with  power  to  fine  and  imprison,  and  hence  of  record  ^ — and  |>e^ween  a 
judges  of  inferior  courts,  with  regard  to  their  immunity  from  process  superiorcourt 
for  what  is  done  by  them  while  purporting  to  act  in  the  discharge  of  and  a  judge  of 
the  duties  of  their  office.     The  Courts  take  judicial  cognisance  of  the  an  inferior 
position  and  dignity  of  the  one  ;   but  will  require  to  be  informed  on  ^^^ 
the  pleadings  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other.* 

When  once  the  quahty  of  the  act  called  in  question  is  determined, 
the  rule  applicable  is  clear  ;  it  is  thus  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  dehvering 
the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Colder  v.  Halket  .-^  "  EngUsh  Colder  v. 
judges  when  they  act  wholly  without  jurisdiction,  whether  they  may  Halket. 
suppose  they  had  it  or  not,  have  no  privilege;  and  the  justices  of  p"^^™^^*^^ 
the  peace,  whether  acting  as  such,  or  in  their  judicial  character,  in 
cases  of  summary  conviction,  have  no  other  than  that  of  having  notice 
of  action,  a  limitation  of  time  for  bringing  it,  a  restriction  as  to  venue, 
the  power  of  tendering  amends  and  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  with 
certain  advantages  as  to  costs."^  ''  An  act  of  a  judicial  nature,  and 
whether  there  was  any  irregularity  or  error  in  it  or  not,  would  be  dis- 
punishable by  ordinary  process  at  law ;  but  the  protection  would 
clearly  not  extend  to  a  judicial  act  done  wholly  without  jurisdiction." 
**  It  is  well  settled^  that  a  judge  of  a  Court  of  Record  in  England  with 
limited  jurisdiction,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace  acting  judicially  with  a 
special  and  hmited  authority,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  for 
acting  without  jurisdiction,  unless  he  had  the  knowledge,  or  means  of 
knowledge,  of  which  he  ought  to  have  availed  himself,  of  that  which 
constitutes  the  defect  of  jurisdiction.     Thus,  in  the  elaborate  judgment 

1  IlagarVa  Trustees,  otherwise  Miller  v.  //ope  (1824),  2  Shaw  (Sc.  App.  Cas.)  125, 143, 
— an  action  by  an  advocate  against  the  Lord  President  of  the  Court  of  Session  for  words 
applied  to  him  while  the  Lord  President  was  a<;ting  in  a  judicial  capacity.  Fray  v. 
Blackbuniy  3  B.  &  S.  676  ;  in  a  note  at  678  the  authorities  are  collected.  Thomas  v. 
Churton,  2  B.  &  S.  475  ;  ScoU  v.  Stansfield,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  220,  adopted  by  Lord  President 
Inglis,  in  Harvey  v.  Dyce,  4  Bettie  265.  In  M*Murchy  v.  Campbell  (1887),  14  Eettie 
728,  Lord  Young  said  :  *'  It  is  not  in  the  public  interest  that  an  action  for  libel  should 
lie  against  a  public  officer  for  a  report  made  in  discharge  of  his  duty  to  his  superior 
officer."  Innes  v.  Adamson,  17  Rettie  11;  Haggard  v.  Pelicier  Freres  (1892),  A.  C. 
61  ;  Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  335. 

2  See,  per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Oroenvelt  v.  BurweU,  1  Ld.  Raym.  467. 

8  Bx  parte  Jiamshay,  18  Q.  B.  173 ;  The  Queen  v.  Marshall,  4  £.  &  B.  476  ;  In 
re  Hull,  9  Q.  B.  D.  689 ;  The  Queen  v.  Badger,  4  Q.  B.  468.  A  Court  of  Assize  is  a 
superior  court  with  power  to  commit  for  contempt :  Ex  parte  Fernandez,  10  C.  B. 
(N.  S.)  3.  See  Willes,  J.*8,  elaborate  judgment  tracing  the  history  of  justices  of 
assize,  41. 

4  DuUon  V.  Howell,  Show,  P.  C.  24,  29  ;  Dicas  v.  Lord  Brougham,  6  C.  &  P.  249, 
see  Kelly*8  argument,  265  ;  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  570  ;  Taaffe  v.  Downes,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C. 
36,  n. ;  Houlden  v.  Smith,  14  Q.  B.  841. 

5  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  76  ;  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  482  ;  Beaurain  v.  ScoU,  3  Camp.  388,  with 
note  referring  to  Boraine's  case,  16  Ves.  346  ;  Ackerley  v.  Parkinson,  3  M.  &  S.  411  ; 
Ferguson  v.  KinnouU,  9  CI.  &  F.  251,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  785 ;  OameU  v.  Ferrand,  6  B. 
&  C.  611,  is  an  action  against  a  coroner  for  turning  a  person  out  of  the  room  where  an 
inquiry  was  being  held ;  Willis  v.  Maelachlan,  I  Ex.  D.  376.  For  wrongful  exercise 
of  jurisdiction  see  In  re  Mdina  Trepanier,  12  Can.  S.  C.  111. 

6  The  details  of  these  privileges  are  now  regulated  by  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act,  1893  (56  &  57  Vict.  c.  61). 

7  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  77, 4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  494. 
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of  Mr.  Baron  Powell  in  Gwynn  v.  PooW  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  judge  of 
a  Court  of  Record  in  a  borough  was  not  responsible,  as  a  trespasser, 
unless  he  was  cognisant  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  or  at  least  that  he  might  have  been  cognisant,  but  for  his 
0¥m  fault ;  which  last  proposition  Mr.  Baron  Powell  illustrates  by  a 
reference  to  the  case  of  the  Marshalsea  Court,^  which  had.jurisdiction 
only  in  certain  cases  where  the  King's  servants  were  parties,  who,  being 
all  enrolled,  the  judge  ought  to  have  had  a  copy  of  the  enrolment,  and 
so  would  have  known  the  character  of  the  parties.  '  It  is  true,'  says 
Mr.  Baron  PoweU  (speaking  of  the  case  of  a  borough  court),  *that 
the  cause  of  action  does  not  arise  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
as  it  ought  to  do  ;  but  as  the  judge  cannot  know  that,  except  by  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  until  he  knows  it,  the  rule  shall  be  in  this  case 
as  in  others,  Ignorantia  facti  excusat,'*  Mr.  Baron  PoweU  lays  down 
the  same  rule  as  to  a  party ;  but  his  opinion  in  that  respect  is  dis- 
approved by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  in  Moravia  v.  Sloper,^  but  not 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  a  judge  or  officer.  The  like  rule  has  been  followed 
in  the  case  of  magistrates  acting  under  the  special  power  of  Acts  of 
Parliament,  who  are  not  liable  as  trespassers  if  they  have  jurisdiction 
to  inquire  into  the  facts  stated  b^i^ore  them,  and  nothing  appears  on 
one  side  or  another  to  show  their  want  of  jurisdiction.*  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  a  judge  is  not  Uable  in  trespass  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
unless  he  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  of  the  defect ;  and  it  Ues  on 
the  plaintiff,  in  every  such  case,  to  prove  that  fact." 

The  law  as  thus  laid  down  is  further  illustrated  by  the  case  of 
HouJden  v.  Smith,'^  where  a  County  Court  judge  committed  a  debtor 
without  jurisdiction.  The  debtor  then  brought  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment  and  obtained  a  verdict  which  was  upheld  by  the  Court. 

"  That  this  commitment  was  without  jurisdiction,"  says  Patteson, 
J.,  '^  is  plain  ;  that  the  defendant  ordered  it  under  a  mistake  of  the 
law  and  not  of  the  facts  is  equally  plain  ;  for  it  is  impossible  that  he 
could  be  ignorant  that  the  plaintiff  dwelt  and  carried  on  his  business  in 
Cambridgeshire,  the  service  of  all  the  processes  having  been  proved  to 
have  been  made  there,  and  the  defendant  having  originally  specially 
allowed  the  plaint  to  be  made  in  his  court,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
which  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  the  defendant  (the  now  plaintiff) 
residing  in  Cambridgeshire.  This  case  is  not,  therefore,  within  the 
principle  of  Lowther  v.  Earl  of  Radnor  *  or  Gwinne  v.  Poole,''  where  the 
facts  of  the  case,  although  subsequently  found  to  be  false,  were  such 
as,  if  true,  would  give  jurisdiction,  and  it  was  held  that  the  question  as 
to  jurisdiction  or  not  must  depend  on  the  state  of  facts  as  they  appeared 
to  the  magistrate  or  judge  assuming  to  have  jurisdiction.  Here  the 
facts  of  the  case,  which  were  before  the  defendant  and  could  not  be 


1  2Lutw.  (C.  P.)  1666.  2  10  Co.  R.  68  b.  s  Willes  36. 

4  Pike  V.  Carter,  3  Bing.  78  ;  Lowther  v.  Earl  of  Radnor,  8  East  113. 

6  14  Q.  B.  841,  861.  As  to  the  authority  of  this  case,  see  what  is  said  by  Kelly, 
C.B.,  in  8coU  v.  Stansfeld,  37  L.  J.  Ex.  168.  In  Watson  v.  Bodell,  14  M.  &  W.  57, 
it  was  assumed  that  the  want  of  jurisdiction  was  known  to  defendant :  see,  2  Stark. 
Ev.  (2nd  ed.)  426,  811.  Where  an  inferior  court  assumes  a  jurisdiction  an  action  of 
trespass  lies  against  the  person  executing  process ;  for  the  whole  proceeding  is  coram 
non  judice  and  a  nullity.  The  party  plaintiff  in  an  execution  in  the  inferior  court  is 
bound  to  show  in  his  justification  to  an  action  of  trespass  in  respect  of  such  execution, 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  ;  the  officer  of  the  court  is  not 
bound  to  do  this,  but  only  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  in  such  a  maUer,  Bao.  Abr. 
Trespass  (D.),  661.     The  case  oj  The  Marshalsea,  10  Co.  Rep.  76. 

6  8  East  113, 119.  7  2  Lutw.  (C.  P.)  1660, 1666. 
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unknown  to  him,  showed  that  he  had  not  jurisdiction ;  and  his  mis- 
taking the  law  as  apphed  to  these  facts  cannot  give  him  even  a  primd 
fade  jurisdiction  or  semblance  of  any.  The  only  questions,  therefore, 
are,  whether  the  defendant  is  protected  from  Uability  at  common  law, 
being  and  acting  as  the  judge  of  a  court  of  record,  in  which  case  the 
plea  of  not  guilty  would  be  sufficient ;  or  whether  he  is  protected  by 
the  provisions  of  any  statute."  "  Although  it  is  clear  that  the  judge 
of  a  court  of  record  is  not  answerable  at  common  law  in  an  action  for 
an  erroneous  judgment  or  for  the  act  of  any  officer  of  the  court  wrong- 
fully done,  not  in  pursuance  of,  though  under  colour  of,  a  judgment 
of  the  court,  yet  we  have  found  no  authority  for  saying  that  he  is  not 
answerable  in  an  action  for  an  act  done  by  his  command  and  authority 
when  he  has  no  jurisdiction." 

In  view  of  a  possible  ambiguity  in  what  is  here  laid  down,  Lord  Dictum  ot 
Wensleydale's  dictum  in  Rorke  v.  Erringtov}  must  be  borne  in  mind.  ^"* ,    ,  , 
"  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction  cannot  give     ^^  ^^  *  ^' 
itself  jurisdiction  by  finding  any  facts  ;  "  and  thus  the  aspect  presented 
by  the  facts  to  the  judge  or  magistrate  at  the  time  of  his  giving  his 
decision  is  the  subject  of  evidence  when  the  decision  is  questioned. 
Neither  can  such  a  court  be  prohibiited  on  the  ground  that  its  decision 
is  erroneous.    As  Lord  Loughborough  said,  in  Grant  v.  Gould  ;*  "  The  And  of  Lord 
foundation  of  it "  (i.e.,  an  apphcation  for  a  prohibition)  "  must  be  Jj^^^'i^ 
that  the  inferior  court  is  acting  without  jurisdiction.     It  cannot  be  a     ^°^  ' 
foundation  for  a  prohibition  that,  in  the  exercise  of  their  jurisdiction, 
the  court  has  acted  erroneously." 

On  this  point  then  the  law  is  clear  that  for  an  act  done  by  a  judge 
in  his  capacity  of  judge  he  cannot  be  made  hable  in  an  action,  even 
though  he  acted  maUciously  and  for  the  purpose  of  gratifying  private 
spleen  :^  and  whether  he  did  act  in  his  capacity  of  judge  or  not  is 
matter  of  evidence. 

The  same  act  when  done  by  a  judge  of  a  superior  court  and  by  a  Distinction 

justice  of  the  peace*  may  have  very  different  consequences,    jpor  ^*^^^  "^'^ 

example,  it  is  said,  in  an  Irish  case  of  some  authority,^  "  justices  of  j^^tce^f  the 

the  peace  are  not,  individually,  invested  with  a  power  to  hear  and  peace  and  a 

determine  any  felony  or  other  offence.     Their  authority  is  to  try  before  J^dg®. <>* » 
J  J  J  J  superior 

I  7  H.  L.  C.  632.  a  2  H.  Bl.  101.  ^^"^^ 

»  Anderson  v.  Gorrie  (1895),  1  Q.  B.  668. 

4  Justices  of  the  peace  are  statutory  officers  first  appointed  under  1  Edw.  3,  c.  16. 
2  Co.  Inst.  668.  At  common  law  there  were  Conservators  of  the  peace  with  very 
limited  powers.  See  Lam  bard,  Eirenarcha,  Bk.  2,  cap.  3.  In  Lord  Macclesfield's  case,  16 
How.  St.  Tr.  1270,  it  is  said  that  there  are  some  old  statutes  that  provide  that  the 
Chancellor  with  the  Council  shall  appoint  justices  of  the  peace  ;  but  the  usage  is  that 
the  naming  of  justices  of  peace  is  in  fact  in  the  Chancellor  only  on  the  recommendation 
of  the  Lord-Lieutenant.  Lord  Herschell,  C,  in  1892  created  a  large  number  of  justices 
without  the  preliminary  recommendation,  alleging  political  necessity.  Sir  Littleton 
Powys,  in  a  letter  to  Lord  Chancellor  Parker,  dated  4  Aug.  1719,  and  printed  16  How. 
St.  Tr.  1421,  says  :  "  There  was  grown  a  sort  of  general  neglect  all  over  England  of 
the  appearances  of  the  justices  of  peace  at  the  assizes  "  ;  "  and  that  their  attendance 
was  a  respect  due  to  the  king  and  his  government  upon  those  solemn  occasions. "  "  But 
if  justices  of  the  peace  shall  remain  at  home  about  their  private  affairs,  or  to  avoid  the 
trouble  of  a  journey  to  the  assizes,  it  ought  to  be  looked  on  as  a  neglect  of  the  duty  of 
their  office  ;  for  they  are  not  called  only  to  notify  to  the  people  that  they  are  in  com- 
mission but  to  answer  to  their  names  in  person."  The  history  and  powers  of  justices 
of  the  peace  are  exhaustively  considered  in  the  opinions  of  Littledale  and  Bayley,  JJ., 
and  Vaughan,  B.,  in  Harding  v.  Pollock,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  342';  Dalton,V Country  Justice, 
1  et  8€gq. ;  Com.  Dig.  Justices  of  Peace. 

»  Taaffe  v.  Downes,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  62  n,  but  quire  whether  this  statement  ever 
was  correct ;  see  Dalton,  Country  Justice,  403 ;  Vin.  Abr.  Justices  of  Peace  (F.). 
As  to  the  law  now  in  England,  see  1 1  &  12  Viot.  o.  42, 8.U. 
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themselves  and  others.  No  individual  justice  of  the  peace  has  that 
power,"  i.e.,  to  issue  a  warrant  to  arrest  one  suspected  of  a  felony, 
"  but,  as  an  individual,  he  has  merely  a  ministerial  power  to  bring  the 
party  accused  before  others  as  well  as  himself,  for  the  purpose  of 
trial."  "  The  distinction  is  this :  where  process  is  issued,  to  bring 
the  party  accused  before  the  person  issuing  the  warrant  and  others, 
for  trial,  it  is  a  ministerial  ^  act — ^it  is  ministerial  to  the  other  justices, 
who  are  necessarily  to  sit  with  the  justice  issuing  the  warrant."  This 
is  not  so  in  the  case  of  the  judge  of  a  superior  court ;  "for  he  has 
power  and  authority  to  sit  alone  and  try  the  fact,  respecting  which  the 
process  issued."  The  act  is  therefore  judicial,  and  protected.^  There 
is  also  this  further  quaUfication  attached  to  the  privilege  of  justices 
of  the  peace,  that  the  act  complained  of,  though  done  within  their 
jurisdiction,  must  have  been  done  honestly  and  in  good  faith.®  Yet, 
though  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  not  protected  for  words  used  maUciously, 
even  when  he  is  acting  as  a  judge,  mahce  is  not  to  be  inferred  from 
his  words,  but  must  be  afiSrmatively  proved.*  Justices  of  the  peace 
are  to  keep  the  pubhc  peace.  Their  duty  with  regard  to  rioters  is 
"  to  restrain  and  pursue,  arrest  and  take  them."  To  enable  justices 
to  do  this,  they  have  authority  to  call  upon  the  king's  subjects  to 
aid  them  in  cases  of  riot ;  and  the  king's  subjects  are  bound  to  be 
assistant  to  them  in  that  respect  when  reasonably  warned.  In  the 
case  of  riot,  when  justices  have  done  this,  they  have  done  all  that  is 
required  of  them.^ 

As  to  those  who  act  under  the  order  of  a  judicial  authority,  the 
general  rule  of  Uability  is  thus  expressed  :  Qui  jiissu  judicis  aliquod 
fecerit  non  videtur  dblo  mah  fedsse,  quia  parere  necesse  esL^  An  ana- 
logous distinction  exists  in  this  connection  to  that  which  governs  in  the 
case  of  judges  of  record  and  of  inferior  magistrates.    When  a  Court  has 

1  Bum,  Justice,  Justice  of  the  Peace,  Actions  against.  1.  When  an  Action  lies. 
As  to  what  are  ministerial  acts,  see  TJie  Queen  v.  Machen,  14  Q.  B.  79  ;  The  Queen  v. 
OoMphin,  13  L.  J.  M.  C.  57  ;  The  King  v.  Edwards,  1  Wm.  Bl.  637  ;  The  Queen  ▼. 
Stuin/orth,  11  Q.  B.  66  ;  The  King  v.  Austrey,  6  M.  &  S.  319,  321  ;  The  Queen  v.  Aston^ 
19  L.  J.  M.  C.  236.  As  to  protection  and  power  of  justices,  see  11  &  12  Vict.  cc.  42, 
43,  44.  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Harper  v.  Carr^  7  T.  R.  275,  says  :  "  I  think  that  the  case  of 
allowing  a  poor  rate  is  the  single  instance  in  which  the  justices  act  ministerially/' 
The  case  cited  decides  that  a  churchwarden  taking  a  distress  for  poors*  rate  is  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6,  on  the  groimd  that  granting  the  warrant 
on  which  he  acts  is  a  judicial  and  not  a  ministerial  act  of  the  magistrates.  This  was 
not  cited  in  Fourth  City  AfuiucU  Building  Society  v.  Churchicardens,  dfC.,  of  East  Ham 
(1892),  1  Q.  B.  661. 

«  Taaffe  v.  Doumes,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  55  n.  This  privilege  is  only  for  acts  done 
judicially.  Case  of  Mr.  Justice  Johnson^  29  How.  St.  Tr.  81. 

3  Windham  v.  Clere,  Cro.  Eliz.  130;  Linford  v.  Fitzroy,  13  Q.  B.  240.  But  see 
BasseU  v.  Oodsehall,  3  Wils.  121,  where  in  an  action  against  justices  for  refusing  to 
grant  a  licence,  malice  was  alleged ;  see,  too,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  44,  s.  1.  In  Tozer  v. 
Child,  7  E.  &  B.  377,  an  action  was  held  not  to  lie  against  a  churchwarden,  under  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  presiding  at  the  election  of 
vestrymen,  for  refusing  a  vote  or  for  refusing  to  allow  as  a  candidate  a  person  entitled 
to  be  a  candidate,  unless  malice  be  alleged  and  proved. 

4  AUardice  v.  Robertson,  4  W.  &  S.  (Sc.  App.  Cas.)  App.  102,  1  Dow  &  a.  495. 

5  Per  Littledale,  J.,  Pinncy^s  case,  3  St.  TV.  (N.  S.)  519.  As  to  liabilitv  of  justices 
for  refusing  to  take  an  examination  under  a  statute,  Oreen  v.  Bucklechurates,  1  Loon. 
323,  approved  Ferguson  v.  KinnouU,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  806. 

«  Marshalseacase,  10 Co.  Rep.  68  b.  76,  adapted  from  D.  50,  17,  167,  §1.  In  the 
Reports  there  is  this  comment "  (but  when  he  has  no  jurisdiction  non  eat  judex).**  See 
per  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Midhurst  v.  WaUe,  3  Burr.  1259.  A  ministerial  office  may  be 
exercised  by  a  deputv.  The  difference  between  a  deputy  and  an  assignee  of  office  is 
stated  in  The  Earl  of  8hre.v^ury*s  case,  9  Rep.  42.  As  to  the  application  of  the  maxim 
delegaitu  non  potest  delegare,  see  per  WUloSf  o,,  Burial  Board  of  St.  Margarei,  Boehetter 
V.  Th<mpso7^,  L.  R.  6  0.  P.  467, 
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jurisdiction  of  a  cause  and  proceeds  erroneously,  all  acting  under  the  Dwi^inction 
authority  of  the  Court  will  be  protected.^    When  the  Court  has  not  ^^^^t^^g 
jurisdiction,  actions  will  lie  against  all  acting  under  the  authority  within  or 
wrongly  assumed  by  it.*    Where  the  authority  exercised  is  special,  without  the 
and  out  of  the  course  of  the  common  law,  and  confined  to  a  limited  i^»™<l»ction. 
jurisdiction  (as  in  case  either  of  warrants  for  arrest,  commitment,  or 
distress,  or  of  convictions  or  orders  by  local  magistrates),  it  is  requisite 
that  the  instrument  to  be  enforced  and  obeyed  should  show  on  in- 
spection all  the  essentials  from  which  the  duties  arise.^    If,  again,  cause 
for  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  is  expressed,  although  it  may  be  imper- 
fectly, the  officer  is  not  expected  to  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
statement ;  so  that,  assuming  the  cause  expressed  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  magistrate,  he  is  entitled  to  protection.*    Where  no 
cause  whatever  is  expressed,  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is  clear .^ 

The  law  is  most  neatly  summed  up  in  Peacock  v.  Bdl  .••  "  The  rule  Peacock  v. 
for  jurisdiction  is  that  nothing  shaU  be  intended  to  be  out  of  the  ^^• 
jurisdiction  of  a  superior  court  but  that  which  specially  appears  to  be 
so."  "  Nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  court  but  that  which  is  so  expressly  alleged."  But  writs  not 
appearing  to  be  out  of  the  scope  of  their  jurisdiction  issued  by  a  superior 
court  are  valid  and  of  themselves  a  protection  to  all  officers  and  others 
in  their  aid  acting  under  them  ;  although  they  be  on  the  face  of  them 
irregular,  as  a  capias  against  a  peeress  f  or  void  of  form,  as  a  capias 
ad  respondendum  not  returnable  the  next  term  f  for  the  officers  ought 
not  to  examine  the  judicial  act  of  the  Court  whose  servants  they  are, 
nor  exercise  their  judgment  touching  the  validity  of  the  process  in 
point  of  law,  but  are  bound  to  execute  it,  and  are  therefore  protected 
by  it.* 

Where  a  body  of  persons  have  imposed  upon  them  a  public  duty 

involving  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  it  is  undoubted  that  they  are  not 

liable  to  an  action  merely  for  an  erroneous  exercise  of  their  discretion 

without  malice  ;    even  where,  as  in  Partridge  v.  Genial  Council  of 

Medical  Education  and  Registration  of  (he  United  Kingdom}^  they  are 

advised  to  proceed  and  do  proceed  under  a  wrong  section  of  an  Act  of 

Parliament,  while  by  another  section  of  the  same  Act  they  have 

conferred  on  them  the  discretionary  power  involved  in  their  action. 

We  now  come  to  treat  of  ministerial  officers.     Breach  of  a  ministerial  Ministerial 

ofiicers. 

1  Munday  v.  Stvbhs,  10  C.  B.  432 ;  PrerUice  v.  Harrison,  4  Q.  B.  852 ;  Broum  v. 
Jones,  16  M.  &  W.  191  ;  Oosset  v.  Howard,  10  Q.  B.  411. 

2  Marshalsea  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  68  b  j  Taylor  v.  Clemson,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  610  :  No 
inquisition  is  defective  for  not  stating  a  fact  which  is  implied  necessarily  from  those 
which  are  stated. 

«  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Stainforth,  11  Q.  B.  76;  Oosset  v.  Howard,  per 
Parke,  B.,  10  Q.  B.  453 ;  Agnew  v.  Jdbson,  13  Cox  C.  C.  626.  By  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44, 
8.  6,  an  action  is  not  to  be  brought  against  any  constable  acting  in  obedience  to 
Justices*  warrant  till  demand  made  of  the  copy  of  the  warrant  and  refusal  thereof. 
JoT^es  T.  Vaughany  5  East  445,  contains  an  explanation  of  the  sec.  For  the  powers 
incidental  to  a  colonial  legislature,  justifying  punitive  action  against  a  member,  Doyle 
V.  Falconer,  L.  R.  1  P.  C.  328,  approved  BarUm  v.  Taylor,  1 1  App.  Cas.  197. 

*  The  warrant  of  magistrates  is  an  adjudication  of  every  material  point.  Brittai^ 
V.  Kinnaird,  1  B.  &  B.  432 ;   Mould  v.  WiUiams,  6  0.  B.  469. 

*  I^er  Coleridge,  J.,  Howard  y.  Oosset,  10  Q.  B.  390. 

«  1  Saund.  Rep.  74,  cited  by  Parke,  B.,  Oosset  v.  Howard,  10  Q.  B.  453  ;  see  notes 
1  Wms.  Saund.  inloeo  ;  The  Brewer's  ease,  1  Rolle  Rep.  134. 

7  Countess  of  Rytlarid's  case,  6  Co.  Rep.  64  a. 

8  Parsons  v.  Loyd,  3  Wils.  341. 

9  Turner  v.  Felgate,  1  Lev.  96 ;  Cotes  v,  Michill,  3  Lev,  8Q,  cited  Parke,  B., 
Oosset  Y.  Howard,  10  Q,Ji,i^. 

10  26  Q.  B.  D.  90. 
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dnty  is  actionable.^  To  this  rule  there  is  an  exception  where  the  act 
done  is  enjoined  by  the  superior  appointed  by  the  statute  and  is  not 
done  negligently  though  negligently  ordered  to  be  done.^ 

Where  statutory  immunity  is  wanting  there  is  more  difficulty. 
The  argument  that,  because  in  some  cases  the  Legislature  has  seen  fit 
specially  to  provide  for  this  difficulty,  where  it  has  not  done  so,  there 
is  no  protection,  is  vahd  only  so  far  as  legislation  is  concerned  with 
the  creation  of  new  relations,  and  not  with  the  declaration  and  con- 
soUdation  of  old  rules  of  law.  There  is,  however,  the  authority  of 
Fitzgerald,  J.,^  for  the  proposition  that  where  acts  have  been  done 
under  orders  from  a  body  vested  with  statutory  authority  to  order ; 
and  where  the  party  enjoined  is,  by  statute,  bound  to  comphance  with 
orders  thus  issued  ;  no  Uabihty  attaches  to  the  party  conforming,  even 
though  the  orders  issued  be  improvident,  and  though  there  be  no 
precise  statutory  immunity.  On  principle  this  is  correct.  The 
ground  of  accoimtabihty  is  negligence,  and  negUgence  is  either  an 
omission  or  commission.  By  statute,  the  person  acting  is  bound  to 
carry  out  the  behests  of  the  person  enjoining  ;  and  by  hypothesis,  the 
negligent  act  is  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  person  enjoining  ; 
obedience  to  the  injunction  is,  therefore,  enjoined  by  statute.  The  act 
prescribed  is  done,  and,  by  hypothesis,  is  done  without  negligence. 
If  in  the  prescribing  of  the  act  there  is  negUgence,  that  is  not  the 
concern  of  the  actor,  who,  being  ordered,  is  constrained  to  act,  and  not 
to  sit  in  judgment  on  the  act  of  his  superior  officer.  Thus,  when  his 
intervention  comes  in,  there  is  no  neghgence.  The  action  (if  any) 
would  be  against  the  superior  for  wrongly  prescribing,  not  against  the 
inferior  for  performing  what  it  was  his  duty  to  do. 

The  discrimination  of  a  ministerial  from  a  judicial  office  is  con- 
siderably comphcated  by  reason  of  the  number  of  offices  whose  duties 
involve  an  alternation  of  judicial  and  ministerial  functions.  It  then 
becomes  a  question  of  fact  what  are  the  duties  with  regard  to  the 
performance  of  which  the  action  was  brought.  The  governing  con- 
sideration is  stated  by  Chancellor  Kent  :*  "  When  the  law  renders  a 
public  officer  liable  to  special  damages  for  neglect  of  duty,  the  cases 
are  those  in  which  the  services  of  the  officer  are  not  uncompensated 
or  coerced,  but  voluntary  and  attended  with  compensation,  and 
where  the  duty  to  be  performed  is  entire,  absolute,  and  perfect." 

We  have  already  seen  ^  what  are  the  criteria  of  judicial  duties.  The 
distinction,  then,  between  judicial  and  ministerial  duties  resolves 
itself  into  this — ^that  where  one  has  to  exercise  a  discretion  he  is  pro- 
tected by  judicial  privilege  ;  where  he  has  to  perform  an  ascertained 
duty,  he  has  to  do  so  exactly.  This  is  the  rule  laid  down  by  Bayley, 
J.,  who  held  that  the  defendants,  who  in  the  case  referred  to,®  were 

1  Pickering  v.  James,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.,  per  Brett,  J.,  509.  The  principal  oases  are 
cited  in  the  argument  in  this  case.  See  also  In  re  Thorvbury  Eleciion  PetUion, 
16  Q.  B.  D.  739.  2  Ante,  232. 

8  Brennan  v.  Guardians  of  Limerick  Union,  2  L.  R.  Ir.  42  ;  considered,  post,  243. 

4  Barilett  v.  Crozier,  17  Johns.  (Sup.  Ct.  N.  Y.)  438,  460. 

«  Ante,  23. 

«  J(mes  V.  Bird,  6  B.  &  Aid.  837,  845;  White  v.  Peio,  58  L.  T.  712,  where  Kay,  J., 
oites  with  approval  the  passage  in  Addison,  Torts  (5th  ed.),  671  :  "  If  an  action  be 
brought  against  contractors  ....  are  answerable  for  damage  done  ** ;  Ferguson  ▼. 
EaH  of  KinnouU,  9  CI.  &  F.  289,  4  St.  Tr.  (N.  S.)  812.  In  SutUm  v.  Clarke,  1  Marsh. 
429,  6  Taunt.  29,  road  trustees  were  held  free  from  liability  where  they  did  all  the 
statute  required  them,  in  the  best  way  they  could  and  according  to  the  l)est  informa- 
tion, though  it  turned  out  that  they  were  mistaken.  For  the  American  decisions,  see 
Sherman  v.  Kortright,  52  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  267,  and  Weightman  v.  Washington,  1  Black 
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the  persons  repairing  a  sewer  and  authorised  by  statute,  were  not 
protected  because  they  acted  bond  fide  and  to  the  best  of  their  skill  and 
judgment.  "  That  is  not  enough  ;  they  are  bound  to  conduct  them- 
selves in  a  skilful  manner,  and  the  question  was  most  properly  left  to 
the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  defendants  had  done  aU  that  any  skilful 
person  could  reasonably  be  required  to  do  in  such  a  case.*'^ 

The  case  of  Government  servants  is  not  within  this  rule  ;  for  they  Government 
are  the  servants  of  the  pubhc,  not  of  the  person  or  persons  who  have  servants  not 
the  superintendence  of  the  department  in  which  they  work  ;   even  if  ^^^hinthe 
they  are  appointed  by  them.     The  principle  may  be  thus  stated — ^that 
when  a  person  is  acting  as  a  pubhc  officer  on  behalf  of  the  Government, 
and  has  the  management  of  some  branch  of  the  Government  business, 
he  is  not  responsible  for  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  servants,  though 
appointed  by  himself  in  the  same  business.^ 

The  question  was  mooted  so  far  back  as  the  year  1699,^  when  it  was  History  of 
resolved  by  three  judges  of  the  King's  Bench,  against  the  opinion  of  the  law. 
Holt,  C.J.,  that  the  Postmaster-Greneral  is  not  anawerable  for  a  packet  Lanev. 
dehvered  to  the  receiver  at  the  Post  Office  and  lost  out  of  the  office.  GoUon, 
The  dissent  of  Holt,  C.  J.,  was  founded  on  a  comparison  of  the  situation 
of  a  postmaster  and  a  carrier  or  the  master  of  a  ship.    As  was  sub- 
sequently pointed  out  by  Lord  Mansfield,^  the  comparison  does  not 
hold  good  ;  since  "  the  Postmaster  has  no  hire,  enters  into  no  contract, 
carries  on  no  merchandise  or  commerce.     But  the  Post  Office  is  a 
branch  of  revenue,  and  a  branch  of  poUce  created  by  Act  of  Parliament." 
Lane  v.  Cotton  was  canvassed  and  reconsidered  in  Whitfisld  v.  Lord  Le  whitfidd  v. 
Despencefy'^  where  the  question  argued  was  whether  the  defendant,  as  LordLe 
Postmastelr-General,  was  personally  responsible  for  the  amount  of  a  ^^P^^^^- 
bank-note  stolen  in  the  Post  Office  by  one  of  the  sorters,  and  while 
engaged  in  his  work  there.     This  was  imanimously  decided  in  the 
negative.    The  judgment  of  Lord  Mansfield  estabhshes  the  law.    He  Judgment  of 
says :    "  As  to  an  action  on  the  case  lying  against  the  party  really  ][jP'^«  , , 
ofiending,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  it ;   for  whoever  does  an  act  by    ^^  ^  - 
which  another  person  receives  an  injury,  is  hable  in  an  action  for  the 

(U.  S.)  39.  In  this  latter  case  the  corporation  was  held  liable  for  carrying  out  a  plan 
that  was  essentially  defective,  and  which  the  contractor  remonstrated  with  them  for ' 
adopting,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  unprecedented.  In  Stock  v.  City  of  Boston,  149 
Mass.  410,  it  was  neld  that  where  a  city,  in  constructing  a  sewer,  negligently  uncovers 
a  water- pijpe,  and  leaves  it  exposed,  whereby  the  water  in  it  is  allowed  to  freeze,  thus 
cutting  off  the  supply  of  one  with  whom  the  city  is  under  contract  to  furnish  water  so 
that  he  cannot  by  the  use  of  reasonable  diligence  obtain  a  supply  from  that  or  other 
sources,  and  is  thereby  injured,  he  may  maintain  an  action  of  tort  against  the  city  for 
damages  ;  and  the  freezing  of  the  pipe  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

1  Byles,  J.,  indicates  a  test  in  Cooper  v.  Wandstoorih  District  Board  of  Works, 
14  C.  B.  N.  S.  194  :  "  I  conceive  they  acted  judicially,  becaiise  they  had  to  determine  the 
offence  and  they  had  to  apportion  the  punishment  as  weU  as  the  remedy."  Overseers  in 
making  a  rate  or  in  petitioning  against  a  Bill  in  Parliament,  are  not  ministerial 
officers  :  The  Queen  v.  White,  14  Q.  B.  D.  368. 

2  Mersey  Docks  Trustees  v.  Oibbs,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.,  per  Lord  Wensleydale,  124. 
8  Lane  v.  Cotton,  1  Ld.  Raym.  646,  12  Mod.  472. 

4  Whitfield  v.  Lord  Le  Despencer,  2  Cowp.  764,  764. 

6  (1778)  2  Cowp.  764 ;  Jones  v.  McmseU,  Ir.  R.  6  C.  L.  155.  "  The  law  is  well 
settled  in  England  and  America  that  the  postmaster-general,  the  deputy-postmasters 
and  their  assistants  and  clerks  appointed  and  sworn  as  required  by  law,  are  public 
officers  each  of  whom  is  responsible  for  his  own  negligence  only,  and  not  for  that  of  any 
of  the  others,  although  selected  by  him  and  subject  to  his  orders  "  :  per  Gray,  J.,  Keenan 
V.  Souihtvorth,  110  Mass.  474.  Joslyn  v.  King,  20  Am.  St.  R.  656,  is  an  instance  of  an 
action  against  a  mere  letter-carrier  for  negligence  in  the  delivery  of  a  registered 
letter^  2  Kent,  Comm.  (12th  ed.),  610,  Story,  Bailm.  §  463.  For  the  duty  to  deliver 
letters  gratis,  Batoning  v.  Ooodchild,  2  Wm.  Bl.  906. 
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.injury  sustained.  If  the  man  who  receives  a  penny ^  to  carry  the 
letters  to  the  post-office  loses  any  of  them,  he  is  answerable  ;  so  is  the 
sorter  in  the  business  of  his  department ;  so  is  the  Postmaster  for  any 
fault  of  his  own.  Here  no  personal  neglect  is  imputed  to  the  defendants, 
nor  is  the  action  brought  on  that  ground ;  but  for  a  constructive 
negligence  only,  by  the  act  of  their  servants.  In  order  to  succeed, 
therefore,  it  must  be  shown  that  it  is  a  loss  to  be  supported  by  the 
Postmaster,  which  it  certainly  is  not.  As  to  the  argument  that  has 
been  drawn  from  the  salary  which  the  defendants  enjoy  ;  in  a  matter 
of  revenue  and  police  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
the  salary  annexed  to  the  office  is  for  no  other  consideration  than  the 
trouble  of  executing  it.  The  case  of  the  Postmaster,  therefore,  is  in 
no  circumstance  whatever  similar  to  that  of  a  common  carrier;  but 
he  is  like  all  other  pubUc  officers,  such  as  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Treasury,  the  Commissioners  of  the  Customs  and  Excise,  the 
Auditors  of  the  Exchequer,  &c.,  who  were  never  thought  hable  for  any 
negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  inferior  officers  in  their  several  depart- 
ments."* 

An  unsuccessful  attempt  was  made  in  Baivbridge  v.  The  Post- 
master-General  ^  to  render  the  Postmaster-General  liable  as  head  of  the 
telegraph  department  of  the  Post  Office  by  virtue  of  the  Telegraph 
Act  1868,*  distinguishing  his  common  law  immunity  from  an  assumed 
statutory  Uabihty  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  his  subordinates  in  carrying 
on  the  business  of  the  department.  The  Court  reiterated  the  principle 
laid  down  in  the  earlier  cases  of  the  immunity  of  public  servants  for 
acts  done  by  their  official  subordinates  unless  personal  intervention  is 
proved  or  unambiguous  enactment  shown. 

In  Nicholson  v.  Mouncey ^^  the  captain  of  a  sloop  of  war  was  held 
not  hable  for  damage  caused  by  her  running  down  the  plaintiff's 
vessel  during  the  watch  of  the  lieutenant,  who  had  the  control  at  the 
time  of  the  accident.  The  ground  of  the  claim  was  that  he  was  to  be 
considered  "  in  the  ordinary  character  of  master  of  the  vessel  by  means 
of  which  the  injury  was  done  to  the  plaintiffs'  property."  "But," 
says  Lord  EUenborough,  C.J.,  "  how  was  he  master  ?  He  had  no 
power  of  appointing  the  officers  or  crew  on  board  ;  he  had  no  power 
to  appoint  even  himself  to  the  station  which  he  filled  on  board ;  he 
was  no  volunteer  in  that  particular  station  merely  by  having  entered 
originally  into  the  naval  service,  but  was  compellable  to  take  it  when 
appointed  to  it,  and  had  no  choice  whether  or  not  he  would  serve  with 
the  other  persons  on  board,  but  was  obUged  to  take  such  as  he  found 
there  and  make  the  best  of  them  ;  he  had  no  power  either  of  appoint- 
ment or  dismissal  over  them.  The  case,  therefore,  is  not  at  all  hke 
that  of  an  owner  or  master  who  ....  is  answerable  for  those  whom  he 
employs  for  injuries  done  by  them  to  others  within  the  scope  of  their 
employment." 

A  class  of  cases  analogous  in  principle  to  that  regulation  of  the 

i  Edwards  v.  Dickenson,  12  Mod.  G.  *'  In  all  cases  deputies  are  answerable  for 
their  own  personal  misfeasance  '* :  Rouming  v.  Goodchildy  2  VVm.  Bl.  906. 

2  Wright  v.  Lethbridge,  63  L.  T.  572  ;  sec  Robertson  v.  Sichet,  127  U.  S.  (20  Davis) 
607,  where  a  collector  of  customs  was  sued  for  the  tort  of  a  subordinate  in  negligently 
keeping  the  trunk  of  an  arriving  passenger  on  a  pier  instead  of  sending  it  to  a  public 
store,  so  that  it  was  destroyed  by  iire. 

3  ( 1906)  1  K.  B.  178.  4  31  &  32  Vict.  o.  110,  ss.  2, 4. 

6  (1812)  15  East  384  ;  Tobin  v.  The  Queen,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  310  ;  O'Byme  Y.  EarU 
ington,  Ir.  R.  11C.L.445. 
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relations  between  officers  of  Government  departments,  is  found  where  Statutory 
the  arrangement  and  control  over  matters  of  pubhc  concern  is  given  P?^®"^^®'^ 
by  statute  to  one  body,  while  the  power  of  carrying  them  out  is  assigned  wi°h  powerof 
to  another..     The  principle  is  stated  by  Erie,  C.J.  :^  "  When  the  duty  carryingthem 
to  be  performed  is  imposed  by  law  and  not  by  the  will  of  the  party  o"*^  assigned 
employing  the  agent,  the  employer  is  not  hable  for  the  wrong  done 
by  the  agent  in  such  employment."    With  this  another  principle  is 
co-ordinated :  that  an  action  for  negligence  must  be  brought  either 
against  the  person  actually  committing  the  wrong  or  against  him 
ultimately  authorising  it.      There   is   no   pretence  for  bringing  an 
action  against  a  manager,'andsuchan  ''action  must  either  be  brought 
against  the   hand   committing   the   injury   or   against   the   ovmer 
for  whom  the  act  was  done."^    The  type  of  this  class  is  found  in  the 
case  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  Local  Government  Board  over 
poor  law  guardians. 

In  Brennan  v.  Limerick  Union,^  the  claim  alleged  that  a  patient  in  Brennan  v. 
a  fever  hospital  attached  to  a  union  workhouse  was  so  insufficiently  Limerick 
attended  to  that  he,  while  in  the  deUrium  of  the  disease,  left  his  bed  ^^»^- 
and  fell  into  a  yard  attached  to  the  hospital  and  was  injured.    In 
giving  judgment,  Fitzgerald,  J.,  referred  to  various  sections  of  the 
Irish  Poor  Law  Act  which  went  the  length  of  establishing  that,  although 
the  Guardians  of  the  poor  were  constituted  a  corporation  to  take 
order  for  the  reUef  of  the  destitute  poor,  they  were  under  the  control  of 
the  Poor  Law  Commissioners ;    that  the  law  imposed  on  these  the 
duty  of  fixing  the  staff  of  paid  officers  to  act  under  the  Guardians,  and 
also  gave  them  the  power  of  removal ;  that  the  Commissioners  might 
direct  the  increase  or  diminution  of  the  staff,  and  might  fix  the  duties 
of  the  respective  officers ;  that  the  Guardians  could  not  appoint  paid 
officers  unless  and  until  the  Commissioners  have  previously  sanctioned 
the  creation  of  such  offices  ;   and  though  the  Guardians  might  fill  up 
vacancies  they  were  imable  to  add  to  the  existing  staff  without  the 
order  of  the  Commissioners.      The  learned  judge  continued  :   "  Upon  statement  of 
a  consideration  of  these  provisions  of  the  Poor  Law  Acts,  we  have  come  the  law  by 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  workhouse  hospital  is  portion  of  the  union  Fitzgerald,  J. 
workhouse  in  which  the  Guardians  are  to  take  order  for  the  reUef  of  • 
the  destitute  and  sick  poor,  but  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Com- 
missioners ;  that  it  is  for  the  Commissioners,  and  not  the  Guardians, 
to  determine  and  direct  what  staff  should  be  appointed  for  the  work- 
house hospital  as  for  any  other  portion  of  the  union  workhouse  ;  and 
that  the  duty  of  the  defendants  was  not  *  to  provide  proper  attendants 
to  watch  over  the  plaintiff's  son,'  but  that  their  duty  was  to  select  and 
appoint  such  staff  of  paid  attendants  as  the  Commissioners  should, 
by  their  order  and  warrant,  direct.  ...  I  desire  further  to  state  my 
own  impression  that  on  other  and  wider  grounds  the  action  is  not 
maintainable.     The  administration  of  the  Poor  Laws  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  who,  by  express  statutable  provisions 
and  their  power  to  make  and  enforce  general  and  special  orders, 
exercise  complete  power  over  every  Board  of  Guardians,  and  control 
and  direct  their  action.     The  Guardians  are  but  a  subordinate  •  ad- 
ministrative body,  acting  as  unpaid  pubhc  trustees  in  taking  orders  for 

1  Tobin  y.  The  Queen,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  351. 

2  Stone  V.  CaHtvright,  6  T.  R.  per  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  412. 

3  (1878)  2  L.  R.  Ir.  42.     Cp.  Mansfi'^ld  Union  (Quardians  oj)  v.  WrigU,  9  Q.  B.  D. 
683. 
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the  relief  of  the  destitute  poor.  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  an  action 
does  not  he  against  them  in  their  corporate  capacity  for  a  supposed 
neglect  of  their  administrative  duty  in  not  providing  adequate  relief. 
For  any  such  neglect  of  duty  they  are  subject  to  the  order  and  authority 
of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  and  may  be  dissolved  as  a  corporation, 
and  paid-officers  appointed  in  their  stead  to  carry  into  efiect  the  duties 
they  have  neglected.  The  Guardians  as  a  corporation  may  possibly 
be  liable  to  indictment,  or  the  individual  members  of  the  Board  may  be 
personally  responsible  in  damages  for  neghgent  omission  to  perform 
their  individual  duties  ;  but  it  would  seem  to  be  against  pubUc  pohcy 
to  permit  actions  to  be  maintained  against  them  in  theii:  corporate 
capacity  for  neghgent  omission  in  carrying  out  their  administrative 
duties,^  and  especially  as  the  damages  and  costs  should  be  paid,  if  at  aU, 
out  of  the  rates.  If  the  present  action  can  be  maintained,  why  should 
not  an  action  he  against  the  Guardians,  at  suit  of  each  pauper,  for 
every  supposed  neglect  of  administrative  duty,  causing  to  the  in- 
dividual any  real  or  fancied  grievance — c.y.,  for  supplying  food  in- 
sufficient in  quantity  or  inferior  in  quahty,  or  insufficient  or  inferior 
clothing  or  bedding,  defective  sanitary  arrangements,  or  any  other  of 
the  various  neglects  or  omissions  by  which  inmates  of  a  workhouse  may 
be  prejudicially  afEected  ?^  If  the  real  or  supposed  omissions  of 
Guardians  are  to  be  thus  redressed,  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  im- 
practicable, to  administer  the  laws  for  the  rehef  of  the  destitute  poor." 
Criticism.  The  remark  may  be  interposed  that  if  the  inmiunity  of  the  Guardians 

from  habihty  is  due  to  the  subordination  of  their  powers  to  the  Local 
Government  Board,  the  greater  or  lesser  hberty  allowed  to  them  by  the 
Board  cannot  affect  that  habihty.  Their  action  is  inahenably  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Board,  with  whom  the  responsibihty  must 
remain ;  in  the  same  way  as  with  a  private  employer  who  delegate 
the  appointment  of  subordinates  and  the  carrying  out  of  a  scheme 
of  work  to  a  steward  or  manager.  The  Local  Government  Board's 
responsibihty  is  statutory  and  not  to  be  divested  by  any  arrangement 
between  them  and  their  agents.  If,  then,  the  Guardians  act  only  as 
agents  and  are  not  guilty  of  actual  negligence  on  the  principle  we 
have  before  noted,  there  is  no  habihty.^  When  the  habihty  of  the 
Local  Government  Board  is  inquired  into  they  are  only  in  the  exercise 
oi  governmental  functions  and  the  principle  of  the  Post  Office  cases  is 
apphcable.* 
Unreported  An  unreported  EngUsh  case  raised  the  same  point  as  BrennatCs 

English  case.  ^^^^  ^^j^  almost  identical  facts.  Plaintiff's  husband,  some  months 
previous  to  the  accident  out  of  which  the  action  arose,  suffered  from 
dehrium  tremens,  and  was  received  into  the  infirmary  of  St.  (Jeorge- 
in-the-East,  an  institution  administered  under  the  Poor  Laws,  as  in 
BrennarCs  case.  The  patient  was  shortly  afterwards  discharged  as 
cured.  Some  months  later  he  was  brought  in  again  with  a  certificate 
from  the  parish  doctor  that  he  was  suffering  from  fits,  and  was  put  into 

1  See  Mm  V.  Hawker,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  309  ;  L.  R.  10  Ex.  92  ;  Ceniral  Bd.,  <l?c.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  52  Am.  R.  353. 

8  Tozdand  v.  West  Ham  Union  (1906),  1  K.  B.,  Darling,  J.,  549,  criticisee  this 
passage  thus  :  "  It  is  to  be  noticed  at  this  point  that  all  the  instances  which  are  put 
by  Fitzgerald,  J.,  are  strictly  confined  to  cases  of  omission  to  )  erform  certain  statutory 
duties  *  :  and  is  so  guilty  of  an  oversight  which  quite  destroys  the  force  of  his 
criticism  ;  for  surely,  supplying  bad  food  or  clothing  or  bedding,  or  defective  sanit-ary 
arrangements,  are  very  positive  acts  of  misfeasance,  not  omissions  only. 

3  DaLton  v.  Angus,  8  A  pp.  Cas.  443,  per  Lord  Blackburn,  446, 447. 

4  Whitfield  V.  Lord  Le  Desjwncer,  2  Cowp.  764. 
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the  fits  ward,  a  reference  being  made  at  the  time  to  his  previous  ad-  Hichmre  v. 

mission  three  months  earUer.    He  showed  no  symptoms  of  violence  ;  ^  Oeorgt-xn- 

but  after  a  few  days, -when  the  nurse  in  charge  of  the  ward  was  in  a     " 

part  of  it  away  from  the  window,  he  broke  the  window,  squeezed 

through  the  bars,  and  threw  himself  into  a  yard  below  and  was  killed. 

The  widow  brought  her  action,  alleging  as  negligence,  that  the  Guardians 

having  notice  of  the  deceased's  previous  admission  to  the  infirmary, 

and  the  cause  of  it,  had  not  caused  him  to  be  placed  in  the  lunatic 

ward,  or  at  any  rate  to  be  more  effectually  guarded  where  he  was. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Huddleston,  B.,  who  gave  judgment  for  the 

plaintiff ;    this  was  reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  on  the  ground 

that  the  facts  disclosed  no  negUgence.    The  Court  thus  escaped  the 

necessity  of  an  expression  of  opinion  on  the  Uability  of  Guardians 

acting  under  the  Poor  Law  orders.     Bowen,  L.J.,  notices  the  subject 

thus  :   "  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  not,  perhaps,  humane  to  the  plaintiff 

that  our  decision  is  given  against  her  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  because  I 

do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  the  other  question  would  be  so  abstruse  as 

hardly  to  have  stopped  at  this  Court  if  we  decided  in  her  favour."^ 

Bowen,  L.  J.'s,  reference  was  probably  to  the  Poor  Law  Act,  1835,^  Provisions  of 
whereby  the  administration  of  rehef  of  the  poor  is  placed  under  the  ^^^{305^*^ 
control  of  Commissioners  who  are  to  make  rules  and  regulations  for       ' 
the  management  of  the  poor  and  the  administration  of  the  laws  for 
their  relief  ;^   and  for  present  or  future  workhouses,  and  as  "  to  the 
labour  to  be  exacted  from  the  persons  reUeved."    The  Conmiissioners 
may  direct  guardians  to  appoint  paid  officers  "  with  such  quaUfications 
as  the  said  Conmiissioners  shall  think  necessary  for  superintending  or 
assisting  in  the  administration  of  the  relief  and  employment  of  the 
poor"  "and    otherwise    carrying  the  provisions  of    this  Act  into 
execution."*    The  Commissioners  have  made  orders  under  these  powers 
by  which  the  Guardians'  action  is  controlled. 

The  Irish  Court  had  a  very  similar  case  before  them  in  Dunbar  v.  Dunbar  v. 
Onardians  of  Ardee  Union}    A  fever  patient  in  delirium,  through  ^^^^  Union. 
deficient  provision  of  nurses  (which  had  been  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  Guardians  but  which  they  were  neghgent  in  not  remedying), 

1  Hickmore  v.  Guardians  of  St.  Oeorge-in-ike-Eagtf  the  case  referred  to,  is  not 
reported  in  any  of  the  law  reports.  There  are  reports  of  it  in  its  various  stages  in  the 
Times  for  April  2,  April  3,  and  May  21,  1884  The  facts  and  the  quotation  in  the 
text  are  from  the  shorthand  notes  kindly  supplied  me  by  one  of  the  counsel  in  the 
case.  McFarland  v.  Stetoart,  19  N.  Z.  L.  R.  22.  In  Cwran  v.  Boston  (City  of),  161 
Mass.  505,  "  pecuniary  profit  *'  was  received  and  the  maintenance  of  "  the  workhouse 
or  house  of  industry  "  was  "  voluntary  " ;  notwithstanding  it  was  held  that  the  city 
was  under  no  liability.  MaxmUian  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  160,  decided 
that  the  city  corporation  were  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  an  employ^  of  the  com- 
missioners of  public  charities  and  corrections  in  driving  an  ambulance  waggonjbelong- 
ing  to  the  city.  Thompson,  Negligence,  §§  5818-5841  ;  Carson  v.  City  of  Genesee,  1& 
Am.  St.  R.  127.  An  immense  quantity  of  American  decisions  on  the  distinction 
between  the  liability  of  corporations  for  governmental  work  and  work  done  forprivate 
profit  are  collected  in  the  note,  1 36- 1 74.  McDonald  v.  Massachusetts  General  Hospital, 
120  Mass.,  432,  and  Glavin  v.  Rhode  Island  General  Hospital,  34  Am.  R.  675,  treat  of  the 
liability  of  a  hospital  board  for  the  misfeasance  of  a  medical  officer.  A  nursing 
association  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  a  nurse  supplied  by  them  :  HaU  v.  Lees 
(1904),  2  K.  B.  602.  The  decision  went  on  the  construction  of  the  documents  making 
the  contract  of  the  association.  Nor  is  a  local  authority  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  its  medical  officer  in  discharging  a  patient  from  a  hospital  provided  under  statutory 
authority:  Evans  v.  Mayor,  dsc.  of  Liverpool  (1906),  1  K.  B.  160.  In  Delaney  v. 
Colston,  16  Rettie  753,  see  also  20  Rettie  506,  directors  of  a  home^a  charitable 
institution — were  held  responsible  to  parents  for  the  custody  of  children.  ^ 

2  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  15.  3  Ss.  42,  43. 

4  S.  46.     S.  109  defines  an  "  officer."  &  (1897)  2  L  R.  76. 
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escaped  almost  naked  through  the  window  of  the  infirmary  where  he 
was  a  patient  and  subsequently  died.  The  widow  sued  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act.  The  judge  at  the  trial  ruled  agaiinst  her  right  of 
action  on  the  authority  of  Brennan^s  ctise,  as  did  the  Divisional  Court ; 
and  they  were  afiirmed  by  the  full  Court  of  Appeal  following  Brennah's 
case  and  holding  that  Guardians  are  officers  appointed  to  carry  out 
general  state  pohcy  with  regard  to  the  administration  of  the  Poor 
Law  and  thus  are  not  Uable  where  not  personally  in  default. 

Lemngston  v.  Guardians  of  the  Lurgan  Uniony^  an  earlier  case,  comes 
under  a  different  principle.  The  Guardians  had  made  a  sewer  and  injured 
the  property  of  others  in  doing  so.  As  Whiteside,  C.J.,  says  : ^  "So 
far  as  these  defences  are  concerned,  we  must  take  it  that  the  defendants 
did  the  acts  complained  of.  And  the  defences  rely  on  matter  of  law, 
namely,  that,  although  the  defendants  did  the  acts  complained  of,  yet, 
as  being  a  corporation  they  are,  either  by  common  law  or  by  virtue 
of  their  act  of  incorporation,  not  responsible."  The  decision  was  that 
they  were  Uable  because  they  had  done  the  wrong  themselves ;  and 
an  action  for  a  wrong  hes  against  a  corporation,  where  the  thing 
done  is  within  the  purpose  of  the  Corporation  ;  and  it  has  been  done 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  constitute  what  would  be  an  actionable  wrong 
if  done  by  a  private  individual.^  But  this  is  obviously  not  the 
principle  of  the  preceding  cases. 

In  Tozeland  v.  West  Ham  Union  *  the  facts  showed  that  defendants 
were  carrpng  out  an  enlargement  of  their  workhouse  in  connection 
with  which  the  electric  lighting  system  was  being  extended.  A 
pauper,  who  was  employed  at  the  work  under  Art.  112  of  the  Con- 
soUdated  Order,  July  29,  1847,  was  injured  through  the  negUgence  of 
the  engineer — a  permanent  officer — ^in  not  providing  a  suitable  staging 
on  which  to  work.  The  staging  gave  way,  the  pauper  fell,  and  was 
injured.  The  Guardians  disputed  their  Uability  to  pay  damages,  on 
the  ground  that  the  pauper  was  a  servant  engaged  in  common  employ- 
ment with  the  engineer,  and  also  that  the  functions  performed  by 
them  were  statutory  duties  under  the  Local  Government  Board  and, 
in  the  absence  of  actual  negligence  on  their  part,  they  were  not  affected 
by  the  negligence  of  their  officers  engaged  in  carrjang  out  their  statu- 
tory duties.  A  Divisional  Court  decided  both  points  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff.  Ridley  and  Darling,  J  J.,  in  holding  "  that  the  rule  of  law  is  to 
be  ascertained  from  the  judgment  in  Lemngston  v.  Lurgan  Guardians^*'  * 
disregarded  the  circumstance  that  there  the  defendants  had  acted  in  a 
way  causing  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  property,  so  as  in  any  circum- 
stances to  be  Uable ;  and  ignored  the  essential  inquiry  whether  the 
relation  between  the  Guardians  and  the  Local  Government  Board  was 
analogous  to  the  relation  of  a  district  post-office  officer  to  the  Post- 
master-Greneral,  or  to  the  ordinary  relation  of  master  and  servant;  or 
rather  they  assumed  that  the  relation  was  the  ordinary  one.  Neither 
do  they  appear  to  have  apprehended  that  in  Lemngston' s  case  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  member  of  the  public,  and  in  the  case  before  them  was  a 
member  of  the  organisation  with  possibly  different  and  more  Umited 
rights.  Lord  Alverstone,  C. J.,  thought  the  case  *'  within  the  class  of 
cases  in  which  the  Guardians  having  work  to  do  as  Guardians  do  it  under 
circumstances  in  which  a  person  to  whom  they  owe  a  duty  would  have 

1  (1868)  Ir.  R.  2  C.  L.  202.  2  L.c.  213. 

3  Oreen  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co.,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  290,  302. 

4  (1900)  1  K.  B.  638.  6  I.  R.  2  C.  L.  202. 
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a  right  of  action  against  them  if  injured  through  the  negligence  of  a 
servant  acting  on  their  behalf."    The  Court  of  Appeal^  aflirmed 
the  Divisional  Court  on  the  first  point,  which  apparently  was  not  Divisional 
strenuously  argued  f  but  reversed  it  on  the  other  following  Ihirhar  ^i"^*^.°^f?" 
V.  Guardians  of  Ardee  Union  and  holding  that  Guardians  are  not  court  ^of 
Uable  for  injuries  to  paupers  arising  from  the  neghgence  of  officers  Appeal. 
or  servants  who  have  been  properly  employed  under  the  statute  to 
discharge  statutory   duties   towards   the   recipients   of  reUef.     The 
Court  failed  to  find  any  relevancy  in  Levingston^s  case.    There  is  a 
great  distinction  between  doing  something  which  the  Guardians  have 
no  right  to  do,  and  so  injuring  some  outside  person,  and  doing  some- 
thing which  it  is  their  statutory  duty  to  do,  but  in  the  course  of  doing 
which  some  of  their  officers  are  guilty  of  negligence. 

In  Alamango  v.  City  of  Albany  ^  an  action  was  brought  by  a  convict  American 
against  defendants,  who,  by  Act  of  the  Legislature,  were  "  authorised  decision, 
and  directed  "  to  estabUsh  a  penitentiary  for  the  punishment  of  persons 
convicted  of  crime.  They  acted  accordingly,  and  appointed  proper 
officers  to  manage  and  superintend  it ;  these  officers  illegally  put  the 
plaintiff  to  work  ;  while  engaged  in  which  he  was  injured.  The 
Court  held  plaintifE  could  not  recover :  "  The  duty  of  punishing 
criminals  is  inherent  in  the  Sovereign  power.  It  may  be  conmiitted 
to  agencies  selected  for  that  purpose,  but  such  agencies  while  engaged 
in  that  duty  stand  so  far  in  the  place  of  the  State,  and  exercise  its 
pohtical  authority,  and  do  not  act  in  any  private  capacity.  It  is  so 
in  the  laying  out  and  maintaining  of  highways,  the  building  of  court- 
houses and  school-houses,  as  well  as  in  the  building  of  jails  and  places 
of  detention.  In  the  performance  of  all  such  duties  it  is  settled,  by 
the  unanimous  agreement  of  the  Courts,  that  these  agencies  are  not 
Uable  for  neglect  or  misfeasance,  unless  the  liabihty  is  specially  im- 
posed by  statute."* 

In  a  New  SoiUh  Wales  case^  the  same  doctrine  was  accepted.  No  New  South 
action  can  be  brought  against  the  Government  or  its  servants  for  an  Wales 
injury  caused  to  a  prisoner  in  gaol  through  the  negligence  of  the  gaol 
officials.  This  was  held  *'  on  the  highest  grounds  of  policy  and  con- 
venience," citing  Mellor,  J.,  in  Dawhins  v.  L^d  Paulet}  The  rule  is  the 
seune  as  in  the  case  already  considered  ^  of  an  action  brought  by  a  soldier 
against  his  officer.  If  the  act  alleged  is  done  under  the  authority 
of  the  prison  regulations  they  are  sufficient  justification.    If  the  act 

i  23  Times  L.  R.  325.  The  decision  in  the  Ck>urt  of  Appeal  is  only  added  as  the 
sheets  are  passing  through  the  press. 

3  The  position  of  a  statutory  servant  in  relation  to  the  doctrine  of  common  employ- 
ment may,  notwithstanding,  yet  have  to  be  reconsidered,  and  the  point  decided  whether 
his  employment  augments  the  employer's  liability  or  assimilates  his  position  to  that 
of  his  free  fellow  servants.  Cp.  Swainson  v.  N.  E,  Ry.  Co.,  3  Ex.  D.,  per  Brett,  L.  J., 
349  ;  Johnson  v.  Lindsay  {\%^\)  A.  C.  376. 

8  (1881)  25  Hun  (N.  Y.)  551  ;  see  also  Br(ywn  v.  Ptofe,  75  N.  Y.  437,  441,  and 
Perry  v.  House  of  Refuge,  52  Am.  Rep.  495,  the  judgment  in  which  case  is  not  so  wide 
as  the  terms  of  the  head-note  :  "  An  action  does  not  lie  against  a  State  house  of  refuge 
for  an  assault  on  an  inmate  by  an  officer  thereof." 

4  Cp.  Osborne  v.  MUman,  17  Q.  B.  D.  614  ;  18  Q.  B.  D.  471.  A  convict  in  England 
sentenced  to  penal  servitude  cannot  sue  for  any  cause  of  action  during  the  term, 
33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  s.  8.  By  sec.  12  power  is  given  to  the  administrator  of  a  convict's 
property  to  sell  it.  This  power  must  be  exercised  with  discretion  and  care ;  failing 
which  the  Court  will  hold  the  administrator  personally  liable  for  loss  :  Carr  v.  Anderson 
(1903),  2  Ch.  279.  The  endurance  of  punishment  for  felony  has  the  effect  of  a  pardon 
under  the  gre&t  seal,  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  32,  s.  3.  Leyman  v.  Latimer,  3  Ex.  D.  15,  352,  See 
Com.  Dig.  Forfeiture  (B  3). 

8  Oibson  V.  Young  (IS99),  21  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  7. 

•  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  114.  7  Ante,  223. 
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is  a  violation  of  them  the  proper  appeal  is  to  the  body  constituted  by 
them  in  superintendence  and  not  to  the  Ck)urts  of  law.  If  the  matter 
charged  is  .criminal  there  is  a  difference.  "  If  a  prisoner  by  duress 
of  the  gaoler,  comes  to  an  untimely  end,  it  is  murder.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  make  it  duress,  that  there  should  be  actual  strokes  or  wounds." 
*'  The  reasons  why  the  law  impUes  mahce  in  such  cases  are  plain." 
"  A  prisoner  is  not  to  be  punished  in  gaol  but  to  be  kept  safely."  ^ 
The  private  wrong  to  the  prisoner  may  be  without  redress  in  the  Courts 
— not  so  the  crime  against  the  State. 

A  pauper  does  not  come  under  the  same  principle  ;  the  soldier  has 
voluntarily  contracted  himself  out  of  his  civil  rights  ;  the  convict  has 
forfeited  them ;  but  parish  reUef  is  a  phase  of  the  State's  economic 
administration  which  in  the  interest  of  the  community  is  dispensed 
where  there  is  no  fault  and  sometimes  no  wish  to  receive  it.  The 
pauper,  therefore,  does  not  lose  any  civic  rights  beyond  those  specified 
by  legislation.  In  the  event  of  injury  being  inflicted  on  him  he  is  in 
no  other  position  than  those  injured  by  the  act  of  employes  in  any 
other  State  department ;  the  principle  of  the  Post  Office  cases  applies 
here  also. 

Forde  v.  Skinner^  illustrates  this ;  where  parish  officers  were  held 
Uable  in  heavy  damages  for  cutting  o£E  the  hair  of  a  person  in  a  work- 
house by  force,  Bayley,  J.,  said  :  "  However  desirable  such  a  regulation 
as  that  of  cutting  off  the  hair  of  a  person  in  a  poorhouse  may  be  with 
regard  to  health  and  cleanliness,  yet  it  is  altogether  unauthorised  by 
law,  and  is  a  wrongful  act  if  done  without  the  consent  of  the  party." 
In  the  case  in  point  the  act  was  not  authorised  by  the  officers'  power,  but 
had  it  been  the  officers  were  not  acting  in  good  faith,  but  were  using 
their  assumed  power  as  a  means  of  private  maUce  and  oppression. 

In  Foreman  v.  Mayor  of  Canterbury ,  Blackburn,  J., ^  states  a  cognate 
point  arising  under  the  37th  section  of  the  PubUc  Health  Act,  1848,* 
which  "requires  the  local  board  of  health  to  appoint  asurveyor  and  other 
persons  named  as  officers  and  servants  ;  and  at  the  end  of  the  section 
it  is  said  that  they  may  dismiss  at  pleasure  all  the  officers  and  servants 
except  the.  surveyor  ;  and  the  surveyor  is  not  to  be  dismissed  without 
the  approval  of  the  General  Board  of  Health.  That  being  so,  it  would 
be  a  question  to  consider  whether  the  surveyor  whom  they  are  thus 
required  to  appoint,  and  whom  they  are  not  allowed  to  dismiss  at 
pleasure,  is  in  the  relation  of  servant  to  them  in  such  a  way  as  that,  if 
the  matter  were  being  done  by  the  surveyor,  and  the  cause  of  the 
mischief  were  the  neghgence  of  the  surveyor,  the  local  board  of  health 
would  be  responsible  for  his  neghgence.  I  do  not  wish  to  express  an 
opinion  as  to  whether  they  would  or  would  not  be  responsible."^ 

Foreman  v.  Mayor  of  Canterbury  was  cited  in  Crisp  v.  Thomas,^ 
where  plaintiff  was  a  scholar  in  a  voluntary  school,  regulated  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Education  Act,  1870,^  and  the  code.  The 
defendant  was  the  vicar  of  the  parish,  and  an  ex  officio  trustee  of  the 
school  and  the  principal  member  of  the  conmiittee  of  management. 
While  in  the  school,  a  blackboard  fell  from  an  easel  and  struck  plaintiff 

1  The  King  v.  Huggins,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  375  ;  King  v.  Bambridge,  17  How.  St.  Tr. 
398  ;  Campbell,  Lives  of  the  Chief  Justices  (ed.  1849),  vol.  ii.  204  ;  Eaat,  P.  C,  c.  6, 
c  92  2  4  C.  &  P.  239. 

3  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  214, 218.  4  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63. 

6  As  to  Criminal  Liability  of  the  surveyor  under  6  &  6  W.  IV.  c.  50,  8.  66,  see  Hard- 
castle  V.  Bielby  (IS92),  1  Q.  B.  709.  o  62  L.  T.  810  ;  (C.  A.)  63  L.  T.  766. 

7  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  76.    In  Pennsylvania  "  the  school  district  "  is  not  liable  for  the 
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on  the  head.  The  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  the  injuries  thus 
inflicted.  The  neghgence  alleged  was  that  of  one  of  the  teachers,  who 
were  appointed  by  the  committee  of  management,  but  were  not 
otherwise  under  its  control.  Charles,  J.,  held  that  no  evidence  of 
neghgence  was  shown,  although,  assuming  evidence  of  neghgence,  he 
was  of  opinion  the  defendant  was  Uable  as  a  member  of  the  committee 
of  management.  The  plaintiff  appealed  on  the  point  of  want  of 
evidence  of  neghgence..  The  Court  of  Appeal  afi&rmed  the  decision 
of  Charles,  J.,  as  to  this  ;  and,  on  the  assumption  that  there  was 
evidence  of  neghgence,  differed  from  him  on  the  question  of  Uabihty. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  on  this  point  is  most  forcibly 
stated  by  Lord  Esher,  M.R.  :  "The  defendant  is  only  responsible  Judgment  of 
for  his  agent  and  servant,  and  the  schoolmistress  was  not  his  servant.  ^^  Eaher, 
He  did  not  pay  her  wages  ;  she  was  not  bound  to  obey  any  order  he 
might  give  her  ;  he  could  not  appoint  her  alone,  nor  of  himself  could 
he  dismiss  her.  It  is  true  that  he  could  with  the  rest  of  the  committee 
appoint  and  dismiss  her ;  but  even  then,  supposing  they  should 
dismiss  her  wrongfully,  she  could  appeal  to  the  bishop,  and  he  could 
reappoint  her.  Neither  the  defendant  nor  the  committee  have  power  to 
direct  the  schoolmistress  what  to  do  or  what  not  to  do  in  the  daily 
management  of  the  school.  Therefore  she  was  not  in  any  sense  a 
servant  either  of  the  defendant  or  the  committee,  still  less  was  the 
schoolmistress  his  servant ;  he  could  not  appoint  her  as  teacher 
or  dismiss  or  interfere  with  her  in  any  way  at  all,  and  therefore,  even  if 
she  were  neghgent,  he  was  not  responsible."  These  considerations,  thus 
forcibly  pointed  out,  are  the  determining  elements  in  fixing  habihty. 

The  King,  it  may  be  mentioned,  in  the  exercise  of  his  prerogative.  Suspension  of 
may,  by  letters  patent,  suspend  a  pubhc  officer,  though  his  office  be  '^®?|.^®^i 
granted  for  hfe  ;  after  suspension  the  officer  is  entitled  to  receive  the  ^"   ^°°  ^^' 
salary,  though  not  to  exercise  the  functions,  of  the  office.^ 

Where  an  officer  neglects  a  duty  incumbent  on  him  in  a  pubhc  Negligent 
office  either  by  common  law  or  statute,  he  is  indictable  for  his  default.^  Actable 
Lord  Mansfield,  C.J.,  charged  the  jury  in  Bembridge's  case  :^  "I  have 
not  a  particle  of  doubt,  that  where  a  man  has  an  office,  created  by  the 
Bang's  letters  patent  immediately  or  derivatively,  which  is  of  im- 
portant trust  and  consequence  to  the  pubhc — that  for  the  violation 
of  that  office,  he  is  as  much  indictable  as  any  magistrate  or  officer 
.  that  has  been  alluded  to  ;  it  is  an  office,  the  duty  of  which  the  pubhc 
are  interested  in,  and  I  have  no  manner  of  doubt,  but  upon  principles 
there  is  no  want  of  any  precedent  of  the  same  kind  as  this."    Hawkins  * 

nedigence  of  school  directors  or  of  their  employes,"  De  Vere  Ford  v.  Kendall  Borough 
School  District,  121  Pa.  St.  643.  In  England  there  would  be  no  action  either  against 
the  head  teacher  or  against  local  managers  for  the  negligence  of  assistant  or  pupil 
teachers.  But  I  know  of  no  case  that  goes  to  establish  the  doctrine  of  the  American 
authorities,  that  **  school  districts  are  but  affents  of  the  commonwealth,  and  are  made 
qiiaai  corporations  for  the  sole  purpose  of  the  administration  of  the  commonwealth's 
system  of  public  education/'  and  so  are  under  no  liability.  Cormack  v.  School  Board 
of  Wick,  16  Rettie  812,  is  a  Scotch  case  on  the  liability  of  a  School  Board  for  defective 
condition  of  school  premises  causing  injury  to  a  child  attending  the  school. 

i  Cruise,  Dig.  tit.  25,  s.  113,  citing  Slingaby's  case  (1680),  3  Swanst.  178.  As  to 
acts  of  officers  (£  facto,  which  are  good  if  done  of  necessity,  bilt  not  if  not  of  necessity, 
Harris  v.  Jays,  Cro.  Eliz.  699.  See  also  Nichols  v.  MacLean,  101  N.  Y.  626  ;  Andrews 
V.  Portland,  79  Me.  484,  10  Am.  St.  R.  280.  a  Regina  v.  Wyat,  I  Salk.  380. 

3  22  How.  St.  Tr.  77  ;  see  also  150.  The  Queen  v.  HaU  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  747,  per 
Charles,* J.,  753,  citing  Hawkins,  Bk.  2,  c.  26,  §  4.  All  the  old  English  [cases  are 
collected,!!  Bishop  Crim.  Law,  §§  469-464. 

4  P.  C.  Bk,  1,  0.  66.     Of  Offences  by  Officers, 
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is  of  opinion  that  a  negligent  officer  ^*  should  rather  be  immediately 
displaced  than  the  public  be  in  danger  of  suffering  that  damage  which 
cannot  but  be  expected  some  time  or  other  from  his  negligence."  A 
distinction  must  be  taken  between  offices  concerning  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice  or  of  the  conmionwealth,  to  which  the  officer,  ex 
officio  or  of  necessity,  ought  to  attend  without  any  demand  or  request ; 
in  which  cases  non-user  or  non-attendance  in  court  is  a  forfeiture  of 
the  office ;  and  those  offices  in  respect  of  which  the  officer  need  not 
attend  or  exercise  his  office,  until  demand  made  on  him  to  do  so  ;  in 
the  case  of  any  of  these,  non-user  is  not  a  cause  of  forfeiture,  unless 
there  has  been  a  request  and  subsequent  neglect.^  Where  the  office 
held  is  of  a  private  nature  to  be  performed  without  request,  non-user 
or  non-attendance  is  not  a  cause  of  forfeiture,  unless  it  be  a  cause  of 
prejudice  or  damage  to  him  whose  officer  the  holder  is,  in  something 
which  concerns  his  charge.^ 

"  If,"  says  Littledale,  J.,^  *'  a  public  officer  is  guilty  of  criminal 
neglect  of  duty,  he  is  Uable  to  a  criminal  information,"  and  however 
honourable  and  honest  his  intentions,  he  is  still  liable  to  be  found 
Blackburn,  guilty,  for  the  mere  intention  to  do  right  will  not  protect  him.  Black- 
J.'s,  opinion  burn,  J.,  in  his  charge  in  Reg  v.  Eyre^^  considers  the  case  of  excess 
in  Reg  V.  Eyre,  beyond  official  duty  thus  :  "  Honesty  of  intention  in  such  a  case  is 
very  important ;  for  if  it  be  shown  that  the  officer,  under  colour  of 
exercising  his  office,  was  really  moved  by  any  other  motive  than  an 
honest  desire  to  do  his  duty,  there  is  no  doubt  at  all  he  would  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanour ;  even  if  there  was  a  perfectly  honest  in- 
tention that  would  not  of  itself  conclusively  determine  the  question 
in  the  officer's  favour,  although  it  would  be  a  very  important  element 
indeed.  I  think  the  officer  is  bound  under  such  circumstances  to 
bring  to  the  exercise  of  his  duty  ordinary  firmness,  judgment,  and 
discretion.  I  think  he  is  bound  to  do  that,  and  I  think  in  such  a  case 
the  jury  have  to  determine  upon  the  evidence,  first,  whether  the 
circumstances  were  in  fact  such  that  what  was  done  really  was  in 
excess  of  the  duty  of  the  officer,  and  secondly,  whether  a  person 
placed  in  the  position  of  that  officer,  having  the  information  that  he 
had,  believing  what  he  did  believe,  and  knowing  what  he  did  know,  if 
exercising  ordinary  firnmess,  judgment,  and  moderation,  would  have 
perceived  it  was  an  excess.  Much  allowance  should  be  made  for  the 
difficulty  of  his  position,  but  not  too  much,  and  I  think  it  must  ulti- 
mately in  such  a  case  always  be  a  question  of  more  or  less,  and 
therefore  a  question  of  fact ;  "  and  so  for  the  jury. 
Distinction  We  have  now  considered  the  principles  governing  the  liabilities  of 

between  those  pubUc  officers  who  act  for  the  profit  of  the  pubUc  at  large.  There 
P"^^^°  .  is,  besides,  another  class,  who,  in  certain  of  their  duties,  act  not  for 
for  the  publw  ^^^  public  in  general,  but  for  such  individuals  of  it  who  employ  them 
at  large  and  for  a  certain  fee  paid.  This  class  includes  sherifis,  notaries,  and 
thoMwho  others  whose  duties  we  shall  next  proceed  to  consider,  and  who  all 
individuals.  ^^^  liable  for  the  neghgence  and  omissions  of  their  servants  in  the 
discharge  of  such  of  their  duties  as  we  have  indicated  above. 

1  Earl  of  Shrewsbury's  rase,  9  Co.  Rep.  46b,  60a. 

2  Ihid.     An  office  shall  be  lost  by  forfeiture  as  if  he  break  the  condition  annexed  to 
it  by  law  by  non-user  or  abuser  :  Com.  Dig.  Officer  (K  2)  (K  3). 

8  Pinnpy*s  case.  The  Bristol  Riots,  3  St.  Tr.  N.  S.ll,  506.      See  Stewards  ease,  18 
How.  St.  Tr.  863.  4  Finlason's  Report,  58. 


CHAPTER  11. 
MINISTERIAL  OFFICERS. 

I.  Notaries  Public. 

A  NOTARY,  says  Burn/  was  anciently  a  scribe,  that  only  took  notes  Definition, 
or  minutes,  and  made  short  draughts  of  writings  and  other  instruments, 
both  pubUc  and  private.  At  this  day  we  call  him  a  notary  public  who 
confirms  and  attests  the  truth  of  any  deeds  or  writings  in  order  to  render 
the  same  authentic.^    He  is  the  officer  of  some  known  Government, 
and  entitled  as  such  to  recognition  in  the  commercial  world.^    Notaries  Mode  of 
in  England  are  appointed  by  the  CJourt  of  Faculties ;    which  is  "  a  appointment. 
Court,  although  it  holdeth  no  plea  of  controversie."  * 

To  practise  as  a  notary  in  London,  and  within  ten  miles,  a  person  Qualifica- 
must  have  served  for  seven  years  under  articles  of  clerkship,  duly  *^°'"- 
authenticated  by  a  quaUfied  notary  in  actual  practice  ;  and  if  within 
three  miles  of  London  he  must  also  be  a  member  of  the  Scriveners' 
CJompany;^  but  to  practise  at  a  greater  distance  from  London,  a 
person  may  be  admitted  upon  the  production  of  a  certificate  of 
clerkship  of  five  years  to  a  notary  or  an  attorney  and  notary.* 

The  proper  number  of  notaries  for  any  particular  place  must  be 
determined  on  considerations  of  public  convenience.^  For  no  body 
of  men  entrusted  with  public  duties  could  be  heard  to  say  that  their 
number  must  be  kept  down  in  order  that  their  profits  might  not  be 
diminished.^  Though  most  notaries  are  solicitors,  there  is  no  obligation 
to  limit  the  selection  of  notaries  to  the  profession  of  solicitor.' 

In  the  King  v.  Scriveners^  Co.,^  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,  in  answer  Duties, 
to  a  suggestion,  that  the  whole  business  of  a  notary  is  the  presenting  l|^rd  Tenter- 
of  bills  of  exchange  and  drawing  up  protests,  said  :   "  A  notary  in  the  TheKingv! 

Scriveners* 

1  Eccl.  Law  (9th  ed.),  Notary  Public,  referring  to  Brooke's  Treatise  on  the  Office 
and  Practice  of  a  Notary.  Pollock  and  Maitland,  History  of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.), 
vol.  i.  218.  There  is  an  excellent  article  on  the  office  and  duty  of  a  notary  public  in 
25  Am.  Jur.  3^.  See  also  Encycl.  Brit.  Notary;  Larousse,  Grand  Dictionnaire 
Universel,  Notaire. 

a  In  England  Notaries  were  known  before  the  Norman  Conquest:  Brooke,  3. 
Notaries  are  mentioned  in  the  Statute  of  Pro  visors,  27  Edw.  III.  stat.  1,  c.  1,  and 
in  the  Statute  of  Praemunire,  16  Rich.  II.  c.  5.  The  principal  Acts  of  Parliament 
regulating  the  office  and  duties  of  notaries  are  :  25  Henry  VlII.,  c.  21 ;  41  Greo.  III. 
c.  79 ;  3  &  4  WUl.  IV.  c.  70 ;  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  90 ;  7  &  8  Vict.  o.  86,  s.  4 ;  33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  97,  ss.  3,  63,  64  (Stamps) ;  52  &  63  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  6,  amended  64  &  66  Vict, 
o.  50, 8.  2. 

8  Musson  V.  Lake,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  275. 

4  4  Co.  Inst.  337.     Byles,  Bills  (16th  ed.),  218. 

5  As  to  requisites  of  apprenticeship,  see  the  King  v.  Scriveners*  Co.,  10  B.  & 
0.  519. 

»  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  90 ;  as  to  appointment  of  solicitor  outside  London,  3  &  4  Will.  IV. 
c.  70.  f  BaUleau  v.  Viriorian  Society  of  Notaries  (1904),  P.  180. 

8  Qraham  v.  Smart,  9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  387.  »  10  B.  &  0.  618. 
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Notary  not  a 
mere  minis- 
terial officer. 


Duties. 


City  of  London  has  many  more  duties.  Almost  all  the  charter  parties 
are  prepared  by  notaries."  "  The  ship's  broker  prepares  the  minutes 
of  the  contract ;  it  is  afterwards  put  into  form  by  a  notary.  There 
is  another  part  of  the  duty  of  notaries,  and  that  is,  to  receive  the 
affidavits  of  mariners  and  masters  of  ships,  and  then  to  draw  up  their 
protests,  which  is  a  matter  which  requires  care,  attention,  and  diligence. 
Besides  that,  many  documents  pass  before  notaries  under  their  notarial 
seal,  which  gives  effect  to  them,  and  renders  them  evidence  in  foreign 
courts,  though  certainly  not  in  our  courts  of  common  law.^  There 
is  a  great  deal  therefore  to  be  done  by  a  notary,  perfectly  independent 
of  and  distinct  from  this  mere  matter  of  presenting  bills  and  drawing 
up  protests."  ^ 

A  notary  is  not  a  mere  ministerial  officer,  in  the  sense  that  he  is 
obliged,  whether  he  Ukes  it  or  not,  to  execute  the  duties  of  his  office 
when  called  on  to  do  so  ;  he  is  free  to  decline  to  act  if  so  disposed ; 
were  this  not  so,  "  they  might  often  be  innocently  the  cause  of  assisting 
in  fraudulent  or  improper  measures,  or  might  be  much  inconvenienced 
by  applications  at  improper  times  and  places."^  "  Great,"  says 
Brooke,*  "  is  the  confidence  attached  to  notaries,  and  very  onerous 
are  their  duties,  and  thence  the  necessity  of  their  being  distinguished 
for  extensive  knowledge,  probity,  discretion,  and  zeal."^ 

A  notary  undertaking  the  duty  as  notary  is  Uable  in  damages  to 
any  one  who  can  show  that  he  has  suffered  a  special  injury  through 
the  notary's  neglect ;  and  the  rule  of  diUgence  is  that  of  a  specialist.* 
The  fact  that  one  occupies  the  position  of  a  notary  is  prima  facie 
evidence  of  his  quaUfications'^  and  that  he  is  a  fit  and  proper  agent  to 
protest  bills. 

In  Morse,  on  Banks  and  Banking,  a  case  is  cited  ®  where  the  Court 
held  it  "  not  sufficient  proof  of  a  notary's  unfitness  to  show  that  he 
was  a  man  of  habitually  dissipated  character,  but  that  it  must  be 
shown  *  that  he  was  drunk  at  the  time  he  took  the  note.'  "  The 
learned  author  prefaces  his  notice  of  this  case  with  the  remark  :  "  The 
standard  of  fitness  is  not,  of  course,  uniform  and  absolute  ;  we  cannot 
pretend  to  say  what  it  may  be  in  all  the  various  States  of  the  Union, 
but  we  have  some  knowledge  of  what  it  is  in  Mississippi."*  In  England 
the  proof  of  a  habit  of  getting  drunk  would  not  be  a  valid  objection 
to  the  execution  of  a  specific  act.  To  avail  drunkenness  must  actually 
interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  faculties  in  the  performance  itself. 

A  notary  should  take  care  to  distinguish,  in  the  acts  he  has  oppor- 
tunity of  performing,  between  those  with  whose  forms  he  is  fanoiliar 
and  those  that  require  for  their  performance  exceptional  skill ;  "  for 
although  it  is  the  business  of  the  parties  themselves  to  take  good 
advice,  yet  it  is  prudent  for  notaries  not  to  undertake  n  thing  that  is 
beyond  their  capacity,  and  at  least  to  acquaint  the  parties  of  the 
difficulties  which  they  are  not  able  to  understand."^® 


1  CJiesmer  v.  Noyes,  4  Camp.  129  ;  but  see  Cole  v.  Sherard,  11  Ex.,  per  Parke,   B. 
483 ;  In  re  Oofs  EsUite,  14  L.  T.  N.  S.  727. 

a  See  >I  now.  case  No.  592,  12  Mod.  345.      Morse,  §  228. 

3  Brooke,  Office  of  a  Notary  (3rd  ed. ),  17, 18. 

4  Office  of  a  Notary  (3rd  ed. ),  19. 

*►  As  to  the  duty  and  office  of  a  notary,  see  BeUemire  v.  Bank  of  Untied  Staiea, 
4Whart.(Pa.)105. 

A  Shearman  and  Bedfield,  Negligence,  §  594.  7  L.c.  §  585. 

8  Bowling  v.  Arthur,  34  Miss.  41. 

»  Morse,  469.  lo  Domat,  Public  Law,  2, 6, 6,  §  3. 
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He  should  preserve  carefully  and  in  good  order  all  acts  which  are 
deposited  with  him ;  and  he  should  grant  exemplifications  of  them, 
when  demanded,  to  the  parties  who  have  a  right  to  demand  them.^ 

He  must  keep  secrecy,  not  only  of  what  passes  at  the  time  of  the 
signing  of  acts,  but  also  as  to  the  acts  themselves ;  and  generaUy  he 
is  expected  to  observe  entire  fidelity.^ 

A  notary  should  use  a  legible  seal  in  order  to  give  effect  to  certificates 
of  protest  or  notice  ;  for  where  the  seal  is  illegible  the  act  purporting 
to  be  authenticated  may  be  questioned.^ 

In  the  noting  of  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes  he  must 
make  a  "  sufficient "  demand  upon  the  maker  of  the  note  or  the 
acceptor  of  the  bill.  If  no  place  of  demand  other  than  the  city  at  large 
be  appointed  and  the  party  has  no  residence  there,  the  bill  may  be 
protested  in  the  city  on  the  day  without  inquiry,  since  that  might  be 
interminable  and  useless.*  The  general  principle  is  that  due  dihgence 
must  be  used  to  find  the  party  and  make  the  demand.  The  question 
in  each  case  is,  has  due  dihgence  been  used  with  reference  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  that  particular  case.*  The  presumption,  failing  other 
evidence,  is  that  the  maker  resides  where  the  note  is  dated,  and  that  he 
contemplated  payment  there.*  The  demand  of  a  foreign  bill  must 
be  made  by  a  notary  pubUc,  to  whom  credit  is  given  because  he  is  a 
pubUc  officer.' 

A  notary  is  amenable,  either  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Faculties,  or  is  Uable  to  an  action  for  negligence. 

As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Faculties. 

By  statute  on  complaint  made  in  a  summary  way  to  the  Master  Notaries 
of  Faculties,  and  supported  by  affidavit  or  other  proof,  a  notary  who  accountable 
has  permitted  his  name  to  be  used  by  an  unquaUfied  person,  or  practised  ^^  p^^^ 
out  of  his  allotted  district,  will  be  Uable ;    and  it  has  further  been 
decided  that  there  is  a  general  power  to  strike  notaries  off  the  roll 
for  misconduct ;  which  resides  in  the  Master  of  the  Faculties.® 

As  to  the  habihty  of  a  notary  to  action.  Liability  to 

A  notary,  who  receives  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  purpose  of  present-  ^^^o^- 
ing  it,  and  in  case  of  non-acceptance  or  non-payment  to  protest  it,  or, 
indeed,  to  perform  any  of  the  duties  of  a  notary,  such  as  those  enu- 
merated by  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  the  extract  given  above,  is  bound 
to  use  reasonable  skill  and  ordinary  dihgence  in  his  business,  and  is 
consequently  liable  for  injuries  to  his  employer  occasioned  by  want  of 
reasonable  skill,  and  also  for  ordinary  dihgence.® 

Reasonable  skill  in  a  notary  must  be  understood  to  indicate  so  Reasonable 
much  only  as  is  ordinarily  possessed  and  employed  by  persons  of  8^"ll- 
common  capacity  engaged  in  the  same  employment.     By  ordinary  Ordinary 
dihgence  is  to  be  understood  that  degree  of  dihgence  which  persons  of  diligence, 
common  prudence  are  accustomed  to  use  about  their  own  business  or 
affairs.^® 

A  notary  is  only  hable  to  his  employer,  or  to  the  person,  if  any.  Liable  on  the 

^  —  contract. 

1  Domat,  Public  Law,  2, 6, 6,  §  4.  a  Ibid.  ss.  §f  6,  6. 

3  Story,  Bills,  §  277  ;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  634,  635. 

4  Boot  V.  Franklin,  3  Johns.  (Sup.  Ct.  N.  Y.)  207. 

5  Firth  V.  Thrush,  8  B.  &  C.  387.  e  3  Kent,  Comm.  97. 

f  Per  Buller,  J.,  UfUey  v.  MiUs,  4  T.  R.  175.  See  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1882  (45 
&  46  Vict.  c.  61),  s.  61. 

8  41  Geo.  III.  0.  79,  s.  10 ;  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  o.  70,  s.  4.  In  re  Champion,  ex  parU  the 
Soeieiy  of  Provincial  Notaries  Public  of  England  and  Wales  (1906),  P.  86.  See  6  &  7 
Viot.  o.  90,  s.  9. 

9  Story,  Agency,  {  183.  lo  See  f)ost.  Skilled  Labour. 
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with  relation  to  whom  a  duty  is  constituted  by  the  employment ;  and 
is  not  liable  to  any  one  whom  his  negUgence  may  collaterally  injure.^ 
Notary  may  A  notary  who  has  imdertaken  to  perform  a  notarial  act  cannot 

not  depute      depute  another  to  do  it,  even  though  that  other  is  himself  a  notary  ; 
18  uty.         £^^  j^  jg  ^  general  rule  that  a  personal  trust  or  power,  conferred  in 
reliance  on  the  personal  quaUfications  of  an  individual,  is  not  to  be 
delegated  ;   and  an  authority  is  exclusively  personal  unless  from  the 
express  language  used,  or  &om  the  fair  presumptions  growing  out 
of  the  particular  transaction,  or  the  usage  in  trade,  a  greater  Uberty 
is  conceded.^ 
Negligence  to        It  has  been  held  negUgence  in  a  notary  to  protest  a  bill  for  non- 
protest  a  bill   payment  before  its  maturity,  or  to  delay  to  demand  payment  until 
menrbeFore    ^^^^  ^^  maturity ;  or  to  omit  negUgently  to  notify  the  proper  parties 
maturity.       of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  whereby  the  holder  loses  his  remedy  against 

any  such  parties.^ 
A  banker  em-       A  question  has  been  mooted,  whether  a  banker  employing  a  notary 
ploying  a        jg  responsible  for  his  negligence.     This  has  two  aspects.     The  notary 
generally        ^^7  ^^  employed  in  some  matter  for  which  the  appointment  of  a 
liable  for  his    pubUc  officer  is  not  necessary,  such  as  the  giving  of  notices  of  non- 
negligence,      acceptance  or  non-payment,  which  may  be  done  equally  well  by  an 
ordinary  clerk.     In  this  case  it  seems  clear  that  the  banker's  habiUty 
will  not  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  he  has  chosen  to  conduct  his 
business  through  a  notary  rather  than  through  an  ordinary  clerk. 
But  the  negUgence  may  be  in  the  performance  of  a  strictly  official 
function,  in  which  the  banker  is  bound  to  employ  a  notary.     The  act 
of  the  officer  is  consequently  an  independent  act,  which  the  banker 
himself  can  in  no  circumstances  do,  performed  by  an  independent 
pubhc  officer,  in  virtue  of  his  public  position,  and  not  arising  out  of 
Lis  agency,  and  for  which  he  himself  is  responsible,  either  to  the  Court 
If  he  had  used  of  Faculty  or  to  the  person  injured  by  his  act.*    The  duty  of  the 
to^fldect^'^  banker,  in  this  case,  appears  to  be  confined  to  the  selection  of  a  com- 
competent       petent  and  trustworthy  notary.^    It  is  perfectly  possible,  having 
and  trust-       reference  to  the  provisions  of  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  70,  with  respect  to  the 
worthy  one.     jnabiUty  of  notaries  to  act  out  of  their  districts,  that  there  may  be  no 
freedom  of  choice  for  the  banker ;    when  his  position  would  appear 
strongly  analogous  to  that  of  the  employer  of  a  compulsory  pilot.* 
The  law  has  been  thus  laid  down  in  a  case  of  the  highest  authority^ 
where  bills  had  been  transmitted  by  a  banker  to  a  notary :    "  It  is 
enough  here  that  the  notary  was  not  in  this  matter  the  agent  of  the 
bankers.    He  was  a  pubUc  officer  whose  duties  were  prescribed  by  law ; 
and  when  the  notes  were  placed  in  his  hands  in  order  that  such  steps 
should  be  taken  by  him  as  would  bind  the  indorsers  if  the  notes  were 
not  paid,  he  became  the  agent  of  the  holder  of  the  notes.    For  any 
failure  on  his  part  to  perform  his  whole  duty  he  alone  was  hable  ;  the 
bankers  were  no  more  hable  than  they  would  have  been  for  the  un- 
skilfulness  of  a  lawyer  of  reputed  ability  and  learning,  to  whom  they 

i  Simpson  v.  Thomson,  3  App.  Gas.,  per  Lord  Penzance,  289.  Story,  Agency, 
(9th  ed.),§§  217  b,  234. 

2  Cochran  v.  Irlam,  2  M.  &.  S.  301n ;  Ebb  v.  TruscoU,  2  M.  &  W.  386.  Broom, 
Legal  Maxims  (7th  ed.),  638  ;  Story,  Agency  (9th  ed.),  §  14. 

s  See  cases  cited.  Shearman  and  RcMdfield,  Negligence,  §  598. 

4  Whitfield  V.  Lord  Le  Despencer,  2  Cowp.  765. 

6  BeUemire  v.  Bank  of  the  United  Stales,  4  Whart.  (Pa.)  105. 

«  Warren  Bank  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  64  Mass.  682  ;  Agricultural  Bank  v.  Commercial 
Bank,  7  Smedes  &  M.  (Miss.)  692. 

7  BriOon  v.  NiccoUs,  104  U.  S.  (14  Otto)  766. 
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might  have  handed  the  notes  for  collection,  in  the  conduct  of  a  suit 
brought  upon  them."  The  additional  fact  that  the  notary  is  also  an 
employ^  and  agent  of  the  banker  does  not  appear  to  alter  the  case. 
There  is  a  sharp  dividing  Une  between  his  duties  as  agent  and  his 
duties  as  a  pubUc  officer  ;  so  that  so  soon  as  his  public  functions  come 
to  be  discharged  his  private  service  becomes  suspended  and,  as  it  were, 
merged.^  Although  there  is  a  dearth  of  direct  EngUsh  authority,  the 
law  in  the  United  States  on  the  subject  appears  plain. 

In  another  American  case.  Reed  v.  Darlington,^  it  has  been  held  American 
that  where  a  notary  has  been  guilty  of  negligence  and  is  sued  for  it,  ^Jf®/-^^^* 
he  is  placed  in  the  position  of  the  person  who  but  for  his  negligence     ^  *^*0^^^ 
would  have  been  charged  ;  if  that  person  has  a  defence  it  is  competent 
to  the  notary  to  prove  it ;  and  he  must  do  this  with  all  the  particularity 
and  completeness  required  from  that  person  had  the  action  been 
against  him.^ 

A  notary  must  not  protest  a  draft  for  non-acceptance  before  due 
presentment  for  payment.  If  he  does  the  publication  may  be  a 
hbel.  It  has  been  decided  that  the  notary  is  liable  in  an  action  by 
the  drawee,  where  he  can  show  that  the  protest  and  its  publication 
were  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  maliciously  made  and  calculated  to 
injure  him  in  his  credit  or  business  ;*  but  further  than  this,  the  notary 
would  appear  to  be  liable  for  the  negligence  alone,  apart  from  fraud  or 
maUce,  on  the  principle  governing  in  Marzetti  v.  Williams} 

II.  The  Sheriff. 

The  name  sheriff  is  derived  from  two  Saxon  words — seyre,  that  Derivation 
is,  a  shire;    and  reve,  keeper,  bailiff,  or  guardian.     The  sheriff  has  of  the  name, 
all  the  authority  for  the  administration  and  execution  of  justice  ai^^ority 
which  the  earl  or  comes    had,*  unless  where  statutory  enactment 
has  effected  an  alteration.'     The  appointment  of  sheriff  is  annual,® 
but  till  the  appointment  of  a  new  sheriff  the   office  is   not  deter- 
mined.*   The  demise  of  the  Crown  does  not  affect  his  position  ;  for 
unless  sooner  removed  or  superseded  he  continues  in  office  till  the 
completion  of  his  term.^®    In  the  event  of  his  death  his  under-sheriff 
continues  in  office  in  the  name  of  the  deceased  until  another  sheriff  is 
appointed  and  sworn,  and  is  answerable  in  all  respects  as  the  deceased 
sheriff  would  have  been  had  he  lived.^^ 

1  May  V.  J(mes,  30  Am.  St.  R.  154.  2  19  Iowa,  349. 

3  In  this  it  is  analogous  to  the  rule  in  actions  on  covenant  of  warranty  :  Hamilton 
V.  CutU,  4  Mass.  349  ;  SreenvauU  v.  Davis,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.)  643. 

4  May  V.  Jones,  30  Am.  St.  R.  154. 

6  1  B.  &  Ad.  415,  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  598. 

»  CJo.  Idtt.  168  ;  9  Co.  Rep.  49 ;  Dalton,  SheriflFs,  1.  "  Comites,'"  says  Dalton, 
**  Thomen  tuxeperunl  a  comikindo  quia  principem  comiiareniur  ad  bella  pMicaque  negotia 
ejus  kUeri  semper  hcarentes,^*  Com.  Dig.  Viscount ;  Vin.  Abr.  SheriflF ;  Watson,  The 
Office  of  Sheriff ;  Kemble,  The  Saxons  in  England,  vol.  ii.  chap.  5,  The  Ger6fa. 

7  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  ss.  8-20.  Some  ancient  statutes  as  to  the  appointment  of 
sheriffs  are  considered  in  the  Earl  of  MacclesfiM*s  case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  1282. 

8  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  3,  sub-s.  (2).  Proof  that  a  person  has  acted  as  sheriff 
is  primd  facie  evidence  that  he  is  sheriff  without  proof  of  his  appointment :  Bunbury 
V.  Maihews,  1  C.  &  K.  380. 

»  Atkinson,  Sheriff  (6th  ed.),  19 ;  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  7,  sub-s.  (2). 

^^  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  3,  sub-s.  (3).  OriginaJly  the  office  was  determined  by 
the  demise  of  the  Crown,  1  Bl.  Com.  342.  By  1  Anne  St.  1,  c.  2  (c.  8  Ruffhead),  the 
office  was  continued  for  six  months  after  the  king's  demise. 

11  50  ft  51  Vict.  0.55,  s.  25,  sub-s.  (1).  Gloucestershire  Banking  Co,  v.  Edwards^ 
20Q.B.D.  107. 
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Sheriff's 
Deputy. 


Under-Sheriff, 


Incidents  and 
tenure  of  his 
office. 


High  sheriff 
may  take 
bonds  from 
his  officers. 


BaUiffs. 


1.  Bound 
bailiffs. 


As  a  j  udicial  officer  the  sheriff's  powers  are  now  practically  obsolete,^ 
except  for  the  purpose  of  executing  writs  of  inquiry  as  to  damages  or 
for  some  special  purpose,  as  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845. 

The  sheriff  as  a  ministerial  officer  "  may  make  a  deputy  concerning 
his  office  ;  scil. ,  he  may  make  his  precept  to  another  to  arrest  the  party, 
or  he  may  serve  a  capias  or  other  process  by  his  baiUff  or  servant ;  "^ 
and,  by  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  23,  sub-s.  1,  he  is  bound  to  make  such 
appointment  within  one  month  after  notification  of  his  own  appoint- 
ment. 

The  under-sheriff  has  not  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  office  itself, 
neither  may  he  do  anything  in  his  own  name,  but  only  in  the  name  of 
the  high  sheriff,  who  is  answerable  for  him  f  so  that  an  action  for  a  false 
return  does  not  he  against  the  under-sheriff,  for  the  high  sheriff  only 
is  chargeable ;  *  and  for  every  default  of  the  under-sheriff  the  high 
sheriff  shall  be  amerced,  though  he  shall  not  be  imprisoned  for  the  act 
of  the  under-sheriff,  nor  indicted  for  any  misdemeanour  committed 
by  him.*  The  reason  for  the  extended  habihty  of  the  sheriff  is, 
because  he  is  supposed,  and,  in  the  first  instance,  bound,  to  execute  his 
duty  in  person.  The  impossibiUty  of  so  doing  authorises  him  to 
delegate  his  authority  to  another  ;  and  for  whatever  the  delegate  does, 
not  only  when  done  virttUe  mandati,  but  cohre  mandati,  the  sheriff  is 
responsible.® 

The  under-sheriff  is  in  the  nature  of  a  general  baiUff,  and,  being 
in  effect  only  the  sheriff's  deputy,  is  removable.  The  sheriff  may 
not  abridge  any  part  of  the  under-sheriff's  power  during  the  currency 
of  his  appointment,  though  he  may  determine  the  appointment.^ 

The  high  sherifi  majr  take  bonds  and  covenants,  from  the  under- 
sheriff  and  from  bailiffs  and  gaolers,  indemnifying  him  from  their 
neglects  and  defaults  in  the  execution  of  the  offices  he  trusts  to 
them.® 

It  follows  from  the  delegation  by  the  sheriff  to  the  under-sheriff, 
of  the  whole  of  his  powers  within  the  Umits  of  the  appointment,  that 
the  under-sheriff  has  power  to  make  bailiffs  and  to  issue  precepts.' 

BaiUffs  are  of  three  kinds  : 

1.  Bound  baiUffs. 

2.  Special  baihffs. 

3.  Bailiffs  of  hberties. 

1.  Bound  baiUffs  are  the  ordinary  officers  of  the  sheriff,  and  are 
bound  in  an  obhgation,  with  sureties,  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the 
duties  which  they  are  appointed  to  perform.^*^ 

1  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  ss.  17, 18. 

3  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  3.  The  sheriff,  because  "  he  shall  answer  at  his  peril,"  had  the 
appointment,  at  common  law,  of  all  clerks  in  his  coimty  court,  keepers  of  gaols,  and 
subordinate  officers  whatsoever :  MiiiorCa  case,  4  Co.  Bep.  33b. 

8  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  3.  *  Cameron  v.  Reynolds,  1  Cowp.  403. 
fi  Laicoek'n  case.  Latch,  187. 

6  Parrot  v.  Mum  ford,  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  686 ;  Gregory  v.  CoUereU,  6  E.  &  B.  671  ; 
Smart  v.  Hutton,  8  A.  &  £.  508,  n  /  though  not  for  what  is  done  irrespective  of  the 
process,  unless  it  is  subsequently  ratified  :  UnderhiU  v.  Wilson,  6  Bing.  697  ;  nor  for 
what  is  done  after  the  termination  of  the  bailiff's  authority  :  Brown  v.  Copley,  7  M.  &  G. 
658  ;  nor  yet  for  what  is  done  by  the  authority  of  the  execution  creditor  ;  Crowder  v. 
Long,  8  B.  &  C.  698.  7  Norton  v.  Simmes,  Hob.  13. 

«  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  446  ;  Hob.  12,  13.     MUton's  case,  4  Co.  Rep.  33  b. 

9  Parker  v.  Kelt,  1  Salk.  95. 

10  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.)  39;   Taylor  v.  Richardson,  8  T.  R.  505.     See  1  BI. 
Com.  345 ;   and  the  comment  on  the  passage,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  50  (n).     In  the  text 
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Unlike  the  under-sheriff,  the  baihff  is  appointed  by  warrant  to  act 
on  each  occasion  of  executing  process,  so  that  he  becomes  the  special 
officer  of  the  sherift  for  that  occasion,  and  no  more.^ 

2.  Special  baiUfis  are  appointed  by  the  sheriff  at  the  instance  of  the  2.  Speoial 
plaintiff  or  his  soUcitor,  who,  further,  must  give  such  personal  directions  l>ailiff8. 
as  to  constitute  them  agents  of  the  plaintiff.^    Whether  the  special 
agency  has  been  constituted  is  rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law.^ 

While  the  special  commission  exists  the  sheriff  cannot  in  general  be 
ruled  to  return  the  writ,*  and  the  sherift  is  freed  from  Uability  to 
action.^  After  its  determination  he  becomes  Uable  as  in  an  ordinary 
case.* 

3.  Baihffs  of  Uberties  are  officers  appointed  within  franchises  by  3.  Bailifeof 
those  exercising  the  same  to  execute  process  therein,  as  the  bound  liberties, 
bailiff  does  within  the  county.^    In  the  case  of  a  writ  entrusted  for 
execution  within  his  Uberty,  the  bailiff  of  the  Uberty  is  alone  liable, 

and  not  the  sheriff. 

The  sheriff  is  responsible  for  all  acts  of  the  baihff  done  in  the  Sheriflf 
execution  of  writs®  directed  to  the  sheriff  in  his  ministerial  capacity .•  responsible. 
His  civil  responsibiUty  is  not  confined  to  the  improper  manner  of 
executing  what  is  commanded  by  his  warrant,  but  extends  to  all  acts, 
however  wrongful,  provided  they  are  done  under  cover  of  the  writ/® 
even  though  they  are  against  the  express  instructions  of  the  sheriff,^^ 
and  go  the  length  of  fraud.^^  The  plaintiff,  for  whose  benefit  the  writ 
is  issued,  is  not  responsible  for  the  misconduct  of  officers  of  the  sheriff 
unless  he  has  so  intervened  in  the  execution  of  the  writ  that  the  action 
taken  may  be  regarded  as  done  under  his  direction.^*  If  he  has  done 
no  more  than  set  the  Court  in  motion,  it  is  the  act  of  the  Court,  not 
his,  from  which  the  complaint  arises.^*    The  same  holds  good  with 

there  is  a  statement  by  Sir  John  Pratt,  C.J.,  of  the  legal  position  of  bailiffs  and  the 
extent  of  protection  the  law  affords  them  when  executing  process. 

1  Crowder  v.  Long,  8  B.  &  C.  698  ;  Drake  v.  Sikta,  7  T.  R.  113  ;  Brovm  v.  Cofley, 
2  D.  &  L.  332  ;  SnotobaU  v.  Goodricke,  4  B.  &  Ad.  541. 

2  Alderaon  v.  Davenport,  13  M.  &  W.  42 ;  Ford  v.  Leche,  6  A.  &  E.  699 ;  Porter 
V.  Finer,  note  to  The  King  v.  TJie  Late  Sheriff  of  London  in  a  cause  of  Rustin  against 
Hatfidd,  1  Chitty  (K.  B.)  613;  BoUen  v.  Tomlinson,  16  L.  J.  C.  P.  138.  A  mere 
request  that  a  particular  officer  should  be  employed  is  not  enough  :  Corbet  v.  Brotan, 
6  Dowl.  Practice  Cases,  794  ;  Seal  v.  Hudson,  4  D.  &  L.  760. 

3  Alderson  v.  Davenport,  13  M.  &  W.  42, 46  ;  Wright  v.  Child,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  358. 

4  De  Moranda  v.  Dunhin,  4  T.  R.  1 19  ;  Cook  v.  Palmer,  6  B.  &  C.  739. 

5  PaUisUr  v.  PaUister,  1  Chitty  (K.  B.)  614n. 
«  Tai^  V.  Richardson,  8  T.  R.  505. 

7  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  459 ;  50  &  51  Vict.  o.  55,  s.  34.  See  Ritson,  The  Office  of 
Bailiff  of  a  Liberty  ;  also  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  59,  sub-s.  2. 

8  See  Boothman  v.  Earl  of  Surrey,  2  T.  R.  5.  "  For  all  civO  purposes  the  act  of 
the  sheriff's  bailiff  is  the  act  of  the  sheriff  " :  Aeku?orth  v.  Kempe,  1  Doug.,  per  Lord 
Mansfield,  42  ;   Woodgaie  v.  KnatchbuU,  2  T.  R.  148. 

9  Saunderson  v.  Baker,  2  Wm.  Bl.  832. 

10  SeeTunno  v.  Morris,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  298 :  where  the  sheriff  was  held  to  have 
been  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  suitors  of  a  county  court,  and  was  therefore  not 
liable. 

11  Cook  V.  Palmer,  6  B.  &  C.  739,  where,  however,  it  was  held  there  was  no  remedy 
against  the  sheriff. 

13  Raphael  v.  Goodman,  8  A.  &  E.  565,  cited  in  Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank, 
L.  R.  2  Ex.  259,  266.  As  to  the  responsibility  of  sheriff  for  bailiff,  see  Lush's  Practic,. 
(3rded.),  189-190. 

13  Morris  v.  SaWerg,  22  Q.  B.  D.  614  ;  Wilson  v.  Tumman,  6  M.  &  G.  236 ;  Brook 
V.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  89, 96  ;  Condy  v.  Blaiberg,  7  Times  L.  R.  424 ;  WaUey  v,  M'ConneU, 
13  Q,  B.  903 ;  BuUen  and  Leake  Preo,  ?\eaA.  (3rd  <Hi,)t  773, 

H  Abley  v.  Dale,  10  0,  B.  62. 
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regard  to  a  solicitor,  even  where  he  perceives  that  the  officer  is  going 
to  do  wrong  and  does  not  set  him  right.^ 
Gaolers.  By  the  common  law  the  sheriff  had  the  custody  of  the  conunon 

gaol  of  the  county.    He  appointed  the  gaoler,  and  could  remove  him 
at  pleasure.^    Now,  by  the  Prisons  Act,  1865,^  the  justices  in  quarter 
sessions  assembled  are  constituted  the  prison  authority,   and  the 
appointment  of  gaoler  is  given  to  them  ;  and  by  the  Prisons  Act,  1877/ 
it  IS  provided  that  the  sheriff  shall  not  be  Uable  for  the  escape  of  a 
prisoner.    Nevertheless,  the  responsibihties  of  a  gaoler,  as  far  as  it  is 
necessary  to  mention  them,  may  be  conveniently  noted  here.^ 
Gaoler'eduty.       At  common  law  the  gaoler  is  the  sheriff's  servant,  whom  he  may 
discharge  at  pleasure.*    The  gaoler's  duty  is  to  keep  safe  custody  of  ah 
persons  committed  to  his  charge  ;  formerly  if  he  permitted  a  debtor  to 
escape,  the  sheriff  was  hable  to  an  action  f  now,  as  we  have  just  seen, 
this  liability  is  taken  away.    In  Stroud's  casCy^  it  was  held  that  although 
a  prisoner  depart  from  prison  with  his  keeper's  license,  yet  doing  so  is 
an  offence  as  well  punishable  in  the  prisoner  as  in  the  keeper.     A 
gaoler  is  not  responsible  for  detaining  a  man  under  a  warrant  irre- 
gularly issued,  if  he  detain  him  only  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  such 
warrant ;   he  is  responsible  if  he  detain  the  wrong  man,  or  the  right 
man  on  a  void  warrant.®. 
Position  of  the       Since  a  gaoler  is  considered  as  an  officer  relating  to  the  administra- 
gaoler  with     tion  of  justice,  if  a  person  threatens  him  for  keeping  a  prisoner  in  safe 
regard  to  his    custody,  he  may  be  indicted,  and  fined,  and  imprisoned  for  it.^°    Agftin, 
prisoners.       .£  ^  eriminal  in  his  endeavour  to  break  the  gaol  assault  his  gaoler,  he 
may  lawfully  kill  him  in  the  affray.^^    If  a  prisoner  gets  out  of  gaol, 
and  the  gaoler  in  pursuit  of  him  kills  him,  the  gaoler  is  guilty  of  an 
escape,  though  he  never  lost  sight  of  him,^^  and  is  hable  in  civil  process 
to  the  party  grieved  by  the  escape.^^    A  head  gaoler  is  answerable  for 
the  acts  of  his  deputy,  civilly,  though  not  criminally.^* 
How  far  It  is  clear  that  a  gaoler  is  protected  in  obeying  a  warrant  valid  on 

protected.       ^j^^  f^ce  of  it  '^^  but  if  in  regard  to  the  warrant  a  statutory  duty  is 
imposed,  of  which  knowledge  can  be  imparted  to  him,  and  which  he 
Moone  Y.Rose,  does  not  observe,  an  action  will  he.   In  Moone  v.  Rose,^^  the  plaintiff  had 

1  SoweU  V.  Charnpion,  6  A.  &  E.  407  ;  Smith  v.  Real,  9  Q.  B.  D.  340. 

2  14  Edw.  III.  Stat.  1,  c.  10,  repealed  as  to  England  by  S.  L.  R.  Act,  1863,  26  &  27 
Vict.  c.  126. 

3  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  126,  ss.  5-10. 

4  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  21,  ss.  30,  31,  32.  See  now  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  sec.  16,  sub-sec. 
1  &  2.     Sab-sec.  1  states  sheriff's  liability  for  an  escape. 

fi  As  to  details,  see  Bac.  Abr.  Gaol  and  Gaoler  ;  Bum,  Justice,  Gaols ;  and  espe> 
cially  Emlyn's  R*eface,  1  How.  St.  Tr.  xxxvii.,  and  Proreeiinjs  ajainst  Uuggxns 
and  others,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  297. 

«  Bac.  Abr.  Sheriff  (H)  6. 

7  Brown  v.  Compton,  8  T.  R.  424.  See  Plummer  v.  WhiichcoU,  2  Lev.  158  ;  Com. 
Dig.  Officer  (K  3.) ;  Roll  Abr.  Escape. 

8  3  How.  St.  Tr.  291,  where  the  difference  between  "  breach  of  prison  *'  and 
"  escape  "  is  stated  to  be  "  the  first  is  against  the  gaoler's  will ;  the  other  is  with  his 
consent,  but  in  both  the  ]^oner  is  punishable.  " 

»  OUiet  V.  Bessey,  Sir  T.  Jones,  214 ;  Henderson  v.  Preston,  21  Q.  B.  D.  362. 

10  Bac.  Abr.  Gaol.  (D).  2  Roll.  Abr.  76. 

11  Hawk,  P.  C,  bk.  1,  ch.  28,  §  13 ;  Jenk.  23,  pi.  42. 

12  Hawk,  P.  C.  bk.  2,  ch.  19,  §  6  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Escape  (Q),  Escape  of  Felons  ;  Rige- 
way*8  case,  3  CJo.  Rep.  62. 

13  Ba<;.  Abr.  Gaol  (D). 

1*  Htiggiris'itcase,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  297  ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  1574. 

15  OUiei  V.  Bessey,  Sir  T.  Jones,  214  ;  Henderson  v.  Preston,  21  Q.  B.  D.  362  ;  Tarlton 
V.  Fisher,  2  Doug.  671,  677  ;  Ames  v.  Waterlow,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  53. 

16  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  486. 
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been  in  custody  for  contempt  of  Court  in  not  answering  a  bill  in 
Chancery.  Bjr  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  s.  15,  the  duty  was  cast 
on  the  sheriff,  gaoler,  keeper,  &c.,  in  whose  charge  such  a  prisoner 
should  be,  in  default  of  his  being  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  in 
the  way  specified  by  the  statute,  to  "  discharge  him  out  of  custody 
without  payment  by  him  of  the  costs  of  contempt."  The  gaoler  had 
notice  that  the  conmiitment  was  under  the  statute,  and,  as  he  did  not 
discharge  his  prisoner,  was  held  liable  in  trespass.  In  Greaves  v.  cheaves  v. 
Keene^^  the  warrant  gave  no  indication  of  the  particular  contempt,  and  Keene, 
Moone  v.  Rose  was  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant, 
having  acted  under  the  writ,  was  protected  by  the  emgency  of  its 
terms. 

In  Brandling  v.  Kent^  an  opinion  is  expressed  by  BuUer,  J.,  that  Brandling y, 
a  gaoler  would  not  be  hable  for  an  irregularity  in  the  arrest  of  a  prisoner  ^^^• 
committed  to  his  charge,  and  that  the  sheriff  only  would  be  answerable  ; 
since  it  is  the  duty  of  the  gaoler  to  receive  a  person  tendered  to  him  by 
the  sheriff,  whether  the  arrest  is  legal  or  not.  On  the  other  hand,  Lord 
Ellenborough,  C.J.,  ruled  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  a  gaoler  is  hable  to  an 
action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment,  even  though  he  acted  bond 
fide,  and  without  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  identity  of  the  person 
imprisoned,  if,  by  mistake  of  the  sheriff's  officer,  the  warrant  was 
executed  against  a  wrong  person.^ 

The  gaoler  is  bound  to  have  sufficient  force  to  prevent  breach  of  Gaoler's  duty 

prison,  as  breaking  the  prison  by  mobs  or  rebels  is  no  answer  to  an  t^^iaveBuffi- 
j-       e  A  cient  force. 

action  for  an  escape.* 

"  When,"  says  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope,^  "  an  officer  who  has  not 
been  able  to  lodge  his  prisoner  in  a  gaol  separates  him  from  the  warrant 
which  he  alone  is  entitled  to  hold,  he  does  so  at  his  own  peril ;  and 
he  is  bound  to  make  out  a  very  extraordinary  case  before  it  can  be 
held  that  his  responsibiUty  has  come  to  an  end." 

The  chief  duties   entrusted   to  the  sheriff  are :    I.  Conducting  Ministerial 
elections  of  members  of  ParUament ;  II.  Summoning  juries ;  III.  Exe-  duties, 
cuting  process.     Of  these  in  their  order. 

I.  The  sheriff's  duties  and  habiUties  in  conducting  the  election  of  I.  Duties  in 
members  of  ParUament.®  d^Uon  of  ^^ 

"  That  the  officer  is  only  ministerial  in  this  case,  and  not  a  judge  mwn'bers^of 
and  not  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity,"  says  Holt,  C.J.,  in  the  House  Parliament. 
of  Lords,  "is  most  plain."'     Yet  Abbott,  C.J.,®  says :  "  The  returning 

1  4Ex.  D.  73. 

2  I  T.  R.  60.  Buller,  J.,  cites  for  his  opinion  Bodkin  v.  PoweU,  2  Cowp.  476,  the 
marginal  note  of  which  is  "  Trespass  vi  ei  armis  does  not  lie  against  a  pound-keeper 
merely  for  receiving  a  distress,  though  the  original  taking  be  tortious.  Sectis,  if  he 
exceed  his  duty  and  assent  to  the  trespass."  The  King  v.  Sharjmess,  2  T.  R.  47, 
is  an  instance  of  a  prosecution  of  a  gaoler  for  an  escape. 

8  Aaron  v.  Alexander,  3  Camp.  35  ;   While  v.  Taylor,  4  Esp.  (N.  P.)  80. 
4  EllioU  V.  Duke  of  Norfolk,  4  T.  R.  789  ;  Southcotc's  case,  4  Co.  Rep.  83b  ;  Crompfon 
V.  Ward,  1  Stra.  429  ;  O'NeU  v.  Marson,  5  Burr.  2813. 

6  Ross  V.  M'Bean  (1846),  8  Dunlop  252. 

«  The  sheriff,  in  holding  the  election  of  coroner,  and  taking  the  poll  of  valid  electors 
and  determining  which  of  the  candidates  is  chosen,  exercises  functions  of  a  judicial 
character :  The  Queen  v.  Diplock,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  549 ;  but  now  see  61  &  62  Vict.  c. 
41,  s.  6,  subs.  (1). 

7  Ashby  V.  While,  14  How.  St.  Tr.  789.  The  passage  continues  as  follows  :  "  His 
business  is  only  to  execute  the  precept,  to  assemble  the  electors  to  make  the  election 
by  receiving  their  vot«s,  computing  their  numbers,  declaring  the  election,  and  returning 
the  persons  elected  ;  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  of  a  borough  is  put  to  no  difficulty  in 
this  case,  but  what  is  absolutely  necessary  in  all  cases.  If  an  execution  be  against 
a  man*s  goods,  the  sheriff  must,  at  his  peril,  take  notice  what  goods  a  man  has." 
Com.  Dig.  Viscount  (C4.).  »  CuUen  v.  Morris,  2  Stark.  (N.  P.)  687. 
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officer  is,  to  a  certain  degree,  a  ministerial  one,  but  he  is  not  so  to  all 
intents  and  purposes ;  neither  is  he  wholly  a  judicial  officer ;  his 
duties  are  neither  entirely  ministerial  nor  wholly  judicial ;  they  are 
of  a  mixt  nature.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  he  is  to  exercise  no 
judgment,  no  discretion  whatever  in  the  admission  or  rejection  of 
votes  ;  "  "  the  officer  could  not  discharge  his  duty  without  great  peril 
and  apprehension  if,  in  consequence  of  a  mistake,  he  became  liable 
to  an  action."^ 

Under  the  Ballot  Act,  1872,^  the  returning  officer's  duties  are  to 
provide  nomination  papers,  poUing  stations,  ballot  boxes,  ballot 
papers,  stamping  instruments,  copies  of  register  of  voters,  and  to 
appoint  and  pay  such  officers  as  are  necessary  for  effectually  con- 
ducting an  election  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Act. 

By  section  11  every  returning  officer,  presiding  officer,  and  clerk 
who  is  guilty  of  any  wilful  misfeasance,  or  any  wilful  act  or  omission  in 
contravention  of  the  Act,  shall  be  Uable  to  a  fine  of  £100  in  addition 
to  any  other  liability  which  he  may  have  incurred  at  common  law.* 
In  connection  with  this  must  be  taken  the  7  &  8  Will.  III.  c.  7,  by  which 
"  all  false  returns  wilfully  made  "  are  declared  against  law  and  are 
prohibited. 

In  Ashby  v.  White*  it  was  ultimately  resolved  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
reversing  the  King's  Bench,  that  if  a  man  has  a  right  to  vote  at  an 
election  for  members  of  Parliament,  he  may  maintain  an  action  against 
the  returning  officer  for  refusing  to  admit  his  vote,  though  the  person 
for  whom  he  offered  to  vote  were  elected  f  but  in  Tozer  v.  ChUd^  which 
was  an  action  against  church  wardens  for  maliciously  rejecting  the 
plaintiff's  vote  at  an  election  for  vestrymen  the  necessity  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  had  acted  maliciously  was  affirmed.*' 

If  the  sheriff,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  the  election  of  members 
to  serve  in  Parliament,  act  wilfully  and  corruptly,  he  is  guilty  of  a 
contempt  of  the  House,  for  which  the  House  may  conmxit  him  to 
custody.® 

II.  The  sheriff's  duties  and  liabilities  in  sunmioning  juries. 

By  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  107,  s.  4,  the  clerks  of  the  peace  of  every  county 
are  required  to  issue  their  precepts  to  the  churchwardens*  and  overseers 
of  their  respective  parishes,  requiring  them  to  prepare  jury  lists. 

By  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  13,  if  this  work  is  done  negligently,  so  as  to 
insert  "  the  name  of  any  person  whose  name  ought  not  to  have  been 
inserted  therein,  or  omit  therefrom  the  name  of  any  person  whose  name 

1  Per  North,  C.  J.,  Bamardistonr.  Soame,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1097 :  "  The  sheriff  as  to 
declaring  a  majority  is  a  judge;  and  ....  there  is  the  same  reason  he  should  be 
free  from  actions  as  any  judge  in  Westminster  Hall  or  any  other  judge."  But  see  per 
Lord  Ellenborough  in  PidorCa  caaey  30  How.  St.  Tr.  787,  citing  SchxntMi  v,  Bumded^ 
6  T.  R.  646.  2  36  &  36  Vict.  c.  33. 

3  See  Hackney  Election  Petitioriy  2  O'M.  &  H.  77  ;  Davits  v.  Lord  Kensington,  L.  R. 
9  C.  P.  720  ;  2  Will.  IV.  c.  45, 8.76  ;  Bamardiston  v.  Soame,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  1063,  Broom. 
Const.  Law,  800.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  returning  officer  whose  acount  has  been  taxed 
under  sec.  4  of  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  84,  to  return  to  each  candidate  out  of  his  deposit  a 
proportionate  amount  of  any  part  of  the  account  which  has  been  disallowed,  whether 
such  candidate  has  or  has  not  been  a  party  to  the  taxation :  Martin  v.  TonMnson 
(1893).2Q.  B.  121. 

4  2Ld.  Raym.  938  ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (llthed.)240.     Cp.  DreioeY,  Covltan,  1  Ea8t563n. 
6  Pryce  v.  Belcher,  3  C.  B.  58,  4  0.  B.  866. 

6  7  E.  &  B.  377  ;  Pickering  v.  Janies,  L  R.  8  C.  P,  489, 

7  Bao.  Abr.  Actions  on  the  ca.se  (F.)  1, 

8  Liskeard  Betum,  2  Peck.  828.  329. 

•  The  duties  of  the  ohuroh wardens  in  rural  parishes  with  respect  to  jury  li«t8  ar« 
taken  away  by  the  Local  QoTemment  Act,  1894  (66  &  67  Viot  o.  73)i  s.  6, 0uU.  2, 
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ought  not  to  have  been  omitted,"  the  overseer  so  guilty  "  shall,  on 
summary  conviction,  be  liable  to  a  penalty  for  each  offence  not  ex- 
ceeding forty  shillings."^ 

On  the  principle  of  Ashby  v.  WhUe,^  any  quaUfied  juror  would  have 
an  action  against  the  proper  officer  for  maUciously  omitting  to  insert 
his  name  in  the  jury  Kst.^ 

When  the  jury  Usts  are  prepared  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  to  forward 
to  the  sheriff  a  book  called  "  The  Jurors'  Book."  This  is  to  remain  in 
use  for  one  year  only,  beginning  on  January  1.* 

Within  ten  days  of  the  receipt  of  the  book  the  names  of  all  men 
qualified  therein  as  special  jurors  must  be  taken  out  by  the  sheriff  and 
put  in  a  separate  hst,^  and  an  omission  to  do  this  subjects  the  sheriff 
to  penalties.* 

By  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,'^  the  judges  of  assize  may 
by  precept  direct  the  sheriff  to  summon  jurors  for  the  trial  of  all  issues, 
civil  or  criminal,  within  certain  limits  therein  specified.  If,  however, 
the  name  of  any  person,  who  is  not  qualified  or  liable  to  serve  on  juries 
is  inserted  in  the  jury-book,  the  sheriff  is  indemnified  for  returning 
or  impaneUing  him.®  The  only  remedy  would  be  against  the  church- 
wardens' and  overseers. 

III.  The  sheriff's  duty  in  the  execution  of  process.^®  HI.  Duties  in 

When  a  writ  is  deUvered  to  the  sheriff  he  is  bound  ^^  strictly  to  ^f  pr^es'^e!*''"' 
execute  it  within  his  county,  and  there  only,^^  according  to  the  exigency 
of  it,  without  inquiring  into  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  on  which 
the  writ  is  based. ^^    The  party  should  show  that  he  has  a  judgment  in 
his  favour,  or  is  entitled  to  an  order  to  arrest  under  the  Debtors  Act, 
1869.^*    If  the  sheriff  executes  the  process  of  a  Court  not  having 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter  in  which  it  professes  to  act,  he  will  be  hable,^ 
but  not  if  the  Court  has  jurisdiction,  though  its  order  is  erroneous.^* 
This  is  illustrated  by  Dalton  :^^    '*  If  the  justices  of  peace  arraign  a  Quotation 
person  of  treason  in  their  sessions  who  is  convicted  and  executed,  this  from  Dalton. 
is  felony  as  well  in  the  justices  as  in  the  sheriffs  or  officers  who  executed 
.the  sentence  ;  but  if  he  had  been  indicted  of  a  trespass,  found  guilty 

1  See  Bray  v.  SomeTy  2  B.  &  S.  374.  As  to  misconduct  in  preparing  the  lists,  The 
Queen  y,  J?atf  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  747. 

2  2  Ld.  Raym.  938  ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  240  ;  Tozer  v.  ChUd,  7  E.  &  B.  377. 

3  But  see  The  Queen  v.  HaU  ( 1891),  1  Q.  B.  747,  at  761, 769. 

4  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  60,  s.  12. 

6  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  60,  s.  46  ;  WiUiams  v.  Thomas,  4  Ex.  479. 

6  33  &  34  Vic*,  c.  77,  s.  16. 

7  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  ss.  105,  106,  107 ;  amended  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  77.  See 
6  Geo.  IV.  c.  60. 

«  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  39,  »  See  ayUe,  206,  note  9. 

10  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass  (D)  3,  (G)  1 ;  Vin.  Abr.  Trespass  (C.  a),  Imprisonment 
justifiable.     By  officers  upon  warrants. 

11  SUt.  Westm.  Sec.  (13  Ed.  1),  c.  39  ;  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  493 ;  60  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s. 
39  :  "  The  sheriff  ought  to  execute  the  King's  writ  at  his  peril,  although  resistance  be 
made ;  otherwise  he  shall  be  grievously  amerced  ;  besides  the  party  shall  have  his 
action  against  him  if  the  writ  be  not  executed  '* ;  Hoioden  v.  Standiah,  6  C.  B.  604, 
at  620.  AU.'Oen.  v.  Kisaane,  32  L.  B.  Ir.  220.  Shearman  and  Red  field,  Negligence 
(4th  ed.),  §§616,626. 

la  SoweU  v.  Champion,  6  A.  &  E.  407  ;  Dalton.  Sheriffs.  104, 106. 

13  The  MarahcUsca  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  68  b,  76  a,  see  Thomas's  note  ;  Thomas  v. 
Hudson,  14  M.  &  W.  363 ;  16  M.  &  W.  885.  u  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62. 

15  WairmoU  v.  Young,  5  B.  &  C.  660  ;  Imray  v.  Magnay,  11  M.  &  W.  267. 

i«  BrUtain  v.  Kinnaird,  1  B.  &  B.  432 ;  Thomas  v.  Hudson,  14  M.  &  W.  363 ;  16 
M.  &W.  886. 

17  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  107  ;  the  translation  of  Dalton*s  quotation  from  the  Norman- 
French  is  from  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed. ),  68,  where,  however,  a  wrong  reference  is  given. 
See  Y.  B.  14  Hen.  VIII.  16.  pi.  3. 
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and  hanged,  though  this  had  been  felony  in  the  justices,  yet  it  would 
not  be  so  in  the  sheriff ;  because  a  matter  in  which  the  justices  had 
jurisdiction,  and  which  they  only  were  to  blame  in  exceeding  their 
authority."^  A  writ  may  therefore  be  at  once  good  and  bad — good 
as  to  the  sheriff  and  those  acting  under  him,  but  bad  as  to  the  persons 
suing  it  out.^ 

If  the  writ  is,  in  fact,  erroneously  awarded,  yet  shows  jurisdiction 
on  the  face,  the  sheriff  is  not  allowed  to  set  up  the  defect.  The  authority 
for  this  proposition  is  Gold  v.  Strode,^  where,  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  an  escape,  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  the 
letters  of  administration,  on  which  the  proceedings  were  based,  were 
void,  and  therefore  all  the  dependencies  on  it  were  void  also.  The 
Court,  however,  were  of  opinion  that  if  it  were  so,  the  sheriff  could  not 
question  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  for  it  was  not  a  void  but  an 
erroneous  judgment ;  "  and  when  a  person  is  in  execution  upon  such 
a  judgment,  and  escapes,  and  then  an  action  is  brought  against  the 
gaoler  or  sheriff,  and  judgment  and  execution  thereon,  though  the  first 
judgment  upon  which  the  party  was  in  execution  should  be  afterwards 
reversed,  yet  the  judgment  against  the  gaoler  being  upon  a  collateral 
thing  executed,  shall  still  remain  in  force."*  If  the  party  himself 
takes  out  an  execution,  that  will  not  lie  without  an  award  of  the  Court, 
such  execution  will  give  no  authority  to  hold  the  defendant,  and 
there  will  be  no  escape  if  he  be  let  go.  If  the  Court  have  issued  execu- 
tion, though  erroneously,  it  is  good  till  the  judgment  on  which  it  is 
founded  is  set  aside.*  No  one  can  be  sued  for  exercising  his  legal  right 
to  issue  execution  on  a  judgment  unless  he  act  mahciously  and  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause.® 

In  the  execution  of  writs  at  the  suit  of  the  King  the  sheriff  may 
break  open  the  outer  door  of  a  house  wherein  the  defendant  or  his  goods 
are,  but  must  first  signify  the  cause  of  his  coming,  and  demand  ad- 
mission.*^ He  may  also  break  the  door  of  a  house  in  executing  a 
capias  vtlagaium,  writs  of  seisin,  habere  facias  possessionem,  and  attach- 
ment.® He  may  not  break  open  the  outer  door  of  any  man's  house  in 
the  execution  of  process  between  subjects,  for  the  maxim  of  law  is 
every  man's  house  is  his  castle  :  Domus  sua  cuique  est  tutissimum 
refugium,^    When  once  in   the   house  he   may   break   open  inner 

1  The  MarsTudsea  case,  10  Ck).  Rep.  68  b,  76  a. 

2  Parke,  B.,  Jones  v.  WiUiams,  9  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  710  ;  8  M.  &  W.  367. 

3  3  Mod.  324 ;  Weaver  v.  Clifford,  Cro.  Jac.  3 ;  Shirley  v.  Wright,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
775  ;  Bull.  N.  P.  b6  :  in  this  work  there  is  a  very  valuable  chapter  on  the  subject, 
c.  vi.  64-74,  "  Of  Case  for  Misbehaviour  in  an  Office,  Trust,  or  Duty." 

4  In  America  it  has  often  been  decided  that  the  sheriff  cannot  refuse  to  execute 
voidable  process,  since  it  depends  on  the  defendant  alone  whether  it  is  rendered  void  : 
Bacor^  v.  Cropsey,  7  N.  Y.  195  ;  Ames  v.  Webbers,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  545. 

6  Gilbert,  Executions,  82.  A  writ  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed,  when 
returned  is  matter  of  rcKJord,  and  may  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy ;  RamsboUom 
V.  Buckhurst,  2  M.  &  S.  565  ;  2  Wms.  Notes  to  Saund.  216. 

«  De  Medina  v.  Grove,  10  Q.  B.  152 ;  Huffer  v.  Allen,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  15 ;  Borei  v, 
Leiois,  5  D.  &  L.  37 1 ;   Bynoe  v.  Bank  of  England  ( 1902),  1  K.  B.  467. 

7  Semayne's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  91  a ;  CYo.  Eliz.  908  ;  Burdeti  v.  Abbot,  14  East 
157,  162  ;  Launock  v.  Brovm,  2  B.  &  Aid.  594,  where  it  is  said,  "  Even  in  the  execution 
of  criminal  process,  you  must  demand  admittance  before  you  can  justify  breaking  open 
the  outer  door,  for  if  no  previous  demand  is  made,  how  is  it  possible  for  a  party  to 
know  what  the  object  of  the  person  breaking  open  the  door  may  be  ?  "  Cp.  Batdiffe 
v.  Burton,  3  B.  &  P.  223. 

8  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  26  Ch.  D.  644. 

»  Semayn^'s  case,  5  Co.  Rop.  91  a ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (Uth  ed.),  104;  Broom,  Legal 
Maxims  (6th  ed.),  404.  In  American  Concentrated  Must  Co.  v.  Hendry  (1893),  5  R, 
331,  s.  c.  62  L.  J.  Q.   B.  388,  Bowen,  L.J.,  disapproved  of  Penton  v.  Browne,  1  Sid. 
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doors  in  order  to  take  under  a  yi.  fa,  goods  which  are  within  the 
house.^ 

The  sheriff  is  only  justified  in  entering  the  house  of  a  stranger  to 
seize  if  he  finds  the  goods  of  the  execution  debtor  in  the  house.^  If 
the  execution  debtor  has  no  property  there,  the  sheriff  is  a  trespasser.' 

A  distinction  was  drawn  between  seizure  under  a  ca,  sa,  now  Distinction 
obsolete  and  seizure  under  a  fi.  fa.  ;  for  where  the  sheriff  obtained  f*®^^^?  ^^° 
possession  of  the  debtor's  person  by  the  illegal  act  of  some  one  else  to  ga^dto a^^i- 
which  he  was  not  a  party,  the  law  in  favour  of  the  Uberty  of  the  sub-  zuro  of  goods 
ject  would  not  in  any  way  let  the  seizure  avail  ;*  but  where  goods  only  *?i*^  arrest 
are  involved  and  are  illegally  seized,  when  once  they  are  in  the  hands  of  where  an"*^'^ 
the  sheriff,  no  order  will  be  made  for  their  return.^  illegality  has 

The  seizure  of  goods  by  the  sheriff  does  not  vest  any  property  in  occurred  in 
the  creditor  under  whose  writ  the  seizure  is  made.    The  property  g^™^.     ® 
vested  thereby  in  the  sheriff  is  no  more  than  that  which  results  from  stances, 
his  being  the  officer  of  the  law,  and  is  to  enable  him  to  sell  the  goods 
and  raise  the  money.     The  goods  are,  in  fact,  in  custodia  legis  for  the 
benefit  of  those  who  are  entitled  to  them,  the  property  in  the  mean- 
while remaining  in  the  debtor.* 

In  the  case  of  the  execution  of  a  writ  in  a  hberty  the  sheriff  should  Execution 
in  the  first  instance  make  out  his  mandate  to  the  baiUff  ;   when  this  of awritin 
has  been  done,  the  baiUff,  and  not  the  sheriff,  is  answerable.'    Process  *  *    ^^' 
directed  to  the  bailiff  is  generally  void,  and  the  baiUff  executing  it  is 
guilty  of  a  trespass  against  the  party  whose  goods  are  taken  in  execution ; 
for  he  is  not  the  officer  of  the  Court,  but  of  the  sheriff.® 

Should  the  writ  contain  what  is  commonly  called  a  non  omittas  Where  there 
clause,  the  privilege  of  the  franchise  is  thereby  swept  away,  and*  the  *^  *JJ^ 
sheriff  or  his  officer  may  enter  the  liberty  and  there  execute  the  writ.*^  clause. 
In  practice  it  is  not  unusual  to  issue  a  non  omiUas  writ  in  the  first 
instance  without  default  being  made  by  the  baiUff  of  the  Uberty.^*^ 
Where  there  is  no  non  omiUas  clause,  the  sheriff  is  liable  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of  the  franchise  for  executing  the  writ — ^yet 
the  execution  is  not  invalidated  ;^^  so  that  if  the  sheriff  arrest  a  man 
within  a  franchise,  and  afterwards  let  him  escape,  though  he  renders 
himself  Uable'to  an  action  by  the  owner  for  an  infringement  of  the 
franchise  he  is  also  liable  to  an  action  for  the  escape."    The  law  is 
similar  with  regard  to  an  arrest  in  a  royal  palace.^^ 

186,  1  Keb.  698,  limiting  the  protection  given  to  a  dwelling  house  ;  but  the  0.  A.  in 
Hodder  v.  WUHarns  (1895),  2  Q.  B.  663,  followed  Penton  v.  jBroumc  as  expressmg  the 
true  rule. 

1  Hutchison  v.  Birch,  4  Taunt.  619 ;  and  when  the  sheriff  is  lawfully  in  a  house 
he  may  break  down  the  outer  door  to  get  out :  Pvgh  v.  OriffUh^  7  A.  &  E.  827. 

a  Cooke  v.  Birt,  5  Taunt.  765.  In  the  previous  edition  the  cases  upon  a  sheriff's 
powers  and  liabilities  where  a  ca  «a  was  issued  were  considered.  Since  the  Debtors 
Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62),  these  are  become  obsolete,  and  are  now  omitted. 

3  Johnson  v.  Leigh,  6  Taunt.  246. 

4  Hooper  v.  Lane,  6  H.  L.  C.  553  ;  Humphery  v.  Mitchell,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  619. 

6  Hooper  v.  Lane,  6  H.  L.  C.  443, 550  ;  Percival  v.  Stamp,  9  Ex.  167. 

«  Giles  V.  Orover,  9  Bing.  128,  1  CI.  &  F.  72,  6  Bligh  N.  S.  277.  Ex  parte  Raijner, 
In  re  Johnson,  41  L.  J.  Bank  26.     See  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  7 1,  s.  26. 

7  Boothman  v.  Earl  of  Surrey,  2  T.  R.  5. 

8  Graniy.Bagge,3E&stl2S. 

»  Adams  v.  Oshaldeston,  3  B.  &  Ad.  489.     See  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  ss.  34,  36. 

10  Garrett  v.  SmaUpage,  9  East  330. 

11  Sparks  v.  Spink,  7  Taunt.  311;  Rex\,  Mead,  2  Stark.  (N.  P. )  205. 
13  PiggoU  v.  Wilkes,  3  B.  &  Aid.  502. 

13  See  Attomey-Qen^al  v.  Dakin,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  338  ;  WirUer  v.  MUes,  10  East  578, 
1  Camp.  475n,  for  the  law  of  sheriff's  levies  in  a  royal  palace,  and  the  distinction 
between  a  royal  palace  and  a  royal  palace  which  is  also  a  royal  residence.     Combe  v. 
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Sheriff  must 
find  property 
named  in  the 
writ. 


Statutory 
provisions. 


Formerly  the 
sheriff  might 
defer  execu- 
tion. 


Duty  of 
sheriff  now  to 
execute  the 
writ  on  the 
first  oppor- 
tunity. 


The  sheriff  must,  by  himself  or  his  officers,  adopt  the  proper  measures 
for  executing  the  writ,  and  if  he  does  not  he  must  abide  the  con- 
sequences ;^  he  must  also  receive  all  kinds  of  writs  at  whatever  time 
and  wherever  within  the  county  they  shall  be  dehvered  to  him.*  He  is 
excused  where  the  execution  fails  altogether  without  his  fault.^  In 
that  case  the  creditor  may  have  a  new  writ  of  /i.  /a.,  and  the  loss  falls 
on  the  debtor.* 

If  a  judgment  creditor  causes  the  sheriff  to  execute  a  /i.  /a.  by 
seizure  he  cannot  have  another  writ  till  the  first  is  completely  executed 
and  returned.^  But  if  the  seizure  has  been  of  goods  other  than  those 
of  the  judgment  debtor,  the  issue  of  a  second  writ  is  not  irregular  ;  for 
neither  the  writ  nor  anything  which  the  sheriff  purports  to  do  under  it, 
can  justify  him  if  he  has  seized  the  goods  of  a  stranger.* 

The  29  Car.  II.  c.  7,  s.  6,  prohibits  the  service  of  civil  process  on 
Sunday,*^  and  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  36,  made  it  a  misdemeanour  to 
arrest  a  clergyman  on  civil  process  while  performing,  or  traveUing  to 
or  from  the  performance  of,  divine  service. 

At  common  law  the  sheriff  might  defer  execution  till  the  return 
day,  which  was  fifteen  days  after  the  teste  of  the  writ.  Now  writs  are 
not  returnable  for  any  certain  time,  the  Umitation  being  "  immediately 
after  the  execution  thereof."®  Though  in  strictness  the  sheriff  always 
ought  to  have  returned  every  writ  when  executed,  a  practice  grew  up 
of  not  doing  so,  unless  he  was  ruled  or  ordered  to  do  so  by  the  plaintiff. 
This  practice  was  designed  to  prevent  improper  conduct  in  the  oflicer 
or  to  found  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  where  by  the  sheriff's  negli- 
gence the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  on  his  judgment  had  been  defeated.® 
There  is  an  exception  to  this  practice  in  the  case  of  an  elegit,  where  the 
elegit  and  inquisition  must  be  returned  and  filed  in  order  to  complete 
the  execution.^® 

The  sheriff  must  execute  the  writ  on  the  first  opportunity  he  can 
get ;  if  he  does  not  he  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and  liable  for  any  damage 
that  may  result.^^  It  was  contended  in  Jacobs  v.  Humphrey^^  that  in  the 

De  la  Bere,  22  Gh.  D.  316.     As  to  mode  of  trial  for  offences  in  palaces,  33  Hen.  VIII. 

0.  12,  which  is  not  repealed. 

1  DeaUy  ike,  of  Hereford  v.  Machnamaraf  6  D.  &  B.  95.  • 

i  Brackenbury  v.  Laurie,  3  Dowl.  Prac.  Caa.  180,  is  cited  for  this  in  Atkinson, 

Sheriff  (6th  ed.),  175,  but  that  case  only  goes  to  the  neglect  of  a  sheriff  in  failing  to 

have  a  "  sufficient  deputy  "  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  20.     The  other  reference 

is  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  o.  20,  101.     2  Ed.  III.  c.  6. 

3  Giles  V.  Orover,  ICi.&F.  95. 

4  L.c.  also  Foster  v.  Jackson,  Hob.  60. 
6  MiUer  v.  PameU,  6  Taunt.  370. 

6  In  re  a  Debiir,  Smith,  Ex  parU,  (1902),  2  K.  B.  260. 

7  Eggington's  case,  2  E.  &  B.  717  ;  Percival  v.  Stamp,  9  Ex.  167. 

8  "  Formerly  the  return  day  was  fixed  in  the  writ  itself.  Now  it  is  fixed  either  by 
the  fact  of  its  being  executed,  or  by  an  order  of  a  judge,  or  by  lapse  of  four  calendar 
months  "  :  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Bandell  v.  Wheble,  10  A.  &  E.  729. 

9  Daniels  v.  Oompertz,  3  Q.  B.  322  ;  Harding  v.  Holden,  2  M.  &  G.  914  ;  Bradley 
V.  Carr,  3  M.  &  G.  221 ;  Richardson  v.  Trundle,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  474  ;  and  Rules  of  Supreme 
Court,  1883,  Order  lii.  r.  11.  As  to  time  of  return  where  the  sheriff  has  inter- 
pleaded, Angell  v.  Baddeley,  3  Ex.  D.  49. 

10  UnderhUl  v.  Devereux,  2  Wms.  Notes  to  Saiind.  197. 

11  Brovm  v.  Jarvis,  1  M.  &  W.  704  ;  Carlile  v.  Parkins,  3  Stark.  (N.  P.)  163  ;  BandcU 
V.  Wheble,  10  A.  &  E.  719 ;  Mason  v.  Paynter,  1  Q.  B.  974.  By  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  71. 
s.  26,  the  sheriff  must  indorse  on  writs  of  execution  against  goods,  the  hour,  day,  month, 
and  year  when  he  received  them.  If  he  neglects  he  is  liable  to  an  action  by  s.  57  of 
the  same  Act. 

la  2  Or.  &  M.  413.  The  same  case  is  authority  for  the  proposition  that  declarations 
made  by  an  officer  whilst  in  possession  of  goods  after  the  return  of  the  fi.  fa.  are  evidence 
against  the  sheriff.     But  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  admissions  by  the  under- 
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case  of  a  /?:  fa.  the  reasonable  time  allowed  to  the  sheriff  for  executing 
the  writ  was  not  exhausted  till  a  writ  of  venditioni  exfonas^  had  been 
sued  out  against  him  ;  but  Bayley,  B.,  answered  :  "  The  sheriff  ought 
to  act  without  a  venditioni  exponas,  and  that  writ  is  only  to  give  him 
alacrity."  Yet  "  extraordinary  exertion  "  is  not  to  be  required  from 
him  ;  all  he  is  bound  to  show  is  *'  due  and  reasonable  diligence  under 
all  the  circumstances."^ 

It  is  beyond  question  that  the  issue  of  concurrent  writs  is  not 
illegal.  And  it  does  not  signify  how  long  after  the  first  seizure  the 
second  is  made ;  for,  until  the  sheriff  has  the  fact  brought  to  his 
notice  that  the  writ  has  been  satisfied,  he  is  entitled,  and  indeed  bound, 
to  proceed  with  the  execution.^ 

In  the  case  of  a  f,.  fa,,  an  action  is  not  maintainable  against  a  Onfija., 
sheriff  for  not  levying  unless  actual  pecuniary  damage  is  shown.*    If  action  not 
damage  is  shown,  the  measure  of  it,  prima  facie,  is  the  value  of  the  ^^^^tual 
goods  which  might  have  been  and  were  not  taken  ;  but  the  jury  will  pecuniary 
have  to  say  whether  the  whole  loss  was  the  result  of  the  sheriff's  damage  Is 
neglect  f  and  the  sheriff  is  not  estopped  by  his  return  from  proving  ®'^°^^* 
that  the  goods  seized  did  not  belong  to  the  debtor.® 

The  case  of  Mason  v.  Paynter,''  which  was  an  action  against  the  Damages 
sheriff  for  not  executing  a  writ  of  hab.  fac.  poss.  in  proper  time,  illus-  obtainable 
trates  what  sort  of  damages  can  be  obtained  against  the  sheriff.     The  sheriff, 
plaintiff  went  with  the  writ  and  warrant,  and  some  persons  to  assist  in 
putting  it  in  force,  and  deUvered  it  to  the  officer,  desiring  that  it 
might  be  executed  immediately.    The  officer  refused,  being  told  by 
the  defendant's  landlord  that  he  should  set  aside  the  judgment ;  and 
subsequently  it  was  set  aside.     The  Master,  in  taxing  costs,  disallowed 
the  expenses  of  the  plaintiff  in  trying  to  have  the  writ  executed,  upon 
the  very  ground  that  the  writ  had  not  been  executed  ;  but  the  Court 
was  of  opinion  that  the  sheriff  was  not  excused  in  refusing  to  execute 
a  writ  "  when  he  has  the  opportunity,  is  required  to  do  it,  and  nothing 
occurs  to  prevent  him  ;  "  and  allowed  the  costs.® 

sheriff  are  not  evidence  unless  they  accompany  some  official  act  of  the  latter  or  tend 
to  charge  himself :  SnotobaU  v.  Ooodricke,  4  B.  &  Ad.  541. 

i  This  is  a  branch  of  a  fi.  fa.,  and  not  an  independent  process.  Hughes  v.  Rees, 
7  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  66  ;  Cameron  v.  Reynolds,  I  Ck)wp.  403.  Under  this  it  is  the  sheriff's 
duty  to  sell  at  all  events  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  got :  Keightley  v.  Birch,  3  Camp. 
520.  (Compare,  however.  Leader  v.  Danvers,  I  B.  &  jP.  359).  This  he  can  do  though 
out  of  office  :  Doe  d.  Stevens  v.  Donston,  1  B.  &  Aid.  230  ;  but  he  may  take  a  reasonable 
time  to  make  inquiries :  Ayshford  v.  Murray,  23  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  470.  The  sale  also 
must  take  place  in  a  reasonable  time  :  CarlUe  v.  Parkins,  3  Stark.  (N.  P.)  163  ;  and 
before  the  return  to  the  venditioni  exponas  :  Bales  v.  Wingfield,  2  N.  &  M.  831.  If 
through  the  sheriff's  negligence  the  goods  sell  for  an  undervalue,  he  will  be  liable  to 
both  debtor  and  creditor  :  MuUet  v.  Challis,  16  Q.  B.  239  ;  PhUlips  v.  Bacon,  9  East 
298.  The  sale  need  not  be  by  auction  :  Phillips  v.  Viscount  Canterbury,  1 1  M  &  W. 
619  ;  but  the  scale  of  fees  framed  imder  7  Will.  IV.  1  &  Vict.  c.  65  applied  to  "  sales 
by  auction ''  only.  Since  the  proper  mode  of  compelling  a  sale  by  the  sheriff  is  by  writ 
of  venditioni  exponas,  the  sheriff  is  not  compellaole  to  execute  a  bill  of  sale  to  the 
plaintiff's  nominee,  though  he  has  promised  to  do  so  :  Cameron  v.  Reynolds,  1  Cowp. 
403.  a  H^son  v.  Lynch,  Ir.  R.  5  C.  L.,  per  Morris,  J.,  356. 

3  Lee  V.  Dan^ar  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  337.       *  Stimson  v.  Farnham,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  175. 

5  Hobson  V.  Thelluson,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  642. 

«  Stimson  v.  Farnham,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  175.  Where  the  declaration  disclosed  a  state 
of  facts  from  which  the  law  would  presume  damage,  under  the  old  rules  of  pleading, 
the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  plead  that  in  fad  no  damage  was  sustained  :  Wylie  v. 
Birch,  4  Q.  B.  566.  "  No  action  can  be  maintained  against  him  (the  sheriff),  without 
proof  of  damage  to  the  execution  creditor : "  Dennis  v.  Wfielham,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.,  per 
Blackburn,  J.,  348.       7  i  Q.  B.  974.     See  also  Hobson  v.  TheUuson,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  642. 

8  As  to  punishment  of  the  sheriff  for  misconduct,  60  &  51  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  29.  For 
the  old  law,  Vin.  Abr.  Sheriff  (L),  et  seqq. 
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Sheriff  re-  Since  the  sheriff  is  responsible  for  the  execution  of  flie  writ,  he 

sponsible  for   ought,  if  necessary,  to  take  the  power  of  the  county — ^what  number  of 
of  the^^it  *°^  P®^^^^®»  that  is,  he  shall  think  good — ^to  aid  him  effectually  to  do  so. 
This  is  provided  for  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster  the  Second  [13  Ed. 
1],  c.  39  :  "  That  the  sheriff,  as  soon  as  his  bailiffs  do  testifie  that  they 
found  such  resistance,  forthwith  all  things  set  apart  (taking  with  him 
the  power  of  the  shire),  he  shall  go  in  proper  person  to  do  execution." 
This  only  applied  to  writs  of  execution,  and  therefore,  in  executing 
mesne  process,^  although  the  sheriff  was  permitted,  yet  he  was  not 
compelled  to  raise  the  posse  comUatus  ^  and  ought  not,  unless  resis- 
tance was  apprehended."    There  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any 
means  of  reimbursing  the  sheriff  the  expenses  he  incurred  in  calling 
out  the  posse  comUatus}    This  procedure  is   practically  obsolete  ; 
though  the  law  still  is  that  if  the  sheriff  finds  any  resistance  in  the 
execution  of  a  writ  he  is  to  take  with  him  the  power  of  the  county  and 
go  in  proper  person  to  do  execution.*     Modem  police  protection  is  at 
once  efficient  and  available. 
Sheriff's  duty       If  the  sheriff  has  various  writs  of  f,.  fa.  in  his  hands  against  the 
where  there     game  debtor,  he  is  bound  to  execute  them  all,  giving  priority  to  each 
writs  in  his     ^^  *t®  order  in  which  they  came  into  his  hands  ;  so  that  any  one  who 
hands.  places  a  writ  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  have  it  executed 

as  far  as  possible  in  his  interest  and  on  his  behalf.  If  the  sheriff  make 
default,  as  soon  as  damage  arises,  the  creditor  ha?  a  complete  right  of 
action  against  him.^ 

The  proceeds  of  an  execution  must  be  applied  according  to  the 
priority  of  the  writs  ;  if  there  be  more  than  enough  to  satisfy  the  first, 
the  surplus  must  go  to  the  second,  and  so  on."^  If  the  first  be  invalid 
by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Law,®  or  void  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,®  then  the  second  takes  its  place,  and  the  sheriff  holds 
the  goods  under  the  later  writ.  The  practice  is  the  same  where  the 
execution  of  the  earlier  writ  is  suspended.®  Where  the  earlier  writs 
and  the  landlord's  rent  have  exhausted  the  proceeds,  the  return  is 
nulla  bona,^^ 

1  By  the  Debtors  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62),  s.  6,  no  person  can  be  arrested 
on  mesne  process  in  any  action  ;  but  where  a  plaintiff  can  show  a  good  cause  of  action 
above  £50,  and  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  quit  England,  a  judge  may  order  the 
defendant  to  be  arrested  till  he  gives  security  ;  or  a  debtor  may  be  arrested  where  he 
is  about  to  abscond,  or  to  remove  his  soods  ;  or  if  he  fails  to  attend  his  examination. 
See  also  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  62,  53  &  54  Aact.  c.  71,  s.  7.  As  to  terms  of  discharge  under 
the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  see  s.  5. 

3  Noy  Maxim  42  ;  Crompton  v.  Ward,  1  Stra.  429  ;  May  v.  Proby,  Cro.  Jac.  419- 

3  2  CJo.  Inst.  454  ;  Dalton,  Sheriffs,  366. 356. 

4  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  74.  "  The  Master  is  only  to  allow  what  the  sheriff 
is  entitled  to  under  the  statute  29  Eliz.  c.  4,  and  the  fees  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
of  fees  allowed  by  the  judges  under  the  recent  statute  " — i.e.,  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict, 
c.  55  ;  Slater  v.  Hames,  7  M.  &  W.,  per  Parke,  B.,  414  ;  Phillips  v.  Viscount  Canterbury^ 
1 1  M.  &  W.  619.     Both  enactments  are  superseded  by  50  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  ss.  20, 39. 

5  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  8.  The  sheriff  in  his  sole  discretion  has  the  right  to  require 
the  assistance  of  the  constabulary  ;  Att.-Oen.  v.  Kissane,  32  L.  R.  Ir.  220 ;  MiUer  v. 
Knox  (H.  L.)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  574. 

6  Dennis  v.  Whetham,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  345. 

7  Dreive  v.  Lainson,  1 1  A.  &  E.  529. 

B  Aldred  v.  Constable,  6  Q.  B.  370 ;  Graham  v.  Wiiherby,  7  Q.  B.  491  ;  46  &  47 
Vict.  c.  62  ;  53  &  64  Vict.  c.  71.     In  re  Pearce,  Ex  parte  Crofisthwaitp,  14  Q.  B.  D.  966. 

9  Hunt  V.  Hooper,  12  M.  &  W.  664  ;  Howard  v.  Cauiy,  2  D.  &  L.  116.  If  the  sheriff 
be  directed  by  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor  not  to  execute  the  writ,  he  is  bound  to  obey  ; 
Levi  V.  Abbott,  4  Ex.  588.  See  Lovegrove  v.  White,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  440  ;  Smith  v.  Keal^ 
9  Q.  B.  D.  340.  Directions  to  the  bailiff  do  not  necessarily  bind  the  sheriff :  Barker 
v.  St.  Quintin,  1  D.  &  L.  542  ;  Walker  v.  Hunter,  2  C.  B.  324. 
10   Wintle  v.  Freeman,  11  A.  &  E.  539. 
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The  sheriff  is  bound  to  sell,  even  on  a  writ  on  a  fraudulent  judgment,  Sheriff  bound 
for  he  is  not  to  revise  the  process  of  the  court,  but  to  execute  it  ;^  and  to  sell, 
where  there  are  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  seized  on  a  judgment 
fraudulent  against  a  creditor  seeking  to  enforce  a  subsequent  execution, 
the  sheriff,  if  he  have  notice  of  the  fraud,  is  compellable  to  seize  and 
sell  them  under  the  subsequent  execution,  by  virtue  of  13  Eliz  c.  5., 
under  pain  of  rendering  himself  liable  to  an  action  by  the  subsequent 
execution  creditor.  He  is  responsible  for  neglecting  to  seize  and  sell 
under  writs  in  his  hands,  as  against  a  person  lodging  a  subsequent  writ 
with  him,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  prior  writs  were  fraudulent,  even 
though  he  had  no  knowledge  of  it.  "  He  fails  in  his  duty  by  not 
executing  at  all ;  he  is,  therefore,  in  the  position  of  a  wrongdoer,  and 
if  it  be  shown  that  the  prior  writs  would  have  been  ineffectual  by 
reason  of  being  fraudulent  as  against  creditors  it  does  not  lie  in  his 
mouth  to  say  he  did  not  know  it ;  he  has  prejudiced  the  position  of  the 
execution  creditor  by  not  levying  on  goods  which  he  might  have 
taken  in  execution."^ 

The  sheriff  must  seize  only  such  a  quantity  of  goods  as  is  reasonably  Sheriff  only 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution  ;  if  he  sell  more  he  is  liable  in  trover  fo  seize  what 
for  the  excess;*    whether  he  has  sold  more  than  ip  necessary  is  a*^^®*®®"^*  ^' 
question  of  fact  in  each  particular  case.     Prima  facie  a  sheriff's  sale 
is  for  ready  money  and  immediate  delivery  ;  so  that  the  sheriff  is  not 
justified,  after  he  has  sold  so  much  as  apparently  satisfies  the  writ,  in 
selling  more  upon  a  speculation  that  actual  deUvery  of  such  goods  as  he 
has  already  sold  may  be  prevented  by  some  loss  or  accident  for  which 
he  is  not  answerable.* 

It  is  not  enough  that  in  the  careless  discharge  of  his  duty  to  one  the  To  warrant 
sheriff's  negUgence  may  glance  off  and  indirectly  and  remotely  work  ^^^?-  *?5*°^* 
an  injury  to  another.     Before  a  man  can  bring  an  action  for  negligence  ^n?ury^must  ^ 
he  must  show  a  legal  duty  to  himself.     Every  man  who  wrongfully  not  be 
subtracts  from  the  substance  of  another  man's  debtor,  whereby  he  merely  con- 
becomes  disabled  to  pay,  does  the  creditor  an  injury  ;  yet  is  there  no  ^^^l"^*^^**  • 
right  of  action  ;    for  the  law  does  not  look  beyond  the  proximate 
mischief  resulting  to  a  vested  right,  and  redresses  this  only  at  the  suit 
of  the  person  immediately  injured.^ 

1  Imray  v.  Magnay,  1 1  M.  &  W.  275 ;  Chriatopherson  v.  Burton,  3  Ex.  160 ;  Shattock 
V.  Garden,  6  Ex.  727.  In  Remmett  v.  Lawrence,  15  Q.  B.  1010,  however,  Lord  Campbell, 
C.J.,  wished  to  have  Imray  v.  Magnay  reconsidered.  Where  the  sheriff  is  in  under 
more  than  one  writ,  on  relinquishing  possession  he  can  only  take  possession  money 
in  respect  of  one  of  them  :  Olashrook  v.  David  <k  Vaut  ( 1905),  1  K.  B.  615. 

2  Dennis  v.  Whetham,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.,  per  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  348. 

3  Stead  V.  Oascoigne,  8  Taunt.  527  ;  BaUhdor  v.  Vyae,  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  331,  rev. 
4  Moo.  &  Sc.  552. 

4  Aldred  v.  Constable,  6  Q.  B.  370.  The  party  entitled  to  execution  may  levy  the 
poundage  fees  and  expenses  of  execution  over  and  above  the  sum  recovered.  Rules  of 
Supreme  Court,  1883,  Order  xlii.  r.  15.  The  sheriff  is  entitled  where  there  has  been 
no  sale  :  Mortitnore  v.  Cragg,  3  C.  P.  D.  210  ;  but  there  must  be  actual  seizure  : 
Bissicks  V.  Bath  Colliery  Co.,  3  Ex.  D.  174.  See  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  20.  The 
execution  creditor  must  be  entitled  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  the  sheriff  cannot  sell 
for  his  own  costs :  Sn  ary  v.  Abdy,  1  Ex.  D.  299,  and  is  not  entitled  to  poundage 
before  sale,  Roe  v.  Hammond,  2  C.  P.  D.  300.  As  to  the  effect  of  bankruptcy,  In  re 
Craycraft,  8  Ch.  D.  596  ;  Ex  parte  Lithgow,  10  Ch.  D.  169  ;  Howes  v.  Young,  1  Ex.  D. 
146  ;  Jfostyn  r.  Stock,  9  Q.  B.  D.  432.     See  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  1 1, 12. 

5  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Mott,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  554.  But  "  intentionally  to  do  that 
which  is  calculated  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events  to  damage,  and  which  does  in 
fact  damage,  another  in  that  other  person's  property  or  trade  is  actionable  if  done  with- 
out just  cause  or  excuse  "  :  per  feowen,  L.J.,  Mogul  case,  23  Q.  B.  D.  598;  cited  by 
Lord  James,  South  Wales  Miners'  Federation  v.  Glamorgan  Coal  Co.  (1905),  A.  C.  250. 
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Sale  must 
take  place 
with  reason- 
able expedi- 
tion. 


Sheriff's 
liability    to 
debtor. 

Duty  of 
sheriff  in  con- 
ducting sale. 


Effect  of 
sheriff's  sale. 


The  sheriff  must  sell  with  reasonable  expedition,^  and  if  through 
his  negligent  delay  the  property  is  lost  or  depreciated  in  value,  or  the 
debtor  becomes  bankrupt  and  his  property  thereby  becomes  divested, 
the  sheriff  is  liable.*  In  America  it  has  been  decided  that  where  a  levy 
is  made  and  property  is  advertised  for  sale,  and  through  the  negligence 
of  the  sheriff  no  sale  takes  place,  the  sheriff  becomes  a  trespasser  ab 
initio^  The  sheriff  is  also  liable  to  an  execution  debtor  for  negligence 
in  not  properly  lotting  for  sale  goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa} 

On  offering  property  for  sale  under  an  execution  the  sheriff  ought 
to  state  the  interest  he  proposes  to  sell,  and  to  make  known  any  defect 
of  title  within  his  knowledge  ;  if  he  does  not  do  so,  and  the  title  turn 
out  defective,*  he  is  responsible.  There  is  no  warranty  of  title  at  a 
sheriff's  sale  ;  so  that  where  certain  articles  had  been  bought  at  a  sale 
under  an  execution  for  £18,  and  the  bargain  was  bought  for  £23,  while 
the  articles  were  afterwards  taken  under  a  superior  title,  it  was  held 
that  the  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  the  bargain  had  not  failed, 
since  the  true  consideration  was  the  assignment  of  the  right  that 
the  defendant  had  acquired  by  his  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale.* 
The  effect  of  a  sheriff's  sale  is  to  take  the  property  of  the  debtor  and  to 
complete  the  title  of  the  creditor  to  the  proceeds  ;  unless  the  creditor 
has  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  conmiitted  previous  to  seizure,' 
or  the  goods  are  taken  for  a  sum  not  exceeding  £20  including  legal 
incidental  expenses.® 

Where  a  sheriff  is  in  possession  under  several  writs,  some  for  more, 
some  for  less,  than  £20,  and  sells,  the  writs  are  payable  in  order  of 
priority,  so  long  as  there  are  fimds  to  pay.  If  he  receives  notice  of 
bankruptcy  within  fourteen  days  after  the  sale,  only  those  writs  are 
entitled  to  be  paid  which  are  for  less  than  £20,  and  which  would  have 
been  paid  had  not  bankruptcy  intervened.*  By  the  same  enactment 
— ^the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883 — ^where  goods  to  the  above-mentioned 

1  Jacobs  V.  Humphrey,  2  Or.  &  M.  413. 

3  Aireton  v.  Davis,  9  Bing.  740 ;  Bale^  v.  Wingfidd,  4  Q.  B.  680,  ». ;  Carlile  v. 
Parkins,  3  Stark.  (N.  P.)  163. 

3  Bond  V.  Wilder,  16  Vt.  393 ;  Jordan  v.  OaUup,  16  Conn.  636.  See  The  Six 
CarpeTUer'sease,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (Uthed.),  132. 

4  Wright  v.  Child,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  368. 

5  Commonwealth  v.  Dickinson,  6  B.  Monr.  (Ky.)  606.  In  Massachusetta  it  has 
been  decided  that  if  the  purchaser  at  a  sale  of  execution  lose  his  title  through  the 
neglect  of  the  sheriff^s  officer  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  law,  he  has  an 
action  against  the  sheriff  :  Sexton  v.  Nevers,  37  Mass.  461. 

6  Chapman  v.  Speller,  14  Q.  B.  621.  As  to  the  principle  of  this  decision,  see  per 
Erie,  C.  J.,  EichhoLz  v.  Bannister,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  708.  In  Benjamin,  Sales  (4th  ed.),  634, 
the  rule  is  thus  expressed  :  "A  sale  of  personal  chattels  implies  an  affirmation  by  the 
vendor  that  the  chattel  is  his,  and  therefore  he  warrants  the  title,  unless  it  be  shown  by 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  sale  that  the  vendor  did  not  intend  to  assert  owner- 
ship, but  only  to  trsmsfer  such  interest  as  he  might  have  in  the  chattel  sold."  The 
whole  of  the  cases  are  reviewed  in  the  above-cited  treatise.  See  Bagvley  v.  Haidey, 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  625,  where  Wilier,  J.,  dissents  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  law 
as  stated  in  the  text  must  be  read  subject  to  the  interpretation  of  sec.  12  of  66  &  57 
Vict.  c.  71,  as  affected  by  sec.  21  of  the  same  Act.  See  Peto  v.  Blades,  6  Taimt.  667, 
andnotel6R.  R.  611. 

7  OUes  V.  Orover,  9  Bing.  128,  1  a.  &  F.  72,  0  Bligh  N.  S.  277 ;  in  which  case 
the  judges  were  summoned  to  advise  the  House  of  Lords  whether,  where  the  sheriff 
having  taken  goods  on  an  execution  issued  at  the  suit  of  a  subject,  but  before  he  had 
made  any  disposition  of  those  goods,  an  extent  issued  at  suit  of  the  Crown,  the  Crown's 
extent  should  be  preferred  to  the  execution.  The  majority  of  the  judges  and  the 
House  of  Lords  held  the  affirmative  ;  see  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  46.  See  also  63  &  45 
Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  11,  12. 

8  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  145.  As  to  goods  taken  in  execution  in  respect  of  a 
judgment  for  a  sum  exceeding  £20,  see  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  11,  sub-s.  2. 

9  In  re  Pearce,  Ex  parte  Crossthwaite,  14  Q.  B.  D.  966. 


CHAP.  II.]  MINISTERIAL  OFFICERS.  269 

amount  are  sold  by  the  sheriff,  the  sale  is  to  be  by  auction,  unless 
the  Court  from  which  process  issues  orders  otherwise.^ 

So  long  as  the  sherifE  is  in  possession  of  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  he  Goods  in  tho 
is  bound  to  exercise  the  same  degree  of  care  in  their  preservation  that  a  P^®^**?2  ^^ 
man  of  ordinary  discretion  and  judgment  may  reasonably  be  expected 
to  exercise  in  regard  to  his  own  property.  He  does  not  insure  the 
goods,  but  is  in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  bailee  for  the  purposes  of 
custody  and  sale.  He  is  very  nearly  in  the  case  of  a  del  credere  agent — 
the  keeper  and  seller  of  goods  with  an  obUgation  to  guarantee  the 
sale,  and  a  Uen  on  the  proceeds  to  secure  his  compensation — and  is, 
consequently,  subject  to  the  same  rule  of  care  and  Uability.^  That  is, 
he  is  not  hable  for  an  accidental  fire,  nor  yet  for  loss  by  theft,  robbery, 
or  other  accident,  without  want  of  ordinary  care  on  his  part.^  If  the 
sheriff  leaves  the  goods  with  the  debtor  on  the  security  of  some  third 
person,  the  sheriff  is  Uable  if  the  goods  are  lost  either  through  the 
fraud  or  negUgence  of  the  debtor,  or  through  the  fault  of  the  surety.* 
The  fact  that  the  bailee  of  goods  holds  them  as  a  pubUc  officer  has 
never  been  considered  to  fix  more  rigorous  measures  of  liabiUty  upon 
him  than  if  he  held  them  as  a  private  person.^  Story  puts  the  habiUty 
of  an  officer  on  the  same  footing  as  that  of  a  bailee  for  hire.^  The 
same  liability  was  assumed  to  attach  to  sheriffs  holding  goods  taken 
by  attachment,  in  the  American  case  of  Jenner  v.  Joliffe?  Yet  on 
consideration  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  rule  is  precisely  accurate.  If 
the  goods  are  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  sheriff  by  force  he 
must  answer  for  the  taking,  for  he  might  have  taken  the  power  of  the 
county  to  defend  the  goods  or  to  recapture  them.®  And  in  certain  of 
the  United  States,  Pennsylvania  for  example,  the  rule  of  Uability  for 
the  sheriff  is  Ukened  to  that  of  a  common  carrier,  and  he  is  held  to 
answer  for  goods  unless  their  loss  is  by  act  of  God,  inevitable  accident, 
or  the  pubhc  enemy .*^  The  liabiUty  to  which  the  surety  may  bind 
himself  to  the  sheriff  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  right  of  the  creditor  ; 
while  it  has  been  held  that  the  sheriff  cannot  take  a  receipt  or  make 
any  contract  in  relation  to  the  property  seized  which  will  give  him  a 
remedy  beyond  his  own  UabiUty  to  the  creditor.^^ 

The  general  proposition  that  the  sheriff  can  in  no  case  quit  possession  Effect  of 
without  being  held  to  have  abandoned  the  goods  is  too  wide.     To  *^®^j.? 
show  that  leaving  possession  is  not  an  abandonment  the  sheriff  ought  posaesaon. 
to  be  able  to  account  for  his  action  most  clearly  as  being  caused  by 

i  As  to  the  effect  of  bankruptcy  on  a  writ  of  execution,  see  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  62,  ss. 
45,  46 ;  63  &  54  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  11.  Ex  parte  Warren,  15  Q.  B.  D.  48 ;  Trustee  of 
Woolford'8  Estate  v.  Levy  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  772.  In  re  Thomas  (1899),  1  Q.  B.  460.  As 
to  the  construction  of  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  29,  sub-sec.  2,  in  Woolford's  case,  see  per  Fry, 
L.J.,  Lee  v.  Dangar  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  337,  351.  It  is  only  the  actual  wrongdoer  who 
is  liable  under  the  sub-section,  Bagge  v.  Whitehead  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  355;  therefore, 
where  the  sheriff's  bailiff  in  executing  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  did  not  leave  wearing  apparel, 
bedding,  &c.,  to  the  value  of  £5,  the  sheriff  is  not  liable. 

a  Brauming  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.),  591 ;  Moore  v.  Westervelt,  27  N.  Y.  234. 

3  Bridges  v.  Perry,  14  Vt.  262.     Story,  Bailm.,  §§  124-135. 

4  Higgins  v.  Kendrick,  14  Me.  83.     Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  621. 

6  See  as  to  receivers.  Knight  v.  Lord  PlimotUh,  3  Atk.  480,  BuH,  BouUon  A 
Hayward  v.  Bull,  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  276  ;  as  to  a  county  treasurer,  Supervisers  of  Albatw 
V.  Dow,  25  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  440  ;  as  to  revenue  officers,  Burke  v.  Trevitt,  1  Mason  (U.  S. 
Circ.  Ct.),96,  101. 

e  BaUm.,  §§  130,  620.  ^  6  Johns.  (Sup,  Ct,  N.  Y.)  8.     Ante. 

8  Sly  V.  Finch,  Cro.  Jac.  514. 

9  HarUeib  v.  MrLan  -,  44  Pa.  St.  510. 

10  Browning  v,  Hanfordt  6  Hill.  (N,  Y.)  586.    Street,  Foundations  of  Legal  LiabiUty, 
TO).  U*  292. 
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some  urgent  necessity.^    It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  possession  has 
been  abandoned  by  the  sheriff.^ 
Elegit.  The  law  with  regard  to  the  execution  of  an  elegit  is  identical  with 

that  we  have  already  considered,  and  the  sheriff's  duty  is  the  same. 
He  may  not,  however,  take  securities  for  money  under  an  elegit,  they 
being  subject  to  a  fi.  fa.  only  by  the  provisions  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s. 
12,  which  does  not  extend  to  an  elegit ;  and  he  must  not  sell  under  an 
elegit,^  Now  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,^  the  writ  of  elegit  does  not 
extend  to  goods  ;  and  no  levari  facias  may  issue  in  civil  proceedings. 
The  sheriff  must  have  the  writ  and  execution  filed  in  the  central  office. 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  deliver  such  a  document  to  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor.* 
Writ  of  In  executing  writs  of  possession*  (habere  facias  possessionem)  the 

possession,  sheriff  is  bound  to  execute  the  writ  within  a  reasonable  time  ;  and  if 
after  a  writ  is  dehvered  to  him,  and  he  has  an  opportunity  to  execute  it, 
and  refuses  or  neglects  to  do  so,  he  is  liable  to  an  action,  even  though 
the  judgment  is  afterwards  set  aside  by  a  judge's  order  in  order  to  let 
in  the  landlord  to  defend.'  The  sheriff  usually  has  an  indemnity 
given  him  and  it  seems  he  may  demand  it.®  The  plaintiff  for  his  own 
protection  should  point  out  the  land  to  the  shenff.*^  "  Also,"  says 
Dalton,^®  with  some  ambiguities  *'  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  know  or  to 
seek  the  land  demanded ;  and  therefore,  except  the  demandant 
sheweth  it  to  him,  he  may  make  his  return  accordingly."  "  If  the 
demandant  shall  show  to  the  sheriff  a  stranger's  land,  by  force  whereof 
the  sheriff  enters,  yet  is  he  no  trespasser,  Keil,  119, 120."^^  The  sheriff 
is  further  bound  to  give  actual  possession  of  the  premises,  and  if  persons 
be  left  on  them  the  execution  is  not  complete,^*  for  he  is  required  to 
put  the  plaintiff  into  possession.  It  follows,  from  the  nature  of  the 
writ,  that  the  sheriff  may  break  open  either  outer  or  inner  doors.^* 
The  sheriff  executes  the  writ  at  his  peril,^^  and  if  he  gives  possession 
of  land  not  included  in  the  writ,  he  renders  himself  Uable  to  an 
action.^* 

Formerly  the  Court  would  grant  an  alias  if  the  sheriff  did  not 
execute  the  writ ;  ^^  and  if  the  sheriff  gave  possession  only  of  part,  the 
plaintiff  might  have  a  new  writ  for  the  rest.^*    But  the  form  of  granting 

1  Ackland  v.  Payntr,  8  Price  95. 

2  Bag8haw28y  Ltd.  v.  Diacon  (1898),  2  Q.  B.  173. 

3  Co.  Litt.  289  b.  But  see  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112,  ss.  4-6,  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order 
xliii.  r.  1. 

4  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  62,  ss.  146,  169,  sched.  v. 

5  Johns  V.  Pink  (1900),  1  Ch.  296. 

6  In  this  place  in  the  previous  edition  the  law  of  writs  ca  aa  and  of  capias  uUagalum 
was  treated.  It  is  now  omitted  as  obsolete.  Outlawry  by  civil  process  was  abolished 
by  42  &  43  Vict.  c.  59,  s.  3. 

7  Mason  v.  Payntcr.  1  Q.  B.  974. 

8  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  318. 

9  Do'd.  Davenport  v.  Rhodes,  1 1  M.  &  W.  608  ;  Ro  d.  Blair  v.  Street,  2  A.  &  E.  329. 
are  cited  for  this  by  Watson,  I.e. 

10  Sheriffs,  267.  ii  Dalton.  Sheriffs,  257. 

12  Upton  V.  Wells,  1  Leon.  145,  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  318. 

13  Semayne's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  91  a,  1  Sra.  L.  C.  (Uth  ed.),  104. 

14  Ackivorth  v.  Kempe,  1  Doug.  40  ;  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  318. 

15  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  320.  An  alias  was  a  second  writ  issued  after  a  former 
one  had  proved  ineffectual.  If  the  alias  also  failed,  a  third  writ  might  have  been 
sued  out,  whlcli  was  called  a  plurics.  These  writs  were  so  called  from  the  words  used 
in  them,  Sicut  alias  prcBripimus.  Sicut  pluries  prmcipimtis.  An  alias  cannot  issue 
after  the  writ  is  executed  :  Doe  dem  Pate  v.  Roe,  1  Taunt.  55.  The  whole  learning  on 
executions  in  civil  actions  can  be  found  in  Tidd,  Practice  (9th  ed.),  993-1134.  This 
must  of  course  be  checked  with  some  modern  practice  book.  16  Jbid, 
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an  alias  was  abolished  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  s.  10, 
and  the  present  practice  is  regulated  by  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  1883.1 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  execution  for  the  sheriff  to 
make  a  return  to  the  writ.  If  he  do  make  a  return,  he  may  excuse 
himself  on  the  ground  that  he  was  always  ready  to  deliver  possession 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  no  person  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  came  to 
show  the  premises  to  the  sheriff.^  It  is  not  a  good  return  that  the 
sheriff  could  not  execute  the  writ ;  for  he  should  have  raised  the 
posse  comitatus.^ 

Interpleader,^ — The  granting  of  an  interpleader  order  is  purely  Interpleader, 
discretionary.*  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  make  inquiry,  and  to 
have  good  ground  for  supposing  the  goods  seized  to  be  those  of  the 
execution  debtor  before  he  applies  for  relief.*  The  goods  or  money  in 
dispute  must  be  actually  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  application  to  the 
Court  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  it.' 

The  Court  will  protect  the  sheriff  only  from  the  original  seizure, 
and  not  against  subsequent  misconduct,®  or  he  may  be  relieved  in 
respect  of  conflicting  claims  while  his  liability  for  negligence  in  respect 
of  the  execution  of  the  writ  is  unaffected ;  ®  and  it  is  immaterial 
whether  an  action  is  commenced  or  not  so  far  as  the  protection  afforded 
goes.i^. 

The  remedies  against  a  sheriff  are  of  two  kinds  :  first,  by  attach-  Remedies 
ment ;  second,  by  action.  ^*'^i*^  *^® 

First,  by  attachment.  **'®"^- 

Attachment  is  a  criminal  process  directed  to  the  coroner  when  it  I.  Attach- 
issues  against  the  sheriff,  or  to  the  acting  sheriff  when  it  issues  against  "^®°^- 
his  predecessor.  11 

By  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883,  Order  lii.  r.  11,  "  No  order  Provision 
shall  issue  for  the  return  of  any  writ,  or  to  bring  in  the  body  of  a  person  under  Rules 
ordered  to  be  attached  or  committed  ;   but  a  notice  from  the  person  g^p^g^g 
issuing  the  writ  or  obtaining  the  order  for  attachment  or  conmiittal  Court, 
(if  not  represented  by  a  solicitor),  or  by  his  solicitor,  calling  upon  the 
sheriff  to  return  such  writ  or  to  bring  in  the  body  within  a  given  time, 
if  not  complied  with,  shall  entitle  such  person  to  apply  for  an  order  for 
the  committal  of  such  sheriff."i^ 

Attachment   may   be  granted  for  escapes,i^  extortions,i^  using  For  what 

1  Order  xlii.  r.  17.     See  Lee  v.  Dangar  (1893),  2  Q.  B.  337 ;  Ex  parte  Kent,  In  re  S***"*^®^* 
Pfc««  (1893),  6  R.  226. 

2  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  322. 

3  Ibid.  See  MiUer  v.  Knox  (H.  L.),  4  Bing.  N.  C.  574 ;  Att.-Oen  v.  Kissane,  32 
L.  R.  Ir.  220. 

4  By  the  Statute  Law  Revision  and  Civil  Procedure  Act,  1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  c. 
49),  the  statutes  relating  to  Interpleader  are  repealed,  and  the  law  is  now  regulated  by 
Onier  Ivii.  of  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1883.  The  history  and  growth  of  inter- 
pleader is  traced  in  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  800-824,  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 

5  Wright  v.  Freeman^  48  L.  J.  C.  P.  276. 

•  Bishop  V.  Hinxman,  2  Dowl.  Prac,  Cas.  166. 

7  HoUan  v.  OurUrip,  3  M.  &  W.  146. 

8  Lewis  V.  Jones,  2  M.  &  W.  203. 

9  Brachevhury  v.  Laurie,  3  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  180. 

10  OreenY,  Brown,  3  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  337. 

11  Tidd,  Practice  (9th  ed.),  479,  481 ;  Com.  Dig.  Attachment. 

la  "  Committal  was  the  proper  remedy  for  doing  an  act  prohibited  by  injunction  or 
the  like,  whereas  attachment  was  the  remedy  for  neglecting  to  do  some  act  ordered  to 
be  done  "  :  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  26  Ch.  D.  654  ;  Callow  v.  Young,  56  L.  T.  147. 

13  Arden  v.  Ooodaere,  11  C.  B.  367,  371  ;  Regina  v.  Sheriff  of  Leicestershire,  1  L.  M, 
&  P.  414.     As  to  Escapes,  Com.  Dig.  Escape  ;  Vin,  Abr^  Escape. 

14  Com.  Dig.  Extortion  ;   Bac.  Abr.  Extortion. 
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For  what  not 
granted. 


Must  be  taken 
in  a  reason- 
able time. 


Setting  aside 
attachment. 


Attachment 
permitted  to 
stand  over. 


needless  force  in  making  arrests,^  breaking  open  doors  without  valid 
excuse,^  wrongfully  arresting,  ill-treating  arrested  persons,  detaining 
them  in  custody  unlawfully,*  or  making  an  insufficient  return  to  a  writ,* 
and  for  omitting  to  return  writs,  or  to  bring  up  the  body  of  a  prisoner  in 
obedience  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ;^  and  generally  for  all  miscon- 
duct by  the  sheriff  which  falls  within  sec.  29  of  the  Sheriffs  Act,  1887.* 

A  sheriff  is  not  liable  to  attachment  for  not  returning  a  writ  which 
has  not  been  transferred  to  him  by  his  predecessor,  the  provisions  of  3 
&  4  Will.  IV.  c.  99,  s.  7  notwithstanding  '^  nor  where  there  is  a  disputed 
state  of  facts  f  nor  where  his  action  is  due  to  some  arrangement  not 
made  in  the  course  of  his  duty  as  officer  of  the  Court.® 

Proceedings  for  attachment  against  the  sheriff  must  be  taken 
within  a  reasonable  time,  else  by  delay  the  sheriff  may  be  deprived  of  his 
remedy  over  ;^^  and  an  attachment  has  been  set  aside,  because,  through 
delay  in  issuing  it,  the  sheriff  has  been  prevented  either  recovering  on  a 
judgment  or  proving  for  it  in  bankruptcy.^^ 

Where  an  attachment  is  regular  it  may  be  stayed  or  set  aside  by  the 
indulgence  of  the  Court,  in  order  to  permit  of  a  trial  on  the  merits,  or 
for  the  benefit  of  the  sheriff  or  of  the  defendant  or  his  bail.^*  Where 
the  Court  will  not  set  the  attachment  aside,  the  sheriff  is  Uable  to  the 
extent  of  the  sum  really  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
although  it  be  beyond  the  sum  sworn  to,  and  for  costs  in  addition.^* 

The  Courts  have  made  a  practice  of  letting  the  attachment  stand 
over,  with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  against  the  sheriff, 
when,  from  any  cause,  proof  of  the  injury  done  the  suitor  by  the 
neglect  of  the  sheriff,  is  not  shown  with  sufficient  particularity.  One 
reason  for  this  is,  that  proceedings  on  attachment  being  by  affidavit, 
'^  a  mode  of  adducing  evidence  which  affords  no  means  of  extracting  the 
truth  from  unwilling  witnesses,  and  leaves  every  one  at  Uberty  to 
state  as  much  or  as  httle  of  the  truth  as  he  pleases,"  it  is  frequently 
necessary  that  a  mvd  voce  examination  of  witnesses  should  be  had ; 
while,  under  the  old  practice,  either  party  had  thus  an  opportunity  to 

1  Com.  Dig.  Execution  (C  12.). 

a  Watson,  Sheriff  (2nd  ed.),  76  ;  Com.  Dig.  Forceable  Entry ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  2, 
c.  14,  Where  doors  may  be  broken  open  in  order  to  make  an  arrest. 

3  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  2,  c.  13,  Of  Arrests  by  Publick  Officers  ;  bk.  2,  c.  22,  Of  Attach- 
ment, ss.  2.  3.  4  HaU  v.  Craidey,  11  W.  R.  344. 

5  Short  &  Mellor,  Cr.  Prac.  407.  «  60  &  51  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  29,  sub-s.  4 

7  Thomas  v.  Newnam,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  33.  The  Act  quoted  in  the  text  is  repealed  by 
50  &  51  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  39,  but  is  preserved  in  substance  by  ss.  28,  29,  sub-s.  2. 

«  WhUe  V.  Chappie,  4  C.  B.  628,  where  the  officer  of  the  Palace  Court  seized  goods 
under  the  process  of  that  Court  that  had  been  previously  seized  by  the  sheriff,  during 
the  temporary  absence  of  his  officer,  it  was  held  that,  as  there  was  no  ground  for 
charging  the  officer  of  the  Palace  Court  with  intentional  contempt  of  court,  there  was 
no  ground  for  attachment.  The  Court  will  not  issue  an  attachment  unless  the  sheriff's 
conduct  amounts  to  a  contempt  of  court :  CoUins  v.  Cliff,  1 1  W.  R.  786. 

»  Brovm  v.  Oerard,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  695. 

10  Rex  V.  Perring,  3  B.  &  P.  151 ;  The  King  v.  Middlesex,  1  Dowl  Prac,  Cas.  53. 
Contra,  see  The  King  v.  Sheriff  of  London,  1  Taunt.  489,  where  the  delay  was  ten  days 
and  the  sheriff  did  not  show  he  was  prejudiced  by  the  delay  ;  in  Tht  King  v.  Sheriff 
of  Surrey,  9  East  467,  where  the  delay  was  eighty  days,  and  a  bankruptcy  intervened, 
the  attachment  was  set  aside.     Now  see  50  ^  61  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  29,  sub-s.  7. 

11  Comer,  Crown  Practice,  36.  As  to  setting  aside  an  attachment,  Arden  v. 
Ooodacre,  11  C.  B.  367. 

12  Stride  v.  HiU,  I  M.  &  W.  37. 

13  Heppel  v.  King,  7  T.  R.  370  ;  Stevenson  v.  Cameron,  8  T.  R.  29 ;  Fowlds  v. 
Mackintosh,  I  H.  Bl.  233  ;  but  sec  The  King  v.  Sheriffs  of  London,  2  B.  &  Aid.  192, 
where  it  is  said  the  contempt  of  the  sheriff  is  purged  by  placine  the  plaintiff  in  as  good 
a  situation  as  he  could  have  been  in  had  the  defendant's  body  Been  brought  into  court. 
As  to  the  history  of  the  law,  Hawkins,  P.  C,  bk,  2,  c.  22, 
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tender  a  biU  of  exceptions  if  thought  desirable.^  Under  the  present 
practice,  cross-examination  on  affidavits  may  be  directed  either  on  the 
civil  or  the  Crown  side  of  the  Court.  ^ 

Second,  by  action.  II.  Action. 

An  action  lies  only  against  the  high  sherifE,  and  not  against  the 
under-sheriff  or  baihff,  for  breach  of  duty  in  the  office  of  sheriff,  and 
must  be  brought  as  for  an  act  done  by  him  in  the  office  of  sheriff.  If 
the  breach  proceeds  from  the  default  of  the  under-sheriff  or  bailiff, 
"  that  is  a  matter  to  be  settled  between  them  and  the  high  sheriff."^ 

An  action  for  negligence  is  maintainable  against  the  sheriff,  not 
because  the  plaintiff  has  sued  out  a  writ  and  delivered  it  to  the  sheriff 
who  has  not  executed  it  and  thereby  has  broken  an  impUed  contract, 
but  because  the  plaintiff  has  a  cause  of  action  or  judgment  against  the 
defendant  which  gives  him  an  interest  in  the  writ  and  creates  a  duty 
by  law  apart  from  contract  in  the  sheriff  to  him.* 

Actions  against  the  sheriff  may  be  either  by  the  person  suing  out  Actions  • 
the  writ,  or  by  the  person  whose  goods  the  sheriff  has  taken.  agaiiwt  tho 

I.  The  sheriff  may  be  liable  at  the  suit  of  the  person  suing  out  the  either  at  the 

writ.  suit  of  the  • 

If  the  sheriff  make  a  false  return  he  is  liable  to  an  action — that  is,  ou^^^e^wrif 
if  actual  damage  occurs  to  the  plaintiff.®  He  is  not  liable  to  an  action  op  at  the  suit 
for  not  returning  a  writ.''  of  the  person 

A  false  return  is  one  in  which  material  facts  are  suppressed,  or  whoae^oods 
material  facts  are  stated  which  are  untrue.     A  return,  although  true  j   Action  by 
in  words  if  false  in  the  total  impression  it  conveys,  is  a  false  return.®  him  who  sued 
That  is  not  a  false  return  which,  while  it  states  the  facts  truly,  draws  a  out  the  writ, 
wrong  inference  from  them.  False  return. 

As  between  the  parties  to  it,  the  sheriff's  return  is  conclusive  of  Sheriff's 
its  truth,  except  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return  ;  in  ^^^^  ^^^^ 
which  case  the  return  must  of  necessity  be  called  in  question  by  the  ui"a<;tion  for 

plaintiff.®  a  false  return. 

It  is  no  defence,  to  an  action  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  on  an  Where  action 
execution,  to  show  that  the  writ  to  be  executed  was  delivered  at  a  late  ^^7  ^®. 
hour  on  the  day  on  which  it  was  returnable,  if  the  sheriff  has  control  of    ^^^  ^^^  ' 
the  goods ;  ^®  nor  yet  to  show  that  the  execution  debtor  was  insolvent.^^ 

If  the  sheriff  return  fieri  feciy  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  either  on 
the  return  for  debt,^'^  or  for  money  had  and  received,^^  or  by  rule  of 
Court.i* 

1  Arden  ▼.  Ooodacre,  II  C.  B.  367 ;  Regina  v.  Sheriff  of  Leiceaiershire,  1  L.  M. 
&  P.  414. 

a  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  xxxviii.  r.  1,  extended  to  civil  proceedings  on  the  Crown  side 
by  Order  Ixviii.,  and  to  criminal  proceedings  by  Crown  Office  Rules,  1906,  r.  5.  Short 
&  Mellor,  Crown  Practice,  454. 

3  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Cameron  v.  Reynolds,  1  Cowp.  406 ;  but  see  50  &  61  Vict, 
c.  55,  s.  29,  as  to  punishment  for  misconduct. 

4  Jones  ▼.  Pope,  1  Wms.  Saund.  34,  37,  38 :  an  action  for  an  escape,  where  the 
prisoner  was  let  out  with  the  plaintiff's  consent. 

6  Unless  he  is  acting  in  his  judicial  capacity ;  Pitcher  v.  King,  9  Ad.  &  £.  288. 

6  iry/icv.-B»rcA,4Q.  B.  566. 

7  2  Co.  Inst.  452. 

8  The  King  ▼.  Lyme  Regis,  1  Doug.  149. 

»  SlayUm  v.  Chester,  4  Mass.,  per  Parsons,  C.  J.,  479. 

10  Towne  v.  Crotpder,  2  C.  &  P.  355. 

11  Stevens  v.  Beckes,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.)  88. 
13  Perkinson  v.  Gilford,  Cro.  Car.  539. 

13  And  without  any  demand  of  payment :  Dale  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  347  ;  LongdiU  v. 
Jones,  I  Stark.  (N.  P.)  345. 

14  Stockdale  t.  Hansard,  11  A.  &  £.  253. 
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If  no  return  is  made,  an  action  will  still  lie  against  the  sherijGE  for  the 
sum  levied,  or  against  his  executors  for  non-payment  of  money  levied 
on  a  f,,  fa}  An  action  will  also  lie,  if  the  sherifi  return  that  he  has 
seized  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  which  the  value  is  to  him  unknown, 
for  he  should  specify.^ 

The  plea  that  the  sheriff  is  prevented  from  paying  over  money  by- 
superior  force  is  not  good,^  unless  the  excuse  is  that  of.  war  levied  by 
the  King's  enemies.* 

In  an  action  for  neglecting  to  seize  goods  under  a  /I.  fa.  with  a 

return  of  nulla  bona,  a  plea  denying  that  there  were  any  goods  of  the 

debtor  within  the  sheriff's  bailiwick,  may  be  supported  by  proof  that, 

though  there  were  goods,  they  were  not  applicable  to  the  plaintiff's 

writ.* 

Sureties  on  a         If  the  sheriff  take  sureties  on  a  replevin  bond,  he  is  bound  to 

bondT"^         exercise  an  ordinary  and  reasonable  discretion ;  though  he  is  not  to  be 

'        considered  to  warrant  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties  ;   so  that  he  is 

justified  in  accepting  one  who  appears  to  be  a  person  of  responsibility 

as  surety,  without  making  inquiries.*    If  he  has  reason  to  suspect  the 

solvency  of  a  surety,  or  has  means  of  satisfying  himself  with  respect  to 

solvency,  which  he  neglects  to  use,  and  the  surety  turns  out  insufficient, 

he  is  hable  ;'   as  if  it  were  shown  that  the  sureties  were  in  debt,  and 

though  requested,  had  not  paid,  or  that  the  sheriff  had  knowledge  of 

unsatisfied  executions  against  them.®     If  the  sheriff  has  no  knowledge 

of  the  sureties,  he  must  inform  himself  about  them,  and  not  trust 

implicitly  to  their  own  sworn  statements.*     Failing  to  do  this,  he  is 

liable  ;   and  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  which  is  the  value  of  the  goods 

taken,  is  the  limit  of  the  damages.^® 

II.  At  suit  of        II.  The  sheriff  may  be  Uable  at  the  suit  of  the  person  whose  goods 

person  whose  are  taken. 

taken.  If  the  defendant  is  styled  by  a  wrong  name  in  a  writ  of  /£.  /a.. 

Wrong  name,  the  sheriff  is  Uable  to  an  action  for  trespass  ^^  for  executing  the  writ 
unless — 

1.  The  name  is  idem  sonans}^ 

2.  The  defendant  is  known  by  the  name  equally  with  some 

other.^^ 

3.  The  defendant  has  temporarily  adopted  it.^* 

1  P&rkinsan  v.  Gilford,  Cro.  Car.  539 ;  Morland  v.  PelkUt,  8  B.  &  C.  722. 

2  Per  Parke,  B.,  sitting  alone ;  Barton  v.  GUI,  12  M.  &  W.  316. 

3  StockdaU  V.  Hansard,  11  A.  &  E.  253. 

4  Southcote's  case,  4  Co.  Rep.  83b  ;  Bui.  N.  P.  68. 
6  Heenan  v.  Evans,  3  M.  &  G.  398. 

6  Hindle  v.  Blades,  5  Taunt.  225 ;  1  Maxsh.  27.  The  English  cases  are  collected 
and  considered  in  Norman  v.  Hope,  13  Ont.  R.  556,  afi&rmed  14  Ont.  R.  287. 

7  ScoU  V.  Waithman,  3  Stark,  (N.  P.)  168  ;  Saunders  v.  Darling,  Bull.  N.  P.  60  c, 
«  GwyUim  v.  Scholey,  6  Esp.  (N.  P.)  100.  »  Jeffery  v.  Bastard,  4  A.  &  E.  823. 

10  Yea  V.  Ltlhbridge,  4  T.  R.  433  ;  Evan^  v.  Brander,  2  H.  Bl.  547. 

11  Cole  V.  Hindson,  6  T.  R.  234  ;  Shadgett  v.  Clipson,  8  East  328. 

13  Ahitbol  V.  Beneditto,  2  Taunt.  401 ;  or  unless  the  defendant  has  acquiesced  in 
the  use  of  the  wrong  name.  If  the  defendant  were  arrested  by  a  wrong  Christian  name 
the  Court  would  ^discharge  him  on  motion,  and  the  sheriff  would  be  liable  to  an 
action :  Wilks  v.  Lorck,  2  Taunt.  399.  What  idem  sonans  means  is  shown  in 
Parchman  v.  Stale,  28  Am.  R.  435,  and  note  439.  Where  father  and  son  had  the  same 
name  and  the  sheriff  having  a  writ  in  the  name  simply  levied  on  the  goods  of  the 
father  where  he  should  have  taken  the  son's,  the  sheriff  was  held  liable  in  trespass : 
Jarmain  v.  Hooper,  6  M.  &  G.  827. 

13  Scandover  v.  Wame,  2  Camp.  270  ;  Fisher  v.  Magnay,  1  D.  &  L.  40. 

14  Price  V.  Harwood,  3  Camp.  108  ;  Crawford  v.  Satchioell,  2  Str.  1218  ;  but  the 
sheriff  was  not  bound  to  keep  one  in  custody,  who  he  was  justified  in  keeping,  by  reason 
of  his  having  given  a  false  name :  Morgans  v.  Bridges,  1  B.  &  Aid.  647  ;  see  BrunskiU 
V.  Robertson,  9  A.  &  £.  840. 
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If  the  sheriff's  officer  take  the  goods  of  the  wrong  person,  the  Wrong  per- 
sheriff  is  Uable  for  the  act  of  his  officer^  unless  the  person  is  himself  son's  goods 
instrumental  by  giving  false  information  to  the  sheriff,  and  so  makes 
the  sheriff  his  mandatory  to  take  the  goods.  If  the  sheriff  then  acts 
innocently  and  commits  a  trespass  he  may  recover  over  against  his 
principal.^  But  if  the  execution  creditor  merely  points  out  goods 
\rithout  requiring  the  sheriff  to  act  on  his  representation  but  leaves 
him  to  his  own  discretion  to  act,  the  execution  creditor  is  not  Uable.® 
After  notice  of  the  real  state  of  facts  the  sheriff  acts  at  his  peril.* 

For  any  abuse  whatever  in  the  execution  of  process  an  action  Ues  Abuse  of 
against  the  sheriff.^  For  example,  where  the  officer  arrests  a  person  on  process. 
a  f,.  fa,  ;•  or  breaks  open  an  outer  door,  save  in  the  excepted  cases  ;' 
or  executes  a  writ  after  a  direction  from  the  plaintiff  not  to  do  so  ;® 
or  remains  in  possession  an  unreasonable  time,®  or  is  guilty  of  any 
other  excess,  even  though  such  excess  be  committed  by  the  officer 
contrary  to  the  express  instructions  of  the  under-sheriff.^®  The  sheriff 
is  not  Uable  to  the  forfeiture  of  £200  provided  by  sec.  29  of  the  Sheriffs 
Act,  1887,^^  in  respect  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  sheriff's  officer  ;  that 
is  incurred  only  by  way  of  penalty  for  personal  misconduct  or  neglect.^^ 

The  sheriff  is  Uable  in  trover  for  seizing  goods  under  a  defeasible  sheriflF  liable 
title,  which  has  subsequently  determined  ;^®  but  he  cannot  be  com-  in  trover.  _ 
pelled  to  make  restitution  of  goods  sold  under  a  /i.  /a.,  though  the 
judgment  on  which  it  is  based  is  reversed.^* 

The  sheriff  is  Uable  to  the  landlord,  under  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  1,^'for  sheriff's  lia- 
not  paying  over  a  fuU  year's  rent,  if  the  same  is  due,  before  satisfying  biiity  under 
the  execution  creditor's  claim  out  of  goods  seized.^*    This  action  lies  ^  ^^ne,  c  14. 
after  the  death  of  the  landlord  by  his  executor  or  administrator.^' 
To  render  the  sheriff  Uable  notice  of  the  rent  being  due  must  be  given 

1  Acktoorih  v.  Kempe,  1  Dong.  40.  In  Morris  v.  Salberg,  22  Q.  B.  D.  614,  the 
execution  creditor  who  misled  the  sheriff  was  held  liable.  See  Feltham  v.  Terry, 
13  Geo.  III.  B.  R.,  cited  by  Lord  Mansfield,  Lindon  v.  Hooper,  1  Cowp.  419. 

2  CoUina  v.  Evans,  5  Q.  B.  830. 

3  Evans  v.  CoUins,  5  Q.  B.  804.  See  Sheffidd  Corporation  v.  Barclay  (1905),  A.  C, 
jwr  Lord  Davey,  400. 

4  Davies  v.  Jenkins,  11  M.  &  W.  746  ;  Dunsion  v.  Paterson,  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  495. 

6  Dal  ton,  Sheriffs,  497.  The  Abuses  practised  by  some  Sheriffs,  Under-sheriffs  and 
Bailiffs.  «  Smart  v.  liutton,  8  A.  &  E.  568  n. 

7  Lee  V.  Oansel,  1  Cowp.  1. 

8  Barker  v.  St,  Quiniin,  12  M.  &  W.  441. 

9  Play  fair  v.  Musgrove,  14  M.  &  W.  239. 

10  Ratclife  v.  Burton,  3  B.  &  P.  223.  The  Sheriffs  Act,  1887  (50  &  61  Vict.  c.  65), 
s.  29,  Bub-B.  (2)  (b),  imposes  a  penalty  on  any  sheriff *s  officer  who  "  takes  or  demands  any 
money  or  reward  under  any  pretext  whatever  other  than  the  fees  or  sums  allowed  by 
or  in  pursuance  of  this  or  any  other  Act."  Lee  v.  Dan^ar  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  231,  per 
Denman,  J.,  affirmed  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  337,  and  Shoppee  v.  Nathan  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  245, 
per  Collins,  J.,  are  decisions  upon  this  section.  As  to  what  is  a  demand  see  Trustee 
of  Wooljord's  Estate  v.  Levy  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  772.  As  to  Extortion  see  Com.  Dig. 
"  Extortion."     Smythe*s  case.  Palm.  318  ;  Pilkington  v.  Cooke,  16  M.  &  W.  616. 

11  60  &  51  Vict.  c.  66. 

13  Bagge  v.  Whitehead  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  355. 

18  Cooper  V.  Chiity,  1  Burr.  20  ;   Whitmore  v.  Greene,  13  M.  &  W.  104. 

14  Ho^s  case,  6  Co.  Rep.  89  b.  The  case  of  goods  sold  on  a  capias  utlagatum  was 
distinguished,  for  these  on  reversal  of  the  outlawry  were  restored. 

16  c.  18  Ruffhead. 

i«  Biseley  v.  Ryle,  11  M.  &  W.  16 ;  cp.  Oreen  v.  Austin,  3  Camp.  260:  An  action 
for  money  had  and  received  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  landlord  to  recover  reiit  against 
the  sheriff  who  had  sold  his  tenant's  goods  under  an  execution.  The  action  must  be 
for  removing  goods  from  the  premises  under  the  execution  before  the  year's  rent  is 
paid  to  the  landlord.  A  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  find  out  what  rent  is  due  to  a  landlord 
and  pay  it  him  under  the  Act  imless  the  landlord  gives  him  notice :  Smith  v.  Bussell, 
3  Taunt.  400. 

17  Palgrave  v.  Windham,  1  Stra.  212. 
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him  whilst  the  proceeds  are  in  his  hands.^  In  the  action,  the  landlord 
may  recover  whatever  is  the  amount  of  the  actual  damage  sustained 
by  him  through  the  sheriffs  neglect.* 

.  In  Thomas  v.  Mirehouse  ^  Lord  Esher,  M.R. ,  states  the  law  under  the 
statute  :  "  When  notice  has  been  given  by  the  landlord  to  the  sheriff 
that  rent  is  due,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  imder  the  statute  not 
to  sell  anything  upon  the  demised  premises  till  the  rent  has  been  paid. 
Even  if  there  are  goods  upon  the  demised  premises  of  a  value  many 
times  exceeding  the  amount  of  rent  due,  his  duty  is  the  same.  He 
must  refuse  to  sell  the  smallest  part  of  the  goods  until  the  claim  of  the 
landlord  is  satisfied.  Now,  of  course,  the  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  find 
money  with  which  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  landlord.  He  must, 
therefore,  before  he  proceeds  with  the  execution,  apply  to  the  execution 
creditor  for  the  sum  which  is  necessary.  If  the  execution  creditor 
provides  it,  the  sheriff  pays  the  landlord,  and  proceeds  with  the 
execution.  If  the  execution  creditor  does  not  provide  it,  the  sheriff 
cannot  be  called  on  to  infringe  the  statute,  and  may  return  either  nuZZa 
bona  and  withdraw  from  possession,  or  may  himself  pay  the  rent, 
looking  to  the  execution  creditor  for  reimbursement,  and  proceed  to 
sell.  This  is  the  position  of  the  sheriff  under  the  Act.  If  he  commits 
a  breach  of  duty  by  a  wrongful  sale — i.e.,  a  sale  which  takes  place 
before  the  rent  is  paid — ^the  statute  appears  to  me  to  state  by  im- 
plication that  he  will  be  Uable  to  compensate  the  landlord  by  paying 
him  the  amount  of  rent  which  is  due.  This  is  the  consequence  of  the 
enactment  which  makes  the  removal  without  payment  of  rent  illegal. 
It  is  only  upon  payment  of  the  rent  that  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to 
remove  the  goods.  The  cases,  however,  show  that  though  the  amount 
of  the  rent  is  prima  facie  the  measure  of  the  damages,  it  is  open  to  the 
sheriff  after  the  landlord  has  proved  his  case  by  giving  evidence  of  the 
tenancy,  the  amount  of  rent  due,  and  notice,  to  show  in  mitigation  of 
damages  that  the  value  of  the  goods  removed  was  not  sufficient  to  pay 
the  rent.  In  such  case  the  loss  to  the  landlord  by  the  removal  of  the 
goods,  or,  in  other  words,  their  value  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  removal, 
becomes  the  measure  of  damages." 

It  is  no  ground  for  reduction  of  damages  for  the  sheriff  to  say  in  an 
action  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  goods,  "  I  have  paid  the  rent,"  since 
being  a  wrongdoer,  he  has  no  right  to  take  upon  himself  to  apply  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  ;*  thus,  if  the  plaintiff  recovers,  he  is  entitled  to 
the  full  value  of  the  goods.  Where  the  sheriff  has  seized  and  sold  goods 
let  for  hire  to  the  execution  debtor,  the  sheriff  is  only  Uable  for  the  actual 
damage  the  real  owner  sustains.^ 

The  sheriff*  was  in  no  case  entitled  to  notice  of  action  for  things 


1  "  To  some  notice  he  is  unquestionably  entitled,  but  as  the  statute  has  not  specified 
any  particular  form  there  can  be  no  dispute  about  the  terms  "  :  Cciyer  v.  Speer,  2  B. 
&  B.  69. 

a  Foster  r.  Hilton,  1  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  35  ;  Calvert  v.  Joliffe,  2  B.  &  Ad.  418. 

3  19  Q.  B.  D.  566.  Analogous  to  this  is  the  case  of  Vestry  of  St.  Marylebone  v. 
Sheriff  of  London  {1900),  2  Q.  B.  591,  where  goods  were  held  to  be  "  taken  in  execution  " 
so  ab  to  raise  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  pay  rates,  though  he  had  received  payment  of 
the  debt  and  withdrawn  without  a  sale. 

4  WhiU  Y.  Binstead,  13  C.  B  304. 

6  Tancred  v.  AUgood,  4  H.  &  N.  438. 

«  Atkinson,  Sheriff  (6th  ed.),  302.  For  this  he  cites  Copland  v.  Powell,  1  Bing. 
369.  The  head-note  of  that  case  is:  "  A  sheriff  who  levies  arrears  of  taxes  under  48 
Geo.  III.  c.  141,  No.  5,  par.  2,  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  an  action  to  be  brought 
against  him  for  anytliing  done  under  the  provisions  of  that  Act."     In  the  judgment 
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done  by  him  in  executing  the  process  of  the  Court.  Now  Notice  of 
Action  has  been  aboUshed  by  the  Public  Authorities  Protection  Act, 
1893.1 

III.  High  Bailiffs  of  County  Courts. 

By  the  County  Courts  Act,^  1888,  the  high  bailiff  of  the  County  The  County 
Court  is  made  responsible  for  all  the  acts  and  defaxilts  of  himself  Co^^rts  Act, 
and  the  baiUffs  appointed  to  assist  him,  in  Uke  maimer  as  the  sheriff  h^'&^ 
in  any  county  in  England  is  responsible  for  the  acts  and  defaults  of  Vict.  c.  93, 
himself  and  lus  officers.  s.  33. 

The  high  bailiff  of  a  County  Court  is  the  creation  of  statute. 
Nevertheless  he  is  subject  to  a  common  law  liability ;  if  any  one  is 
injured  by  his  neglect  to  carry  out  his  statutory  duties  he  is  liable  to 
an  action.^  Sec.  49  of  the  County  Courts  Act,  1888,*  moreover,  pro- 
vides for  payment  of  compensation  to  any  person  who  has  sustained 
damage  by  the  neglect  or  default  of  any  officer  of  a  County  Court 
by  that  officer  on  the  order  of  the  judge  of  the  Court  in  which  he  is 
an  officer;**  but  this  is  in  supplement  not  in  substitution  of  the 
common  law  remedy.* 

By  s.  156  of  the  County  Court  Act,  1888,  the  bailiff  is  directed  to 
sell  goods  unless  the  conditions  of  the  section  are  complied  with.  A 
sale  under  this  section,  therefore,  gives  the  purchaser  a  good  title  to 
them,'  but  the  goods  seized  must  be  the  goods  of  the  judgment  debtor, 
otherwise  the  section  can  give  no  protection,®  and  the  high  baiUff  is 
liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of  the  goods. 

The  high  baiUff's  liability  is  co-extensive  with  that  of  the  sheriff,^ 
save  where  his  baiUffs  act  under  colour  of  some  special  power  or 
authority  of  the  County  Court  Acts,  and  not  in  the  execution  of  a 
warrant.^® 

IV.  Public  Servants,  Clerks,  and  Revenue  Officers. 

The  position  of  that  large  class  of  public  servants,  clerks,  revenue 
officers,  and  the  rest,  who  are  charged  with  the  performance  of  acts 
which  bring  them  into  relations,  from  time  to  time,  with  various 
members  of  the  community,  must  shortly  be  noticed. 

The  rule  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in  Whitfield  v.  Lord  Le  Rule  stated 
Despencer  :^^  "  Whoever  does  an  act  by  which  another  person  receives  ^  ^^i^i  ^ 
an  injury  is  liable  in  an  action  for  the  injury  sustained,"  is  too  absolutely  broad, 
expressed,  since  the  idea  of  duty  is  absent.     There  are  a  mxiltitude  of 

Park,  J.,  bays,  at  373 :  "  The  sheriff  is  called  upon  to  do  nothing  more  than  is  within 
the  usual  and  general  scope  of  his  duty — viz.,  to  obey  the  process  and  conform  to  the 
directions  of  a  Supreme  Court ;  he  exercises  no  judgment,  and  no  peculiar  burdens  are 
cast  upon  him ;  and  it  as  well  might  be  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  notice  of 
action  for  an  excessive  levy,  upon  any  common  writ  of  fi,  fa.  as  upon  this.  By  the  law 
of  England,  bringing  an  action  is  sufficient  demand  and  notice ;  and  wherever  the 
contrary  is  the  case,  it  is  and  must  be  matter  of  legislative  enactment." 

1  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  61. 

2  61  &  62  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  35. 

3  Watson  V.  White  (1896),  2  Q.  B.  9. 

4  61  &  52  Vict.  c.  43. 

6  The  Queen  v.  Judge  of  County  Court  of  Shropshire,  20  Q.  B.  D.  242. 

6  Watson  V.  White,  supra. 

7  Goodlock  V.  Cousins  (1897),  1  Q.  B.  348. 

8  Crane  <fc  Sons  v.  Ormeroci  (1903),  2  K.  B.  37 ;  Jelks  v.  Hay  ward  (1905),  2  K.  B.  460. 

9  Bwton  v.  Le  Gros,  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  91. 
to  Smith  V.  Pritehard,  8  0.  B.  565. 

11  2  Cowp.  765. 
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acts  which,  working  injury  to  others,  are  yet  absolutely  without 
remedy.  It  is  the  notion  of  duty  which  is  the  determining  test. 
Statement  by  Best,  C. J.'s,^  expression  of  the  law  is  often  quoted,  and  states  well  the 
Best,  C.J.,  in  general  principle.  "  I  take  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  if  a  public 
Mayor  oi  oflScer  abuses  his  oflSce,  either  by  an  act  of  omission  or  conunission,  and 
Xyme  lUqia,  the  consequence  of  that  is  an  injury  to  an  individual,  an  action  may  be 
maintained  against  such  pubUc  officer."  A  relevant  instance  of  this 
SobiMony,  principle  is  to  be  found  in  Robinson  v.  Gell,^  where  an  action  was 
Gell,  brought  for  injury  sustained  by  negligently  preparing  a  notice  of 

judgment.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  as  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  constituted  the  office,  the  occupant  of  which  was 
sued  for  neglect,  did  not  contemplate  his  giving  notices  of  the  kind  in 
question,  there  was  no  duty,  and  therefore  no  Uabihty,  though  there 
was  negligence.  Had  the  Act  provided  for  the  issuing  of  the  notice, 
a  duty  would  have  thereby  been  imposed  upon  the  officer  towards 
those  who  were  in  the  position  to  receive  the  notice,  and  negUgence  in 
the  discharge  of  the  duty  thus  created  would  be  actionable.  Subject 
to  this  qualification  being  read  in,  the  law  seems  to  be  as  laid  down  in 
Jenner  v.  Jennet  V.  Joliffe  .*'  "  In  every  case  where  an  officer  is  entrusted  by 
Jdiffe.  the  common  law  or  by  statute,  an  action  Kes  against  him  for  a  neglect 

of  the  duty  of  his  office  ;  so  for  every  fraud  or  neglect  in  the  execution 
of  his  office  ;  "  or,  as  was  said  in  Barry  v.  Arnaud  .•*  "  The  defendant 
then  is  a  public  ministerial  officer,  and,  being  so,  he  is  responsible  for 
neglect  of  his  duty  to  any  individual  who  sustains  damage  by  such 
neglect." 
Degree  of  One  more  inquiry  remains  :   What  amount  of  want  of  care  con- 

caj^  de-  stitutes  neghgence  in  these  cases  ?     It  would  seem  that  the  assumption 

miWioBer^"^  of  an  office  implies  a  representation  that  the  holder  possesses  the 
vants.  quahfications  for  efficient  performance  of  its  duties.     The  amount  of 

care  necessary  consequently  varies  with  the  greater  or  less  complexity 
of  the  duties  of  the  office.     The  officer  must  show  that  diligence  which 
a  conscientious  and  capable  man,  versed  in  the  duties  of  the  par- 
ticular office,  is  expected  to  show  in  the  performance  of  them.^ 
Duty  of  This  statement  has  reference  only  to  the  remedy  of  one  of  the  public 

vanteto  the    ^^j^^^^  through  the  officer's  neglect.     The  habiUty  of  the  negUgent 
Crown.  officer  may  be  different,  as  it  affects  the  Crown  or  a  private  individual ; 

though  it  has  been  objected  that,  in  any  case,  for  failure  of  duty, 
although  amounting  to  a  breach  of  trust  or  fraud  of  a  pecuniary  nature, 

1  Herdy  v.  Mayor,  dkc,  of  Lyme,  5  Bing.  91,  107 ;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  222. 

2  12  C.  B.  191. 

3  9  Johns.  (Sup.  Ct.  N.  Y.),  386.  The  quotation  in  the  text  is  little  more  than  a 
reproduction  of  a  portion  of  the  judgment  of  Holt,  C.J.,  in  Lane  v.  Cotton,  I  Salk.  17. 
See  Pickering  v.  James,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  489 ;  In  re  Thornbwy  Election  Peiiiion,  16 
Q.  B.  D.  739. 

4  10  A.  &  E.  646,  the  case  of  a  collector  of  customs.  See  Davis  v.  Black,  1  Q.  B. 
900,  where  an  action  was  brought  against  a  clergyman  for  neglect  to  perform  the 
marriage  service  when  required.  The  duty  of  a  clergyman  in  that  matter  was  said 
to  be  not  the  same  with  that  of  a  registrar  under  6  &  7  Will.  4  c.  86. 

5  VSTiarton,  Negligence,  §§  297,  785  ;  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §§  590- 
593 ;  Jones  v.  Bird,  6  B.  &  Aid.  837  ;  Jacobsohn  v.  Blake,  6  M.  &  G.  919,  where  goods 
were  taken  possession  of  by  Custom  House  officers.  Story,  J.,  in  Burke  v.  Treviit, 
1  Mason  (U.  S.)  96,  discusses  the  duty  of  officers  who  have  the  custody  of  property 
seized.  He  maintains  two  positions:  (I)  If  an  officer  of  the  revenue  seize  goods 
without  probable  cause  he  is  responsible  for  all  losses  and  injuries  however  occasioned. 
(2)  If  he  seize  them  with  probable  cause  he  is  responsible  only  for  losses  and  injuries 
occasioned  by  ordinary  neglect.  Eslava  v.  Jones,  3  Am.  St.  R.  699  is  an  action  against 
a  clerk  of  court  for  wroncfuUy  issuing  a  writ  of  vcnditionis  exponas  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  put  to  defend  his  title  to  land  in  an  action.     Held  not  legal  damage. 
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the  remedy  must  be  for  a  civil  injury  and  not  by  indictment.  In  Bern-  Bcmbridge's 
bridge's  case,^  Lord  Mansfield  considers  the  matter,  and  points  out  the  ^^^l^y^ 
two  principles  that  may  become  appUcable  :  "  The  first  I  will  venture  statement  of 
to  lay  down  is,  that  if  a  man  accepts  an  office  of  trust  and  confidence,  the  law. 
concerning  the  public,  especially  when  it  is  attended  with  profit,  he  is 
answerable  to  the  king  for  his  execution  of  that  office  ;  and  he  can 
only  answer  to  the  king  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  for  the  king  cannot 
otherwise  punish  his  misbehaviour,  in  acting  contrary  to  the  duty  of 
his  office,  and  that  this  holds  equally  by  whomsoever  or  howsoever 
he  is  appointed  to  the  office,  by  whomsoever  the  office  is  given.  There 
are  many  offices  of  a  pubUc  nature  that  concern,  in  various  ways,  the 
whole  kingdom  and  the  king  as  the  executive  part  of  the  Constitution, 
which  are  not  given  directly  by  the  king,  and  not  given  by  letters 
patent ;  many  that  have  the  grants  of  offices  ;  the  Lord  Steward  has 
the  grant  of  the  judge  of  the  Marshalsea  ;  the  Lord  Chancellor  appoints 
the  Masters  in  Chancery  ;  and  I  have  the  appointment  of  a  great  many 
officens  belonging  to  this  Court  ;^  and  there  is  a  precedent  in  Vidian's 
Entries,^  an  information  against  the  ctcstos  brevium  for  so  negligently 
keeping  the  records  of  the  Court  that  one  of  them  was  lost ;  had  that 
been  the  steward  of  a  manor  who  had  lost  one  of  his  lord's  rolls,  an 
action  would  have  laid  ;  but  the  duty  of  this  office  concerning  the 
public  it  was  a  matter  of  an  information,  and  yet  the  office  was 
appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice,  not  constituted  by  the  king.  There 
is  another  principle,  too  .  .  .  that  is  this  ;  where  there  is  a  breach  of 
trust,  a  fraud,  or  an  imposition  in  a  subject  concerning  the  pubUc, 
which,  as  between  subject  and  subject,  would  only  be  actionable  by  a 
civil  action,  yet,  as  that  concerns  the  king  and  the  pubUc,  ...  it  is 
indictable."* 

It  has  been  held  in  the  United  States  that  where  pubhc  officers  are  Public  ser- 
entrusted  with  public  funds  and  give  bonds  for  the  discharge  of  their  ^^^^  giving 
official  duties,  their  duty  is  not  Umited  by  the  considerations  that  would  d^charee  of* 
apply  in  bailments.    Their  Uabihty  is  larger  than  this,  and  is  fixed  by  their  duties, 
their  bonds  ;  so  that  when  money  is  stolen  from  them  without  their 
fault  or  negligence,  they  do  not  become  released  from  liability  thereby.* 
In  America  it  has  also  been  decided,  and  the  decision  is  in  accord  with 
English  principle,  that  where  a  tax-coUector  receives  a  cheque  for 
taxes  and  does  not  clear  the  same  and  the  bank  stops  payment  the 
tax-collector  is  liable  for  the  loss  to  the  taxpayer.*    Again  an  officer 
whose  duty  is  to  register  deeds  or  make  searches  and  who  receives  a 
statutory  fee  from  the  person  requiring  his  assistance  is  liable  to  him 

1  22  How.  St  Tr.  156. 

2  The  right  to  the  appointments  in  Courts  of  Justice  is  considered  in  Harding  v. 
Pollock,  2  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  341.  The  right  of  the  Chief  Justice  to  appoint  officers  in  his 
Court  was  required  by  prescription,  ^.c.  365.  Bridgmanv.  J^o//,  Shower  P.  C.  Ill; 
Hargrave,  Preface  to  Hale  Jurisdiction  of  the  Loids  House,  clxxxiv. 

3  213.  The  Exact  Pleader:  A  book  of  Entries  of  Choice,  Select,  and  Special 
Pleadings  in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  in  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty  King 
Charles  II.  with  the  method  of  proceeding  in  all  manner  of  actions  in  the  same  Court. 
By  Andrew  Vidian,  Gent.  1684. 

4  Lord  Mansfield  then  cites  precedents  showing  that  a  public  officer  is  indictable 
for  misbehaviour  in  office,  even  where  as  against  a  private  person  he  would  merely 
be  liable  to  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

5  State  V.  Nevin,  3  Am.  St.  R.  873 ;  the  cases — American — are  set  out  here  and 
lengthily  considered  ;  Board  of  Education  v.  Jewell^  20  Am.  St.  R.  586;  Un'iei  States 
V.  Fresco't,  3  How.  (U.S.)  578;  Street,  Foundations  of  Le^al  Liabi'ity,  vol.  ii.  292. 
In  Theodore  Hook's  case  there  was  probably  legal  fault  and  negligence,  see  72 
Quarterly  Review,  71  e<  seqq.,  an  article  attributed  to  J.  G.  Lockhart. 

^  Choiteau  v.  Bowse,  66  Mo.  65. 
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for  negligence  in  his  official  work.  Agnew,  J.  in  Commonwealth  v. 
Harmer^  puts  the  duty  considerably  too  high  when  he  says  :  "  The 
officer  who  makes  the  search  stands  in  reference  to  its  correctness  in 
the  attitude  of  an  insurer,  and  his  fee  represents  the  premium."  The 
learned  judge's  error  is  that  of  false  analogy.  The  duty  is  no  more 
than  to  exercise  ordinary  expert  diUgence.  But  in  the  same  case  the 
Uability  of  an  officer  neglecting  his  duty  was  rightly  limited  to  the 
person  taking  a  certificate  and  paying  the  fee  for  it,  and  held  not  to 
extend  to  a  purchaser  from  him  or  any  other  person  injured  thereby 
with  whom  there  was  no  privity. 

In  Scotland  there  is  an  old  decision  that  clerks  of  session  are  liable 
for  the  loss  of  writs  out  of  their  respective  offices,  without  proof  of 
negligence  ;  "  for  the  clerks  who  have  the  custody  of  writs  ought  to 
exoner  themselves  of  their  trust  by  proving  the  casus  fatalis.^^^ 

1  6  PhUa.  (Pa.)  92. 

2  Home  y.  M'Kenzie  (1735),  Morison,  Dictionary  of  Beciflions,  13,123 ;  AUtoun  v. 
Riddel  (1680),  ibid.  13,957  ;  ibid.  Public  Officer,  13,089 ;  Reparation,  sec.  viiL  N^- 
genoe  in  Office,  13,956;  Clerk  liable  for  issuing  defective  precept,  Henderson  t. 
Dryadale,  9  Shaw  536 ;  Guthrie,  Law  of  Damages  (2nd  ed.),  84-88.  The  pnnciple  of 
the  liability  of  a  public  officer  to  any  one  injured  directly  by  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  his  office  is  very  clearly  stated  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C,  Ferguson  v.  KinnovU^ 
9  01.  &  F.  283,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  808,  and  post,  295.  A  volunteer  undertaking  to  perform 
duties  in  connection  with  judicial  process  is  liable  for  negligence  in  not  performing  his 
undertaking,  if  thereby  the  person  for  whom  he  undertakes  suffers  damage ;  as  in 
Chapman  v.  Morley,  7  Times  L.  R.  257,  where  an  order  was  made  against  plaintiff 
in  a  County  Court  committing  him  to  prison,  but  was  suspended  so  lone  as  ne  paid 
£1  a  month  into  Court.  The  defendant,  the  judgment  creditor,  wrote  asking  for  the 
payment  direct,  promising  to  pass  it  through  the  Court.  The  plaintiff  paid  the 
defendant,  but  the  defendant  did  not  pass  it  through  the  Court,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  arrested  on  a  warrant  and  imprisoned.  Defendant  was  held  liable  for  breach 
of  duty. 


1 


CHAPTER  III. 

CORPORATIONS  AND  LOCAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  BODIES. 

We  are  now  to  consider  any  special  aspects  of  negligence  arising  from 
the  constitution  and  powers  of  those  various  corporations,  boards 
and  bodies  of  trustees  which  are  entrusted  with  the  administrative 
functions  of  local  government. 

Corporations,  so  far  as  they  are  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  and  Co  porations 
houses,  are  regarded  in  the  same  Kght  as  individual  owners  and  occupiers  ^  owners  of 
and  dealt  with  accordingly.  They  are  bound  to  repair  bridges,  high-  P^°P®'  ^' 
ways,  and  churches  ;  are  Uable  to  poor  rates,  and  to  the  discharge  of 
any  other  duty  or  obligation  to  which  an  individual  owner  is  subject.^ 
"  While,"  says  a  New  York  decision,^  "  as  such  owners,  they  [the 
defendants,  a  corporation]  enjoy,  in  respect  of  this  property,  all  the 
rights  to  which  private  persons  would  be  entitled,  they  are  subject 
also  to  the  same  duties  and  obligations  in  respect  to  others  owning 
adjacent  lands,  that  the  law  imposes  upon  private  persons  owning  real 
estate.  That  the  premises  in  question  ^re  held  as  a  pubUc  trust,  and 
that  no  private  gain  or  profit  is  to  be  derived  from  their  possession,  does 
not  in  the  least  diminish,  or  vary,  the  duties  and  obligations  of  the 
Conmion  Council,  in  respect  to  adjacent  owners,  whose  rights  may  be 
injuriously  affected  by  a  particular  mode  of  using  this  property.  The 
great  injunction  of  the  law,  addressed  to  all  proprietors  of  real  estate, 
is  :  'So  use  your  own  as  not  to  injure  another ; '  and  a  municipal 
corporation  owning  lands  is  as  much  bound  to  the  observation  of  this 
precept  as  a  private  person.  The  citizen,  and  the  municipal  body,  in 
respect  to  their  several  possessions  of  real  estate,  stand  upon  a  footing 
of  equality ;  neither  is  a  privileged  owner,  and  each  must  fulfil  the 
same  duties  in  respect  to  the  other.  .  .  .  Theideaof  theirresponsibiUty 
of  such  a  corporation  "  "  can  only  be  entertained  by  the  Courts  where 
the  corporation  is  in  the  exercise  of  a  purely  governmental  function  ; 
as  when  it  is  either  declaring  a  law  in  a  legislative  capacity,  or,  in  a 
ministerial  one,  executing  it,  without  injuriously  affecting  the  pro- 
perty or  the  rights  of  particular  persons."^ 

Corporations  are  hable  for  the  torts  of  their  servants  done  within 
the  scope  of  their  employment,  as  any  private  employer.*    It  has  been 

1  2  Ck).  Inst.  703  ;  Thurafidd  v.  Jones,  Sir  T.  Jones,  187  ;  Rez  v.  Gardner,  1  Cowp. 
79 ;  Mayor  of  Lynn  v.  Turner,  1  Cowp.  86 ;  Henly  v.  Mayor  of  Lyme^  6  Bing.  91, 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  222 ;  Cowley  v.  Mayor,  dsc,  of  Sunderland,  6  H.  &  N.  665 ;  Manley 
V.  St,  Helen's  Canal  db  By.  Co.,  2  H.  &  N.  840. 

a  Brou?er  v.  Mayor,  <fcc.  of  New  York,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  257. 

8  Cp.  Hackney  Corporation  v.  Lee]Conservincy  Board  (1904)  2  K.  B.  641 . 

4  larboroughy.  Bank  of  Enjlani,  16_£a8t6;  MaunJ  v.  Monmouthshire  Canal  Co., 
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judgment. 
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judgment. 


Mcfsey  Docks 
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Board  Trus- 
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sought  to  draw  a  distinction  between  their  Uability  where  they  perform 
public  duties  under  the  authority  of  Acts  of  Parliament,  from  which 
they  receive  neither  emolument  nor  profit ;  and  where  they  form  a 
mere  private  company,  using  their  own  works,  and  receiving  profit 
for  the  benefit  of  their  members.  The  two  views  are  set  out  in  Pamaby 
V.  Lancaster  Canal  Co.^  and  Hall  v.  Smith. ^ 

In  Pamaby  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Co.,^  which  was  an  action  against 
a  canal  company  for  allowing  a  boat  sunk  in  their  canal  to  remain, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  Tindal,  C.J.,  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  thus  deals  with  the  objection  that  there  was  no  duty  on 
them,  as  constituted  by  Act  of  Parliament,  to  remove  the  obstruction  : 
"  The  facts  stated  in  the  inducement  show  that  the  company  made 
the  canal  for  their  profit,  and  opened  it  to  the  public  upon  the  payment 
of  tolls  to  the  company  ;  and  the  common  law  in  such  a  case  imposes 
a  duty  upon  the  proprietors,  not  perhaps  to  repair  the  canal,  or  ab- 
solutely to  free  it  from  obstructions,  but  to  take  reasonable  care,  so 
long  as  they  keep  it  open  for  the  public  use  of  all  who  may  choose  to 
navigate  it,  that  they  may  navigate  without  danger  to  their  lives  or 
property.  We  concur  with  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  thinking 
that  a  duty  of  this  nature  is  imposed  upon  the  company,  and  that  they 
are  responsible  for  the  breach  of  it  upon  a  similar  principle  to  that 
which  makes  a  shopkeeper,  who  invites  the  pubUc  to  his  shop,  liable 
for  neglect  on  leaving  a  trap-door  open  without  any  protection,  by 
which  his  customers  suffer  injury." 

In  Hall  V.  Smiih,^  Best,  C.  J.,  after  reviewing  the  cases,  thus  formu- 
lates the  principle  for  which  he  contended  :  "  From  these  cases  I 
collect  that  the  law  recognises  the  principles  which  I  ventured  to 
state  were  founded  in  sound  policy  and  justice,  and  that  no  action  can 
be  maintained  against  a  man  acting  gratuitously  for  the  public  for 
the  consequences  of  any  act  which  he  was  authorised  to  do,  and 
which,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  is  done  with  due  care  and  attention, 
and  that  such  a  person  is  not  answerable  for  the  negligent  execution 
of  an  order  properly  given." 

The  question  is  set  at  rest  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  Trustees  v.  Gibbs,'^  which  establishes 
that  the  fact  of  a  profit  being  made  or  not  made  works  no  difference  in 
principle  in  the  liability  of  trustees  for  the  public  in  respect  of  property 
held  by  them.^  A  minute  examination  of  the  older  cases  is  therefore 
unnecessary.    It  is  suflScient  to  indicate  that  the  whole  learning  of  the 


4  M.  &  G.  452;  Smith  v.  Birming\a*n  Gas  Co.,  1  A.  &  E.  526.  "Strictly  speaking, 
a  corporation  cannot  itself  bo  guilty  of  fraud.  But  where  a  corporation  is  formed  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  trading  or  other  speculation  for  profit,  such  as  formin|(  a 
railway,  those  objects  can  only  be  accomplished  through  the  agency  of  individuals  ; 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  the  agents  employed  conduct  themselves  fraudulently 
so  that  if  they  had  been  acting  for  private  employers,  the  persons  for  whom  they  were 
acting  would  have  been  affected  by  their  fraud,  the  same  principles  must  prevail 
where  the  principal  under  whom  the  agent  acts  is  a  corporation  "  :  per  Lord  Oan worth, 
C,  Raii^er  v.  G.  W.  Ry.,  5  H.  L.  C.  86.  See  Lindley,  Companies  (6th  od.),  vol.  i.  257. 
Pollock  and  Maitland,  History  of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  i.  490. 

1  11  A.  &E.  223. 

2  2  Bing.  15(),  163. 

3  1 1  A.  &  E.  242. 

4  L.  H.  I  H.  L.  1)3  ;  The Gnfn  lloimr,  (  897)  A.  C.  596. 

6  Lord  Wensleydale  was  able  to  arrive  at  this  conclusion  only  in  deference  to  the 
authority  of  Merwy  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  v.  Cameron^  11  H.  L.  C.  443.  See 
Glarin  v.  Rhode  Island  Hospit(d,  34  Am.  H.  675.     Ante,  245. 
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subject  is  collected  in  the  two  opinions  of  Blackburn,  J.,  given  in  Coe 
V.  Wise^  and  in  Mersey  Docks  Trustees  v.  Gibbs.^ 

The  canon  of  construction  is  thus  stated  by  Blackburn,  J.,  :^  Canon  of 
"  In  the  absence  of  something  to  show  a  contrary  intention,  the  Legis-  Construction, 
lature  intends  that  the  body,  the  creature  of  the  statute,  shall  have  the 
same  duties,  and  that  its  funds  shall  be  rendered  subject  to  the  same 
liabilities,  as  the  general  law  would  impose  on  a  private  person  doing  the 
same  things."  Moreover,  where  it  is  alleged  that  any  statutory  body 
is  exempted  from  UabiUty  for  damage  done  by  its  oflScers  to  persons 
outside  its  authority, ''  such  a  hmitation  ought  to  be  clearly  expressed, 
and  any  enactment  that  is  vouched  as  effecting  such  a  limitation 
ought  to  be  strictly  construed."*  In  the  case  in  which  this  was  said, 
it  was  decided  to  be  not  enough  to  exonerate  commissioners  from 
paying  damages  that  there  is  a  proviso  in  their  private  act,  "  that  the 
total  amount  to  be  expended  under  this  Act  for  the  above  purposes, 
save  as  to  interest,  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  £15,000,"  even  where 
the  full  amount  they  are  authorised  to  raise  has  been  expended.  They 
must,  in  addition,  raise  funds  to  pay  adequate  compensation  in  cases 
where  a  liability  for  negligence  is  established  against  them.^ 

In  Foreman  v.  Mayor  of  Canterbwy,^  Blackburn,  J.,  thus  sum-  Statement  of 
marises  the  decision  in  Mersey  Docks  v.  Gihhs  :  "  It  was  decided  that  ^^  ^^  ^7 
a  public  body,  like  the  local  board  of  health,  are  answerable  for  the  j  ^  t^^n 
negligence  of  their  servants,  just  as  if  they  were  acting  as  the  servants  of  y! Mayor  of 
a  private  person,  and  not  for  a  corporation  incorporated  for  a  public  Canterbury. 
purpose.     Of  course,  the  individuals  composing  the  body  are  not 
responsible  ;  it  is  the  local  board  of  health  that  are  responsible,  and 
they  would  have  to  pay  the  damages  out  of  the  funds  in  their  hands  as 
a  local  board  of  health."' 

In  Dur^cafl%  v.  Findlater,^  Lord  Cottenham  constructs  a  dilemma  Dilemma 
which  forcibly  states  a  difficulty  of  frequent  occurrence.     "  If  the  5i!'^cotte 
thing  done  is  within  the  statute,  it  is  clear  that  no  compensation  can  ham  in 
be  afforded  for  any  damage  sustained  thereby,  except  so  far  as  the  Duncan  v. 
statute  itself  has  provided  it ;  and  this  is  clear  on  the  legal  presumption  ^»w<Bater. 
that  the  act  creating  the  damage  being  within  the  statute  must  be  a 
lawful  act.     On  the  other  hand,  if  the  thing  done  is  not  within  the 
statute,  either  from  the  party  doing  it  having  exceeded  the  powers 

1  6  B.  &  a  458  ;  in  the  Ex.  Ch.  7  B.  &  S.  831. 

2  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  102  ;  TJte  Queen  v.  WiUiama,  9  App.  Cas.  418 ;  The  Turkiatan, 
13  Rettie  342.  In  DormorU  v.  Fumeas  By.  Co.,  11  Q.  B.  D.  496,  where  a  ship  was 
wrecked  in  the  channel  of  a  harbour  which,  mider  the  Wrecks  Removal  Act,  1877 
(40  &  41  Vict.  c.  16),  8.  4,  the  defendants  had  power  to  keep  clear  by  removing  obstruc- 
tions therefrom,  Kay,  J.,  held  that  a  duty  was  imposed  on  them  to  remove  the  wreck 
from  the  channel,  or  to  mark  its  position  by  buoys,  and  that  the  case  came  within  the 
principle  of  Mersey  Docks  v.  CUbbs.  See  also  The  Sanitary  Commissioners  of  Gibraltar 
V.  Orfila,  16  App.  Cas.  400,  where  the  cause  of  the  accident  was  not  within  the  statutory 
authority  of  the  Commissioners.  In  Orant  v.  Sligo  Harbour  Commissioners,  Ir.  R.  11 
C.  L.  190,  it  was  held  that  Harbour  Commissioners  cannot  be  sued  for  not  cleansing, 
deepening,  or  removing  obstructions  from  a  harbour,  if  they  have  not  funds  to  enable 
them  to  do  so.  3  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  1 10. 

*  Per  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  Oallsuxnihy  v.  8dby  Dam  Drainage  Commissioners  (1892), 
1  Q.  B.  354.  The  doctrine  that  a  right  of  property  cannot  be  taken  away  without 
compensation  can  be  traced  to  D.  43,  8,  2.  As  to  the  burden  on  those  who  seek  to 
establish  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  take  away  private  rights,  see  per  Lord  Black- 
bum,  Managers  of  the  Metropolitan  Asylum  District  v.  Hill,  6  App.  Cas,  208. 

fi  OaUsworthy  v.  Selhy  Dam  Drainage  Commissioners  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  348. 

«  (1871)  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  218.  Oas  Light  and  Coke  Co.  v  Vestry  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts, 
Kensington,  15  Q.  B.  D.  1. 

7  See  38  A  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  265,  and,  as  to  London,  54  &  55  Vict.  c.  76,  s  124. 

8  6  CI.  &  F.  907. 
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conferred  on  him  by  the  statute,  or  from  the  maimer  in  which  he 
thought  fit  to  perform  the  work,  why  should  the  pubhc  fund  be  liable 
to  make  good  his  private  error  or  misconduct  ?  " 

A  fallacy  lurks  in  the  phrase  "not  within  the  statute."  The 
assumption  is  that  works  done  under  the  authorisation  of  the  statute 
are  not  works  done  within  the  statute  if  not  done  up  to  the  standard  of 
efficiency.  But  a  power  is  no  less  exercised  because  it  is  imperfectly 
exercised,  and  a  public  fund  is  not  exonerated  from  the  consequences 
of  the  shortcomings  of  public  functionaries  because  the  work  they 
have  to  do  they  do  badly.  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Mersey  Docks  v.  Gibbs,^ 
comments  on  this  passage  :  "  The  dilemma  if  a  good  one  is  applicable 
to  all  cases.  This  is,  no  doubt,  a  very  high  authority,  being  said  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  House  of  Lords,  though  in  a  Scotch  case, 
but  not  being  the  point  decided  by  the  House  it  is  not  conclusively 
binding,  and  we  think  that,  with  great  deference  to  his  high  authority, 
we  must  dissent  from  the  position  there  laid  down,  both  on  principle 
and  on  the  preponderance  of  authority."  "  If  the  true  interpretation  of 
the  statutes  is  that  a  duty  is  cast  upon  the  incorporated  body,  not  only 
to  make  the  works  authorised,  but  also  to  take  proper  care  and  use 
reasonable  skill  that  the  works  are  such  as  the  statute  authorises  .  .  . 
there  is,  with  great  deference  to  Lord  Cottenham,  nothing  illogical  or 
inconsistent  in  holding  that  those  injured  by  the  neglect  of  the  statut- 
able body  to  fulfil  the  duty  thus  cast  by  the  statute  upon  it  may  maintan 
an  action  against  that  body,  and  be  indemnified  out  of  the  funds 
vested  in  it  by  the  statute." 

Although  the  general  presumption  of  law  is  that  the  liabihty  of  the 
o?f  °^cidar  l^gaUy  created  body  is,  to  the  extent  of  their  funds  at  least,*  co- 
act  extensive  with  that  imposed  by  the  general  law  on  individuals  doing 
the  same  things,  if  the  Legislature  directs  or  authorises  the  doing  of  a 
particular  thing,  the  doing  of  it  cannot  be  wrongful.  Thus,  where 
trustees  of  a  turnpike  road,  or  other  similar  oflScial  persons,  are  author- 
ised to  do  a  particxilar  act,  such  as  raising  a  road,  lowering  a  hill,  or 
making  a  drain,  as  in  SuUon  v.  Clarke,^  and  by  doing  so  prejudice  the 
rights  or  injure  the  property  of  third  persons,  they  are  not  liable  to  an 
action,  provided  they  do  no  more  than  the  Act  of  Parliament  under 
which  they  are  acting  authorises  and  requires  them  to  do  ;*  notwith- 

1  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  117. 

2  Riu:k  V.  WiUiams,  3  H.  &  N.  308 ;  Mersefj  Docks  v.  OObs,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  107, 
"  The  want  of  funds  affords  no  legal  excuse  to  the  defendants.  By  accepting  their 
charter  they  impliedly  encaged  to  fulfil  all  the  duties  thereby  imposed.  A  ne^ect 
of  those  duties  subjected  them  to  an  indictment ;  and  their  poverty  as  a  corporation 
is  no  more  a  defence  than  the  poverty  of  an  individual  is  a  defence  to  on  action  for 
breach  of  contract  or  to  an  indictment  for  a  crime  *' :  WcUerford  and  WhitehaU  Ttm- 
pike  Co.  V.  Pecyple,  9  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  161, 174.  8  6  Taunt.  29. 

4  In  cases  of  this  sort  the  injured  person  is  usually  provided  for  by  the  compensation 
clauses  of  the  statute.  It  is  now  well  established  that  there  can  be  no  right  to  statutory 
compensation  unless  there  would,  apart  from  the  statute,  have  been  a  right  to  bring 
an  action  for  the  injury  complained  of :  New  River  Co,  v.  Johneoi,  2  £.  &  K  435. 
"  Unless  the  particular  injury  would  have  been  actionable  before  the  company  had 
acquired  their  statutory  powers,  it  is  not  an  injury  for  which  compensation  can  be 
claimed  " :  per  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Re  Penw4,  7  E.  &  B.  669.  City  of  Glaagow 
Union  Ry.  Co,  v.  Hunter y  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  (So.)  78 ;  Ccdedonian  Ry.  Co.  v.  Walker^a 
Truste '«,  7  App.  Cas.  259.  To  warrant  the  giving  of  compensation,  there  must  be  an 
enabling  power  in  the  Act;  Hammeramith  Ry,  Co.  v.  Brand,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171,  dis- 
tinguished Fletcher  v.  Birkenhead  Corporation  (1907),  1  K.  B.  205;  Metropolitan 
Asylums  District  v.  HiU,  6  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Watson,  212.  In  the  United  States 
the  law  appears  to  \ye  otherwiBe,  on  the  ground  that  to  deprive  a  person  of  compensation 
is  unconstitutional :  Lee  v.  Pembroke  Iron  Co.,  57  Me.  481,  2  Am.  R.  59.  See,  too, 
Mayor  of  Montreal  v.  Drummond,  1  App.  Cas.  384. 
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standing  that  a  private  individual  doing  the  same  thing  would  have 
been  liable  whether  he  were  guilty  of  negligence  or  not.  If  trustees 
under  a  Turnpike  Act  raise  a  road,  and  thereby  darken  windows,  no 
action  will  lie  against  them,  provided  the  act  done  is  within  the  scope 
of  the  duty  and  authority  conferred  upon  them.  Again,  if  injury 
result  to  a  third  person  from  the  making  of  a  drain,  which  would  be  * 
actionable  if  done  by  a  private  individual,  it  will  not  be  actionable  if 
done  by  trustees  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  cast  upon  them  by  an 
Act  of  Parhament.  But  to  exempt  from  hability  to  an  action,  the  act 
done  by  the  trustees  must  be  done  carefully  and  without  negUgence. 
"  If  the  act  authorised  to  be  done  by  the  trustees  is  done  so  carelessly 
or  improperly  that  the  careless  or  improper  manner  in  which  it  is 
done  either  creates  or  increases  the  damage,  the  trustees  will  be  liable."^ 

The  obUgations  imposed  by  the  statutory  power  must  be  strictly  where  con- 
conformed  to.    James,  L.J.,  forcibly  expresses  this^  where  an  option  ditionsof 
was  given  by  statute  to  a  company  either  to  construct  works  or  to  pj^^ril^"^ 
leave  them  alone,  and,  in  the  event  of  their  electing  to  construct  the  these  must 
works,  specifying  certain  conditions  under  which  they  were  to  work,  be  atrictly 
The  company,  professing  to  act  in  execution  of  their  powers,  varied  co^<>'°^®^  ^• 
the  construction  as  specified  in  the  conditions.     "  The  words  of  the  James,  L.J.*8, 
Act  are  that  it  should  be  lawfxil  for  the  company  to  make  their  works  statement  of 
according  to  those  levels,  and,  of  course,  it  was  optional  with  them  to  P''"^*^^?®* 
make  or  not  to  make  their  works  at  all.     But  if  they  made  them,  and 
not  to  those  levels,  they  would  be  in  this  dilemma — either  from  the 
neglect  of  that  provision  or  condition  the  whole  works  were  illegal,  or 
the  provision  as  to  levels  ought  to  be  construed  as  imposing  a  distinct 
and  separate  obligation  to  that  effect,  the  breach  of  which  would  not 
invalidate  all  their  acts  and  proceedings,  but  would  have  to  be  remedied 
or  punished  like  any  other  breach  of  statutory  obUgation.     Of  course 
the  company  would  prefer  their  liability  under  the  latter  construction 
to  their  liability  to  capital  punishment,  which  would  be  the  consequence 
of  the  former  ;  and  we  prefer  that  construction." 

There  is  a  more  individual  duty,  which  is  indicated  by  Lord  Kenyon,  lo^^j  Kenyon, 
C. J.,  in  the  King  v.  Hollond,^    Objection  was  taken  to  an  information  C.J.,  in  The 
against  the  defendant  for  malversations  in  office  during  the  time  he  was  ^^2^ 
a  member  of  the  Council  of  Madras,  that  the  duty  with  breach  of  which 
the  defendant  was  charged  could  only  be  performed  by  the  body  of 
which  he  was  but  a  member.     "  In  the  course  of  the  argument," 
said  Lord  Kenyon,  "  the  Court  pretty  strongly  intimated  their  opinion 
against  this  objection.     They  thought  that  each  individual  of  the 
Governor  and  Council,  who  did  not  do  what  in  him  lay  to  discharge 
his  public  duty,  contracted  by  his  negUgence  individual  guilt."     This 
individual  guilt  is  subsequently  referred  to  the  defendant's  being 
**  in  a  situation  in  which  it  was  his  duty  to  have  done  the  acts  whicq 
he  neglected  to  do,  and  for  the  omission  of  which  he  is  now  accused," 
or  to  "  express  orders  which  he  was  bound,  but  neglected,  to  obey."* 

1  Per  Williams,  J.,  Whiiehause  v.  FeUowes,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  780 ;  BouUon  v.  Crowther, 
2  B.  &  C.  703 ;  Beaver  v.  Mayor,  <bc  of  Mafickester,  8  E.  &  B.  44 ;  Ferrar  v.  Com- 
missioners  of  Sewers  of  London,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  1 ;  in  Ex.  Ch.  227.  St.  Kilda  Borough 
Council  V.  SmUh,  21  N.  Z.  L.  R.  206. 

2  NUrO'phoaphate,  due.  Co,  v.  London  and  St.  Katharlnz  Docks  Co.,  9  Ch.  D.  503,  622. 

3  6  T.  R.  623. 

*  L.c,  624.  Compare  with  this  what  Lord  Brougham  sajrs,  Ferguson  v.  Eari  of 
KinnouU,  9  CI.  &  F.  289 :  "  If  several  are  jointly  bound  to  perform  the  duty,  they  are 
liable  jointly  and  severally  for  the  failure  or  refusal ;  and  if  it  is  a  duty  which  the 
majority  of  the  number  is  bound  to  perform,  those  who  by  their  refusal  prevent  the 
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Acts  done  Many  acts  done  under  statutory  authority  are  only  saved  by  the 

"J^^®^  ^^^"  t  ®**^^  *^^  authority  from  being  actionable  wrongs. 
whKjh%pa"t^       -R^^  V.  Pease^  is  the  best  known  instance  of  this  class  of  case.     The 
from  the         defendants  were  authorised  by  statute  to  construct  a  railway  parallel 
^utboriF        *^^  adjacent  to  an  ancient  highway,  and  to  use  the  railway  for  the 
would"con-      carriage  of  coals  in  waggons  drawn  by  locomotives  worked  by  steam, 
stitute  action-  The  locomotives  having  frightened  the  horses  of  persons  using  the 
able  wrongs,    highway,  the  defendants  were  indicted  for  a  nuisance ;    judgment, 
Bex  V.  Pease,  however,  was  entered  for  them  on  the  'ground  that  the  interference 
with  the  rights  of  the  public  must  be  taken  to  have  been  contemplated 
and  sanctioned  by  the  Legislature,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  under 
which  they  acted  gave  an  unqualified  authorisation  to  the  use  of 
locomotives. 
Vavghan  v.  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Ry.  Co.^  is  to  the  same  effect.     There  a 

TaffVale  wood  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  was  set  on  fire  by  sparks  from  a  loco- 
General  rin-  °^^*^^®  authorised  by  statute.  "  When,"  said  Cockbum,  C.J.,* 
ciple  appli-  "  ^^^  Legislature  has  sanctioned  and  authorised  the  use  of  a  particular 
cable  as  for-  thing,  and  it  is  used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  authorised,  and 
Sx'kb^  ^y  every  precaution  has  been  observed  to  prevent  injury,  the  sanction  of 
Qj  *  the  Legislature  carries  with  it  this  consequence,  that  if  damage  resul'.s 
from  the  use  of  such  thing  independently  of  negligence,  the  party 
Jones  Y.  using  it  is  not  responsible."     In  Jones  v.  Festiniog  Ry.  Co.*^  on  the 

Festiniog        other  hand,  the  common  law  Uabihty  was  held  to  take  effect ;  as,  on 
^*    °*  the  construction  of  the  defendants'  private  Act,  there  was  nothing  to 

authorise  the  company  to  use  locomotive  engines. 
Hammersmith        The  cases  were  much  considered  in  Hammersmith,  &c.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Ry.Co.  Brand,^  and  the  judges  were  called  in  to  advise  the  House  of  Lords. 

V.  Brand.        Bramwell,  B.,  dissented  from  the  course  of  the  decisions.*    He  said  : 
"  I  think  those  cases  clearly  wrong,  and  that  they  have  proceeded 
on  an  inadvertent  misapprehension  of  the  object  and  effect  of  the 
I>ord  Chelms-  clauses  in  question."'     Lord  Chelmsford,  who  deUvered  the  leading 
ford's  view  of  opinion  of  the  House,  expressed  the  contrary,  and  prevaiUng,  opinion  : 

House'^of  ^^^  "  ^*  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^-  ^^^  ^^  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Ry.  Co.  were 
Lords.  rightly  decided,  this  question  has  been  determined.     It  was  established 

by  those  cases  '  that  when  the  Legislature  has  sanctioned  the  use  of  a 
locomotive  engine,  there  is  no  liabiUty  for  any  injury  caused  by  using 
it,  so  long  as  every  precaution  is  taken  consistent  with  its  use.'  " 
"  With  great  respect  to  the  learned  Baron,®  we  do  not  expect  to  find 
words  in  an  Act  of  ParUament  expressly  authorising  an  individual  or  a 

greater  number  from  concurring  are  answerable  to  the  party  injured;  that  is,  all 
those  who  constitute  a  majority,  such  majority  committing  the  nonfeasance,  violate 
the  duty  imposed,  disobey  the  law,  occasion  the  injury,  and  are  answerable  for  it." 

1  4  B.  &  Ad.  30  ;   Whitehouse  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Co.,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  25. 

2  5  H.  &  N.  679.  The  case  of  Gibson  v.  8.  E.  By.  Co.,  1  F.  &  F.  23,  and  the  cases 
referred  to  in  the  note  to  that  case  were  earlier  decisions,  and  cannot  now  be  con- 
sidered good  law.  Canada  Central  Bd.  v.  McLaren,  8  Ont.  App.  683  ;  see  also  Murdoch 
V.  aiasjow  <b  8.  W.  By.  Co.,  8  Macph.  768. 

8  L.c.  685. 

4  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  733. 

6  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171 ;  Att.-Oen.  v.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.  (1894),  1  Q.  B.  384 ;  Wdliams 
y.  Portland,  19  Can.  S.  C.  R.  159,  is  a  case  where  the  grading  of  a  street  was  lowered, 
and  a  person  coming  down  a  board  from  one  of  the  houses  abutting,  slipped  and  was 
injured  ;  cp.  Burgess  v.  Northwich  Local  Board,  6  Q.  B.  D.  264 ;  Briertey  Hill  Local 
Board  v.  PeatsaU,  9  App.  Cas.  602. 

•  Bex  V.  Pease,  4  B.  &  Ad.  30  ;    Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  By.  Co.,  5  H.  &  N.  679. 

7  Bramwell,  B.'s,  answer  to  the  Lords'  question,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  188,  contains  a  full 
examination  of  these  cases. 

8  Bramwell,  B. 


CHAP.  III.]     CORPORATIONS  AND  LOCAL  BODIES.  287 

company  to  commit  a  nuisance,  or  to  do  damage  to  a  neighbour. 
The  86th  section^  gives  power  to  the  company  to  use  and  employ 
locomotive  engines,  and  if  such  locomotives  cannot  possibly  (be) 
used  without  occasioning  vibration,  and  consequent  injury  to  neigh- 
bouring houses,  upon  the  principle  of  law  that  Cuicunq'ue  aliquis  quid 
concedit,  concedere  videtur  et  id  sine  qito  res  ipsa  esse  non  potuit,  it  must 
be  taken  that  power  is  given  to  cause  that  vibration  without  hability  to 
an  action.  The  right  given  to  use  the  locomotive  would  otherwise  be 
nugatory,  as  each  time  a  train  passed  upon  the  line  and  shook  the 
houses  in  the  neighbourhood,  actions  might  be  brought  by  their 
owners,  which  would  soon  put  a  stop  to  the  use  of  the  railway.  I 
therefore  think,  notwithstanding  the  respect  to  which  every  opinion  of 
Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  is  entitled,  that  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Pease  and 
Vattghan  v.  Taff  Vale  Ry.  Co,  were  rightly  decided."^ 

In  Powell  V.  Fall,^  a  case  of  setting  fire  to  a  stack  by  sparks  from  Subsequent 
a  traction  engine  constructed  in  conformity  with  the  Locomotive  ^*^*^- 
Acts,  1861*  and  1865,*  Mellor  J.,  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  ground  that  the  case  was  indistinguishable  from  Jones  v. 
Festiniog  Ry.  Co.,  and  that  the  right  to  recover  for  damages  is  ex- 
pressly reserved  to  a  person  sustaining  injury  from  the  use  of  loco- 
motive engines  authorised  by  the  statutes.  On  appeal,  this  decision 
was  aflinned,  on  the  latter  ground.  Bramwell,  L.J.,  however,  said : 
"  The  arguments  which  we  have  heard  are  ingenious  ;  but  I  need  only 
say  in  reply  to  them  that  they  have  hardened  my  conviction  that  Rex  v. 
Pease  and  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Ry.  Co.  were  wrongly  decided."* 

Geddis  v.  Proprietors  of  Bann  Reservoir,"^  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Oeddis  v. 
further  defined  the  principle.     The  defendants,  having  power  to  make  P^opri^iors 
a  conmiunication  between  a  reservoir  and  the  River  Bann,  exercised  ^^^^v. 
the  power  in  a  manner  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  owing  to  their  not 
having  seen  the  necessity  of  making  provision  for  the  additional 
quantities  of  water  that  would  be  sent  down  by  reason  of  their  works. 
Lord  Hatherley,  C,  thought  the  case  was  not  "  within  any  principle  l^rd  Hather- 

1  The  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20).  ^^y*  P'^» 

2  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  202.     See  further  Dixon  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  7  Q.  B.  D.  oP»ni«n- 
42.3  ;  Dunn  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Company y  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  47 :  **  Under  the  authority 

of  the  case  {Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  Ry.  Co.)  to  which  reference  has  been  made,  if  the 
canal  company  have  done  no  more  than  the  Legislature  have  authorised  them  to  do, 
and  damage  results,  and  although  there  may  be  no  clauses  in  the  Act  affording  com- 
pensation, no  action  can  be  maintained  *' ;  Boughlon  v.  Midland  O.  W.  Ry.  of  Ireland 
Co.,  Ir.  R.  7  C.  L.  169 ;  also  Watkina  v.  Reddin,  2  F.  &  F.  629,  per  Erie,  C.J. :  "  De- 
fendant has  clearly  no  right  to  make  a  profit  at  the  expense  of  the  security  of  the 
public." 

8  5  Q.  B.  D.  697 ;  Evans  v.  Manchealer,  ShefpM  d:  Lincolnshire  Ry.  Co.,  36 
Ch.  D.  626 ;  Oaler  v.  Rawson,  6  Times  L.  R.  17 ;  The  Caiuxda  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Moxley,  15  Can.  S.  C.  R.  145.  When  the  Railway  Company  have  shown  that  they 
have  used  the  best  form  of  locomotive,  the  onus  lies  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  negligence  ; 
PoH  Glasgow  and  Newark  SaUdoth  Co.  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  19  Rettie  608,  20  Rettie 
(H.  L.)  35.  L.C.C.  V.  O.  E.  Ry.  Co.  (1906),  2  K.  B.  312,  is  a  decision  on  the  Regulation 
of  Railways  Act,  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  119),  s.  19,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
*'  that  the  engine  is  constructed  on  the  principle  of  consuming  its  own  smoke,  but 
that  it  failed  to  consume  its  own  smoke,  as  far  as  practicable,  at  the  time  charged  in 
the  complaint  through  the  default  of  the  Company.       The  earlier  cases  are  cited. 

4  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  70.  5  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  83. 

•  Piggot  V.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  3  C.  B.  229,  decides  that  a  company  may  be 
liable  for  not  using  the  most  effectual  contrivances  to  prevent  the  emission  of  sparks, 
even  though  engines  of  greater  power  may  be  needed.  The  e  is  also  liability,  where 
damage  through  fire  has  resulteli,  for  allowing  combustible  matter  to  lie  upon  lands 
adjacent  to  a  railway :  Smith  v.  L.  ds  8.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  98 ;  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  14. 

7  3  App.  Cas.  430,  449.  Cp.  Colac  v.  Summerfleld  (1893).  A.  C.  187;  Raleigh 
(Corporation  of)  v.  Williams  (1893),  A.  C.  540;  Mayor,  dec.  of  Palmerston  North  v. 
m,  20  N.  Z.  L.  R.  396. 
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which  could  be  laid  down  with  regard  to  parties  keeping  themselves 
entirely  within  their  powers,  and  taking  care  that  the  powers  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament,  when  exercised,  shall  be  exercised  in  a  manner  to 
prevent  needless  injury.  We  are  not  bound,  nor  entitled,  to  suppose 
that  they  will  wilfuUy  do  injury  by  the  exercise  of  the  legislative 
powers  which  have  been  given  to  them  ;  but  it  appears  to  me  clearly 
and  plainly  that  they  should  use  every  precaution,  by  the  exercise 
either  of  their  powers  created  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  itself,  or  of  their 
common  law  powers,  to  prevent  damage  and  injury  being  done  to 
others  through  whose  property  the  works  or  operations  are  to  be 
carried  on,  and  to  avoid  subjecting  them  to  consequences  which  they 
were  not  bound  to  anticipate  from  the  Act  of  Parhament,  seeing  that 
the  Act  also  enabled  the  parties  who  had  the  power  to  do  so  to  prevent 
the  mischief." 

In  the  Court  below,  Cracknell  v.  Corporation  of  Thetford^  had 
greatly  influenced  the  minds  of  the  judges.  The  defendants,  exercising 
powers  under  a  private  Act  of  Parhament  to  render  navigable  a  certain 
river,  had  erected  staunches  in  the  river,  the  result  of  which,  combined 
with  the  natural  growth  of  the  weeds  ^  and  the  accumulation  of  silt 
against  the  staunches,  was  that  the  river  overflowed  its  banks  and 
damaged  the  plaintiff's  land,  in  respect  of  which  he  sued  the  defendants, 
alleging  a  duty  on  them  to  cut  the  weeds  or  dredge  the  silt.  "  The 
injury,"  says  Byles,  J.  :  "  is  said  to  have  arisen,  first,  from  the  erection 
of  the  staimches  ;  that  was  made  legal  by  the  Act ;  secondly,  it  is 
said  to  have  arisen  from  the  defendants  not  removing  the  silt  that 
accumulated  and  the  weeds ;  but  that  was  inevitable,  because  they 
had  no  power  to  remove  them  ;*  they  would  have  been  liable  for 
trespass  if  they  had  entered  on  the  soil  of  the  river  and  removed  the 
silt  and  cut  the  weeds  except  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  naviga- 
tion. This,  therefore,  is  a  case  for  compensation  but  not  for  action." 
The  principle  involved  is  thus  put  by  Lord  Blackburn  :*  *'  It  is  now 
thoroughly  well  estabUshed  that  no  action  will  he  for  doing  that  which 
the  Legislature  has  authorised  if  it  be  done  without  negligence,  although 
it  does  occasion  damage  to  any  one ;  but  an  action  does  he  for  doing  that 
which  the  Legislature  has  authorised  if  it  be  done  negUgently.  And 
I  think  that  if  by  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the  powers  either  given  by 
statute  to  the  promoters  or  which  they  have  at  common  law  the 
damage  could  be  prevented,  it  is  within  this  rule  '  neghgence '  not  to 
make  such  reasonable  exercise  of  their  powers."** 

The  duty  to  exercise  statutory  power  so  as  not  unreasonably  to 
injure  others  was  the  principle  on  which  Geddis  v.  Proprietors  of  Bann 
Reservoir^  was  decided.  The  absence  of  any  such  duty  was  the  basis 
of  decision  in  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Co,  v.  Wandsvx>rth  Board 

1  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  629,  635. 

2  ParreU  Navigation  Co.  v.  Robins,  10  M.  &  W.  593. 

3  As  Bovili;  C. J.,  put  this  point,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  634 :  "  The  defendants  having 
powers  only  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  navigation,  the  Act  does  not  vest  the 
soil  in  them,  and  the  person  in  whom  the  soil  is  vested  might  complain  if  they  did  any 
act  for  any  other  purpose  than  improving  the  navigation." 

*  3  App.  Cas.  455. 

6  See  Harrison  v.  Soulhtoark  db  Vauxhall  Water  Co.  (1891),  2  Ch.  409,  distinguished 
Knight  v.  Isle  of  Wight  Electric  Light  and  Power  Co,  20  Times  L.  R.  173 ;  Cuiodl  v. 
8t  Pancras  BoroTigh  Council  (1904),  I  Ch.  707,  where  the  test  proposed  is  whether,  if 
the  act  complained  of  were  done  without  statutory  power,  it  would  be  a  temporary 
nuisance  only.     Bligh  v.  Bathangan  River  Drainage  District  Board  (1898),  2  L  K.  206. 

6  3  App.  Cas.  430. 
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of  Works}  A  water  company  with  statutory  powers  had  laid  pipes 
in  a  street.  The  local  authority  also  under  statutory  powers  pro- 
posed to  lower  the  street  without  altering  the  pipes.  The  water 
company  sought  to  restrain  them,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  held  them 
not  entitled  to  the  protection  they  sought.  "  There  is  a  broad  dis- 
tinction between  exercising  a  right  with  reasonable  care  so  as  not  to  do 
avoidable  damage,  and  taking  active  measures  to  insure  the  con- 
tinuance of  something  that  is  not  a  right  in  the  adjoining  owner."* 
The  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  any  particular  thickness  of  aoil  above 
their  pipes,  and  as  between  the  public  authority  and  the  water  com- 
pany the  rights  of  the  pubUc  authority  were  paramount.  They  may 
alter  the  level  of  the  street  without  reference  to  the  depth  the  water 
company  have  selected  for  their  pipes.  "  The  result  is  that  though 
the  person  pulling  down  is  bound  to  do  no  unnecessary  damage,  • 
he  is  not  fixed  with  any  obligation  to  take  active  steps  to  mitigate  a 
mischief  which  follows  inevitably  upon  the  reasonable  exercise  of 
his  own  rights."^  If,  however,  the  authority  given  is  permissive 
merely,  the  Legislature  must  be  presumed  to  have  intended  that  the 
use  sanctioned  is  not  to  the  prejudice  of  the  common  law  rights  of 
others.* 

Managers  of  the  Metropolitan  Asylums  District  v.  HiU,^  marks  an  Metropolitan 
important  limitation  on  the  exercise  of  statutory  powers.     "  Where  Asylums  Djs- 
the  terms  of  the  statute,"  says  Lord  Watson,*  "  are  not  imperative,  but     ^' 
permissive,  when  it  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  persons  empowered  ^^^^^  diaum, 
to  determine  whether  the  general  powers  committed  to  them  shall  be 
put  into  execution  or  not,  I  think  the  fair  inference  is  that  the  Legis- 
lature intended  that  discretion  to  be  exercised  in  strict  conformity 
with  private  rights,  and  did  not  intend  to  confer  Ucence  to  commit 
nuisance  in  any  place  which  might  be  selected  for  the  purpose." 

Another  aspect  of  the  principle  is  illustrated  in  i.  d  B.  Ry,  Co.  v.  L-  ^  B. 
Truman?    A  railway  company  were  authorised  by  their  Act  to  ji^^j^' 
purchase  by  agreement  any  lands,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  fifty 
acres,  "  in  such  places  as  shall  be  deemed  eUgible  for  the  keeping  of 
cattle  carried  by  their  railway.     Under  this  power  they  bought  land 
and  used  it  as  a  yard  or  dock  for  their  cattle  traflSc.     The  user  was  a 
nuisance  to  the  occupiers  of  houses  near.     The  House  of  Lords,  re- 
versing the  decision  of  the  Courts  below,  held  that  the  occupiers  were 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction.     A  great  point  was  made  of  the  decision 
in  Managers  of  the  Metropolitan  Asylums  District  v.  Hill  and  dicta  of  Metropolitan 
Lord  Watson  therein  f  but  Lord  Selbome  thus  discriminates  the  case  f^X^E^' 
then  before  the  House  from  the  earlier  one :®  "In  that  case  the  estabUsh-  discriminated 
ment  of  a  small-pox  hospital  within  certain  local  hmits  was  not  specially  from  L.  <fc  B. 

Truman,  by 

1  ( 1898)  2  Ch.  603.  po«i  Sel- 

2  L.e.  612.  borne  in  the 

3  L.c.  613.     East  Fremanile  Corporation  v.  Annois,  (1902),  A.   C.   213 ;    Boyal  House  of 
Electric  Co.  v.  mv^,  32  Can.  S.  C.  R.  462.  Lords. 

4  Canadian  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Parke,  ( 1899),  A.  C.  636. 

6  6  App.  Caa.  193.  See  City  <k  Sovih  London  Ry.  Co.  v.  London  County  Council, 
(1891),  2  Q.  B.  613. 

6  L.c.  213. 

7  11  App.  Cas.  46 ;  Bisc/je  v.  O.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  636 ;  Jones  v.  Stanstead, 
Sheffordy  and  Chambly  Rd.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  P.  C.  98  ;  as  to  the  effect  of  this,  see  Corporation 
of  Parkdale  v.  West,  12  App.  Cas.  602,  and  Norffi  Shore  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fion,  14  App.  Cas. 
612,  per  Lord  Selbome,  627. 

8  6  App.  Cas.  212,  213. 

9  11  App.  Cas.  67. 
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authorised,  as  the  construction  of  the  London  and  Brighton  Railway, 
for  the  purpose  (among  other  things)  of  the  loading,  carriage,  and 
unloading  of  cattle  and  other  animals,  was  here.    If  it  had  been,  I 
do  not  think  that  this  House  would  have  considered  the  case  of  any 
adjacent  land,  in  a  situation  not  defined,  which  the  Board  might  have 
been  authorised  to  purchase  by  agreement  for  the  enlargement,  as 
they  might  think  desirable,  of  the  hospital  premises,  different  from 
that  of  the  site  of  the  hospital  itself.     In  that  case  no  use  of  any  land 
which  must  necessarily^  be  a  nuisance  at  common  law  was  authorised  ; 
it  was  not  shown  to  be  impossible  that  lands  might  be  acquired  in  such 
a  situation  and  of  such  extent  as  to  enable  a  small-pox  hospital  (if 
required  by  the  Poor  Law  Board)  to  be  erected  upon  them  without 
being  a  nuisance  to  the  adjoining  land.    Here  there  can  be  no  question 
that  the  Legislature  has  authorised  acts  to  be  done  for  the  necessary 
and  ordinary  purposes  of  the  railway  traffic  (e.g.,  such  as  those  com- 
plained of  in  Rex  v.  Pease)  which  would  be  nuisances  at  common  law, 
but  which,  being  so  authorised,  are  not  actionable.     In  that  case  there 
were  no  compulsory  powers  ;   here  there  are  the  compulsory  powers 
usually  given  to  railway  companies  ;  and  the  land  in  question,  though 
not  acquired  under  those  powers,  was  acquired  for  purposes  expressly 
authorised,  being  ejusdem  generis  with  those  for  which  the  compulsory 
powers  were  given,  and  was  to  be  used  in  connection  with  and  as 
subsidiary  to  the  railway  and  other  works  executed  under  those 
powers.     In  that  case  there  were  no  provisions  for  any  compensation 
for  any  damage  or  injury  to  any  persons  under  any  circumstances. 
Here  there  are,  the  line  being  drawn,  as  is  usual  in  Railway  Acts, 
between  lands  taken  or  injuriously  affected  by  the  construction  of  the 
works  (which  are  subjects  of  compensation)  and  lands  which  or  persons 
who  may  suffer  some  subsequent  detriment  or  annoyance  from  the 
authorised  use  of  the  railway  and  works  when  constructed  ;  so  that,  if 
the  question  had  been  one  of  compensation,  the  respondents  would 
not  be  within  the  line.     In  all  these  points,  as  it  seems  to  me,  the 
present  case  is  not  similar  to,  but  in  direct  contrast  with,  that  of 
Managers  of  the  Metropolitan  Asylums  District  v.  HUV'^    In  other 
words,  in  Managers  of  (he  Metropolitan  Asylums  District  v.  HiU,  certain 
funds  were,  by  Act  of  Parliament,  made  applicable  to  certain  works. 
In  L.  d  B.  Ry.  Co,  v.  Truman,^  by  the  same  authority,  a  defined 
enterprise  was  authorised  within  designated  limits.     In  the  one  case, 
mere  allocation  of  funds  to  an  object  was  determined  not  to  legalise 
the  carrying  out  of  that  object  anywhere.     In  the  other,  the  fact  of  a 
nuisance  arising  from  the  execution  of  Parliamentary  powers  was 
held  not  to  Kmit  the  measure  of  their  exercise. 
Rule  applied         The  rule  in  Metropolitan.  Asylums  District  v.  HiU*  was  appHed  by 
in  Canadian    the  Privy  Coimcil  in  Canadian  Pacific  Ry,  Co,  v.  Parke,^    The  re- 
CoY  Parke    spondents  were  by  statute  authorised  to  irrigate  their  soil  and  to  this 
end  to  divert  water  from   its  natural  course.     An  irrigator  was  at 
liberty  to  determine  the  quantity  of  water  he  desired  to  appropriate 

1  As  to  who  is  judge  of  necessity,  see  A.-O.  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co,  (1894),  1  Q.  B. 
390,  399. 

2  A  small-pox  hospital  was  declared  not  a  noxious  or  offensive  business  within 
SQD.  112  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  in  Withington  Local  Board  of  U^aUh  y, 
Corporation  of  Manchester  (1893),  2  Ch.  19. 

8  See  Bapier  v.  London  Trayr^mt/9  Co,  (1893),  2  Ch.  &88, 

*  8  App,  Cas.  193. 

•  (1899)  A.  a  535, 
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and  the  means  by  wldcli  superfluous  water  was  to  be  discharged. 
"  When  the  water  has  been  conveyed  to  his  land  he  is  authorised  to  use 
it  for  purposes  of  irrigation  ;  but  it  is  left  to  his  discretion  to  determine 
whether,  as  circumstances  permit,  he  will  use  in  irrigation  the  whole, 
or  part,  or  none  of  it.  These  provisions  are  certainly  consistent  with 
the  view  that  no  part  of  it  was  meant  to  be  employed  to  the  injury  of 
neighbouring  lands."  Therefore  the  respondents  were  liable  for  any 
nuisance  caused  by  them  in  the  professed  exercise  of  the  statutory 
powers. 

In  the  subsequent  Canadian  Appeal  of  Canadian  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Canadian 
Roy^  the  other  side  of  the  rule  came  up.  The  question  was  whether  Pacific ^y- 
a  railway  company  authorised  by  statute  to  carry  on  their  undertaking  ^'  ^*  ^' 
in  the  place  and  by  the  means  that  it  was  actually  carried  on,  are 
responsible  in  damages  for  injury  not  caused  by  negUgence,  but  by 
the  ordinary  and  normal  use  of  their  railway.  The  facts  showed  an 
escape  of  sparks  from  an  engine  but  without  negligence.  The  defen- 
dants were  exonerated,  as  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  in  the  act  from 
which  the  defendants  derived  their  powers  either  provision  for  com- 
pensation or  something  done  inconsistent  with  the  powers  conferred  by 
the  Act  or  with  their  proper  execution.  Metropolitan  Asylums  District 
V.  HiU  was  also  relied  on  in  the  New  South  Wales  case  of  Davidson  v. 
Walker ;  ^  where  an  action  was  brought  against  the  Government  for 
negUgence  in  the  building  of  a  lock-up  in  that  the  walls  were  not 
rendered  impervious  to  the  noise  made  by  the  prisoners  confined  there. 
The  Court  refused  to  hold  that  there  was  any  such  duty.  The  matter 
was  one  of  pubUc  duty  which  overpowered  considerations  of  private 
convenience.  There  is  a  jurisdiction  to  interfere  by  injunction  in 
the  case  of  "outrageous  use  of  powers  or  subterfuge  or  mala  fides, ^^^ 

To  this  statement  of  the  law  must  be  added  that  in  The  Queen  v.  The  Queen  v. 
Bradford  Navigation  Co. :  *  that  when  statutory  powers  are  conferred  ^  f^- 
in  circumstances  in  which  they  may  be  exercised  without  causing  a  q^^  *^ 
nuisance,  but  new  and  unforeseen  circumstances  subsequently  arise 
which  render  the  exercise  of  them  impossible  without  causing  one,  and 
so  contravening  the  law  of  the  land,  the  Legislature  is  not  to  be  held  to 
authorise  a  nuisance,  and  the  powers  conferred  must  be  exercised,  if 
at  all,  in  conformity  to  the  general  law. 

In  National  Telephone  Company  v.  Baker, ^  defendant's  authority  Provisional 
was  derived  under  a  provisional  order  confirmed  by  Act  of  ParUament.  P'^!^^?"' a  . 
Kekewich,  J.,  held  that  such  provisional  orders  must  be  treated  as  of  Parliament 
"  a  well-known  and  recognised  class  of  legislation,"  equally  with  the  identical  in 
Railway  Acts  whose  effect  was  interpreted  in  L.  B  &  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  ^^^^^^ 
Truman  *  consequently  that  the  conditions  of  exercising  powers  enactment, 
granted  in  either  case  are  the  same.''  National  TeU- 

The  right  of  an  electric  lighting  company  to  carry  on  their  business  ^^^^^*  ^' 
although  doing  so  is  attended  with  a  nuisance  to  neighbouring  pro- 

1  (1902)  A.  C.  220.  Vaughan  v.  Webb,  2  S.  R.  (N.  S.  W.)  293,  distinguished  in 
Mantreal  Water  and  Power  Co  v.  2>ovte,  36  Can.  S.  C.  R.  266. 

2  1  S.  R.  (N.  S.  W.)  196.  8  Hauiey  v.  SteeU,  6  Ch.  D.  621. 

*  6  B.  &  S.  631.     Cp.  AU.-Oen.  v.  Proprietors  of  the  Bradford  Canal,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  71. 

6  (1893)  2  Ch.  186.  6  n  App.  Cas.  53. 

7  The  subject  is  considered  in  Hamilton  v.  Viekshurg,  6se.  Rd.  Co.,  119  U.  S 
(12  Davis)  280,  where  the  facts  somewhat  resemble  those  in  Hole  v.  SiUinghowme  do 
SJieemeas  By.  C7o.,  6  H.  A^  N.  488 ;  but  where  the  authority  to  oonstruot  the  works 
WM  an  impUoation  from  the  other  powers  given.  The  goveming  principle  is  stated 
by  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  f  282. 
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prietors,  was  asserted  in  Shelfer  v.  City  of  London  Electric  Lighting  Co.^ 
The  defendants  contended  that  as  they  had  done  all  that  skill  and  care 
could  avail  to  prevent  a  nuisance,  they  were  in  the  same  position  as 
a  railway  company,  and  were  entitled  to  do  what  they  had  done, 
though  it  constituted  a  nuisance,  under  the  authority  of  the  Legislature. 
Their  claim  was  disallowed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  The  analogy  of 
a  railway  company  does  not  hold.  The  generating  station  of  an 
electrical  system  may  be  put  within  wide  limits  ;  not  so  the  works  of 
a  railway  company,  which  have  a  definite  line  of  operations,  as  was 
pointed  out  in  L.  B.  &  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Truman.^  But  further,  the 
Electric  Lighting  Act,  1882,^  draws  a  distinction  between  liability 
during  the  construction  of  the  works  authorised  and  that  subsequently 
arising  through  the  working  of  them.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
that  reUeves  from  liability  to  a  conmion  law  action  for  a  nuisance 
attending  the  carrying  on  of  the  enterprise.  Sections  10,  17  and  32 
refer  only  to  construction  of  the  works  and  damages  then  payable, 
and  do  not  refer  to  damages  caused  by  user. 

The  same  considerations  ruled  in  deciding  Jordeson  v.  SuUon 
So\dhcoale8  and  Drypool  Gas  Co.^  Under  the  powers  of  their  special 
Act  the  defendants  excavated  land  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  gas- 
holder. The  work  occasioned  a  nuisance.  The  principle  applied  in 
L.  B.  &  S.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Truman  ^  would  have  been  effectual  but  for 
sec.  9  of  the  Gas  Works  Clauses  Act,  1871,*  which  provided  that 
''nothing  in  this  or  the  special  Act  shall  exonerate  the  imdertakers 
from  any  indictment,  action,  or  other  proceeding  for  nuisance  in  the 
event  of  any  nuisance  being  caused  by  them ;  "  and  in  the  absence  of 
anything  limiting  these  words,  damages  and  an  injunction  were 
awarded.  In  Eastern  and  SovJth  African  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Cape  Town 
Tramways  Companies  ^  escape  of  electrical  currents  on  the  defendants' 
rails  caused  deflections  in  telegraphic  apparatus  of  the  plaintifib,  but 
the  Privy  Council  held  this  was  not  actionable,  since  the  escape  was 
a  natural  incident  of  operations  legalised  by  the  statutes  imder  which 
the  tramways  were  worked. 

As  to  the  effects  of  exceeding  a  statutory  power,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, in  Ware  v.  Regent's  Canal  Company,^  said  :  "  Where  there  has 
been  an  excess  of  the  powers  given  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  but  no 
injury  has  been  occasioned  to  any  individual,  or  is  inuninent  and  of 
irreparable  consequences,  I  apprehend  that  no  one  but  the  Attorney- 
General  on  behalf  of  the  pubUc  has  a  right  to  apply  to  this  Court  to 
check  the  exorbitance  of  the  party  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
confided  to  him  by  the  Legislature.  If  an  individual  has  sustained 
no  damage,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  apprehend  that  he  will  sustain 
damage,  notwithstanding  his  being  nearer  to  the  possible  cause  of 
injury  than  the  rest  of  the  public,  he  has  no  peculiar  position  or  claim 
to  entitle  him  to  become  the  redresser  of  a  public  grievance,  or  to 
complain  of  the  disregard  of  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  ParUament. 
The  language  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Blakemore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal 
Co^  certainly  appears  to  sustain  the  proposition  of  the  plaintiff  to  its 

1  (1895)  1  Ch.  287.  Midwooi  v.  Mayor,  <Scc.  of  Manchester  (1906),  2  K.  B.  5»7. 
Stubbs  V.  McSweenrtj,  18  N.  S.  W  (L.  R.)  60. 

2  1 1  App.  Caa  45.  3  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  56. 

*  (1899)  2  Ch.  217.  5  Supra.  «  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  41. 

7  (1902)  A.  C.  381.  8  (1858)  3  De  O.  ft  J.  228. 

»  1  My.  &  K.  162  ;  see  per  James,  Ij,J.  ;  Taylor  v.  CorporatHm  of  St.  Utkns,  6  C*. 
IX  278. 
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full  extent,  but  I  adopt  the  interpretation  of  Lord  Eldon's  meaning 
by  Alderson,  B.,  in  Lee  v.  Milner,^  and  with  him  I  say  '  that  these  Acts 
of  Parliament  ought  to  be  treated  as  conditional  powers  given  by 
Parliament  to  take  the  land  of  the  different  proprietors  through  whose 
estates  the  works  are  to  proceed.  Each  landholder,  therefore,  has  a 
right  to  have  the  powers  strictly  and  Uterally  carried  into  effect  as 
regards  his  own  lands,  and  has  a  right  also  to  require  that  no  variation 
shall  be  made  to  his  prejudice  in  carrying  into  effect  the  bargain 
between  the  imdertakers  and  any  one  else.'  The  words  '  to  his 
prejudice  '  are  emphatic,  and  mean  not  merely  to  his  possible,  but  to 
his  actual  prejudice." 

To  return,  however,  to  the  consideration  of  the  special  position  Considera- 
of  corporations  or  other  public  bodies ;   there  does  not  exist  any  in-  tions  appH- 
trinsic  distinction  between  the  Uability  of  pubUc  bodies  invested  vrith  c^e^oftmWio 
statutory  powers  and  that  of  private  persons,  apart  from  peculiarities  bodies  in^ 
arising  from  the  powers  conferred  on  such  public  bodies  by  the  instru-  vested  with 
ment  or  authority  creating  them.     The  liabiUty  of  a  master  for  the  po^ers"^ 
act  of  his  servant  is  Umited  by  the  authority,  express  or  implied,  that 
the  servant  has  from  the  master.     The  UabiUty  of  pubUc  bodies  is 
limited  in  addition  by  the  instrument  of  their  creation  ;  and  even  in 
the  event  of  their  wishing  to  ratify  some  act  that  is  thus  uUra  vires, 
they  are  able  to  do  so  only  in  the  circumstances  we  shall  subsequently 
have  to  consider. 

The  general  rule  of  Uability  of  persons  or  bodies  invested  vnih  General  rule 
statutory  powers  is  thus  expressed  by  Brett,  L.J.  :  ^     "If  people  do  stated  by 
that  which,  as  against  the  pubUc,  amouilts  to-  misdemeanour,  and  ^""'  ^•*^' 
lays  them  open  to  an  indictment,  and  if,  besides  the  injury  to  the 
pubUc,  they  so  do  it  as  to  do  an  injury  to  a  private  individual,  that 
individual  may  maintain  an  action  for  damages  for  the  breach  of 
the  statutory  enactment  which  lays  them  open  to  an  indictment "  ; 
and  Day,  J.,  in  a  later  case,*  says  :  "  The  law  is  plain,  that  whosoever  By  Day,  J. 
undertakes  the  performance  of,  or  is  bound  to  perform,  duties — 
whether  they  are  duties  imposed  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  property, 
or  by  the  assumption  of  an  office,  or  however  they  may  arise — is  liable 
for  injuries  caused  by  his  negligent  discharge  of  those  duties.     It 
matters  not  whether  he  makes  money  or  a  profit  by  means  of  discharg- 
ing the  duties,  or  whether  it  be  a  corporation  or  an  individual  who  has 
imdertaken  to  discharge  them.     It  is  also  immaterial  whether  the 
person  is  guilty  of  negligence  by  himself  or  by  his  servants.     If  he 
elects  to  perform  the  duties  by  his  servants,  if,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
he  is  obliged  to  perform  the  duties  by  employing  servants,  he  is 
responsible  for  their  acts  in  the  same  way  he  is  responsible  for  his 
own. 

Where  it  is  contended  that  the  right  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  Onus  on 
is  taken  away  by  Act  of  ParUament  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  those  those  alleging 
setting  up  the  immunity ;  "  because,  if  a  public  company  or  any  ^i^y^  common 
individuals  obtain  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  they  say  enables  them  law  rights. 
to  take  away  the  common  law  rights  of  any  person,  they  are  bound  to 
show  that  it  does  it  with  sufficient  clearness."* 

1  2Y.  &C.  (Ex.)618. 

2  Olossop  V.  HeMon  and  Idcworth  Local  Board,  12  Ch.  D.  121. 

3  Gilbert  v.  Corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  17  Q.  B.  1).  799. 

*  Clowes  V.  Staffordshire  Potteries  Watcrujorks  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Ch.,  per  Mellish,  L. J..  139 ; 
L,  <b  N,  W.  Rfj.  Co,  V.  Evans  (1893),  1  Ch.,  per  Bowen,  1..J.,  28. 
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The  liabilities  o£  public  bodies  may  be  modified  by  differences  of 
the  duties  cast  upon  them. 

The  ancient  appropriate  method  of  constituting  a  public  body 
invested  with  privileges  and  affected  with  duties  was  by  charter 
from  the  Crown  ;  and  from  this  incident  of  their  creation  an  exten- 
sion of  their  liabihties  was  deduced  ;  for  the  grant  of  this  charter 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  favour,  which  must  be  accepted  with  all  its 
burthens  or  rejected  vrith  all  its  benefits,  "  otherwise  a  corporation 
might  reject  the  obUgation  which  was  imposed  and  accept  the  benefit 
which  was  conferred  upon  them."  ^  Hence  not  only  are  the  corpora- 
tion bound  to  the  Crown  to  the  performance  of  the  duties  in  considera- 
tion of  which  they  receive  benefits,  but  are  in  addition  hable  in  damages 
to  private  persons  for  their  non-performance.^  This  is  laid  down  in 
Mayor,  dkc,  of  Lyme  Regis  v.  Henley^^  where  Park,  J.,  delivers  the 
opinion  of  the  judges  :  "  We  do  not  go  the  length  of  sajring  that  a 
stranger  can  take  advantage  of  an  agreement  between  A  and  B,  nor 
even  of  a  charter  granted  by  the  King,  where  no  matter  of  general 
and  pubhc  concern  is  involved  ;  but  where  that  is  the  case,  and  the 
King,  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  has  made  a  certain  grant  imposing 
certain  public  duties,  and  that  grant  has  been  accepted,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  public  may  enforce  the  performance  of  those  duties 
by  indictment,  and  individuals  pecuUarly  injured  by  action."  From 
this  it  has  been  sought  to  argue  "  that  a  contract  made  expressly  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may  be  enforced  by  such  person  so  long 
as  the  parties  thereto  have  not  agreed  to  rescind  it."*  Assuming  the 
existence  of  such  a  principle,  it  would  yet  seem  both  simpler  and  more 
accurate  to  consider  the  relation  as  arising  from  the  general  position 
of  the  Crown  as  bound  to  the  promotion  of  the  interests  of  the  subjects, 
and  as  acting  for  them  in  matters  where  political  are  intermixed  with 
private  considerations,  and  the  subjects  as  clothed  with  rights  in  the 
matter  somewhat  analogous  to  those  of  a  cestuis  que  trust 

But  the  cases  have  been  extended  considerably  further  than  this. 

1  Rex  V.  Westwood.  7  Bing.  92. 

2  An  indictment  and  an  information  are  the  only  remedies  to  which  the  public  can 
resort  for  a  redress  of  their  grievances  in  this  respect.  If  an  individual  has  suffered  a 
particular  injury,  he  mav  recover  his  loss  by  an  action  on  the  case :  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  2, 
ch.  25,  4  ;  1  Chitty,  Cr.  Law,  162  ;  4  Bl.  Com.  167,  301.  The  different  effects  of  non- 
feasance and  misfeasance  are  considered  in  The  Earl  of  ShreuMbury^s  case,  9  Co.  Rep.  60  b. 

3  2  C.  &  F.  331,  355.  As  to  the  American  cases  on  this  point,  see  Weightman  v. 
Corporation  of  Washington,  1  Black  (U.  S.)  39,  63. 

*  Such  a  principle  was  enounced  in  Button  v.  Poote^  2  Lev.  210,  Vent.  318,  332, 
and  is  the  basis  of  a  series  of  American  cases,  Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268 ;  Van 
Sehaick  v.  Third  Avenue  Rd.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  346,  Beach,  Contracts,  231 ;  but  is  denied 
to  be  law  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.R.,  in  Golyear  v.  Countess  of  Mvlgrave,  2  Keen  98 ; 
and  by  the  Queen's  Bench,  Tweddle  v.  Aikinfton,  1  B.  &  S.  393  ;  "  where,"  says  Bowen, 
L.J.,  Oandy  v.  Qandy  (1885),  30  Ch.  D.  69.  "  the  true  common  law  doctrine  has  been 
laid  down  *' ;  In  re  i)*Angibau  (1880),  15  Ch.  D.  242 ;  In  re  Flavell  (1883),  26  Ch.  D. 
93.  It  is  competent,  nevertheless,  to  show  that  one  or  both  of  the  nominally  con- 
tracting parties  were  agents  for  other  persons,  and  acted  as  such  agents  in  making  the 
contract,  so  as  to  give  the  benefit  of  the  contract  to,  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  charge 
with  liability  on  the  other,  the  unnamed  princiiml.  Higgins  v.  Senior,  8  M.  &  W.  834  ; 
Evans  v.  Hooper,  1  Q.  B.  D.  45.  A  purchase  in  the  name  of  another  is  a  trust  for  the 
person  who  pays  the  consideration,  except  a  purchase  by  a  parent  for  a  child,  which 
is  presumed  to  be  an  advancement.  Finch  v.  Finch,  15  Ves.  43.  Compare  Moyle, 
Just.  Inst.,  note  to  Inst.  3,  19,  3,  also  2  Kent,  Comm.  464  n  (e),  and  Pollock,  Contracts 
(7th  ed.),  212.  The  whole  subject  is  discussed  at  length  in  a  note  to  Com3m&*s  Digest 
(Hammond's  edition).  Action  upon  the  Case  upon  Assumpsit  (E  a.),  where  DuUon  v. 
Poole  is  suggested  to  rest  on  a  special  rule  peculiar  to  agreements  made  by  parents  on 
behalf  of  their  children.  See  also  Eley  v.  Positive  Oovernment  Security  Life  Assuranu 
Co.,  1  Ex.  D.  20,  88,  and  Street,  Foundations  of  Legal  Liabihty,  vol.  iL  163. 
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Thus  in  Sutton  v.  Johnstoney^  the  plaintifE  brought  an  action  ior  Sititonv. 
malicious  prosecution,  and  added  a  count  for  unreasonably  delaying  Johnstone, 
the  calling  of  a  court-martial ;  in  reference  to  which  Eyre,  B.,  lays  * 
down  the  proposition  that  "  every  breach  of  a  pubUc  duty  working 
wrong  or  loss  to  another  is  an  injury,  and  actionable."    This  dictum 
was  approved  and  adopted  in  Ferguson  v.  Earl  of  Kinnoull  ^  by  Lord  Ferguson  v. 
Lyndhurst,  C. :    "  When  a  person  has  an  important  pubUc  duty  to  ^rlof 
perform,  he  is  bound  to  perform  that  duty ;   and  if  he  neglects  or  7^^^ 
refuses  so  to  do,  and  an  individual  in  consequence  sustains  injury,  Lyndhurst. 
that  lays  the  toimdation  for  an  action  to  recover  damages  by  way  of  C's,  opinion, 
compensation  for  the  injury  that  he  has  so  sustained.    My  Lords,  that 
was  expressly  laid  down,  if  it  were  necessary  to  cite  authority  for  the 
purpose,  in  the  case  of  Sutton  v.  Johnstone,^  by  Mr.  Baron  Eyre,  in 
deUvering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  that  important 
case  ;  and  other  authorities  might  be  mentioned  to  the  same  effect."^ 
Lord  Brougham's  *  expression  is  :   "  If  the  law  casts  any  duty  upon  Lord 
a  person  which  he  refuses  or  fails  to  perform,  he  is  answerable  in  Brougham's, 
damages,  as  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  stated,  to  those  whom 
his  refusal  or  failure  injures."     Lord  Cottenham  *  states  the  principle :  Lord 
"  If  there  has  been  a  wrong  sustained  ;  if  that  wrong  has  arisen  from  Cottenham's 
the  body  of  which  these  individuals  form  a  part  having  refused  to  do  ^P""°'^* 
that  which  the  law  has  stated  they  are  bound  to  do,  and  damage  has 
been  sustained  by  an  individual  in  consequence  ;    and  if,  in  such 
cases,  the  law  be  that  the  individual  members  of  the  body  are  all 
answerable  in  their  own  persons  for  the  damage  and  injury  so  sus- 
tained, the  whole  case  is  exhausted."    Lord  Campbell  adds  :  •    "I  Lord 
conceive  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  well  as  by  the  law  of  England,  Campbeirs 
and,  I  believe,  by  the  law  of  every  civilised  country,  where  damage  ^^P*^^^"- 
is  sustained  by  one  man  from  the  wrong  of  another,  an  action  for 
compensation  is  given  to  the  injured  party  against  the  wrongdoer." 

The  law  thus  laid  down  by  this  highest  Court  must  as  a  general 
expression  be  taken  to  be  established.  But  there  are  not  wanting 
indications  pointing  out  a  possible  different  view ;  and,  now,  certain 
definite  limitations  to  it  are  accepted. 

In  America  a  distinction  is  drawn,  and  well  established,'^  between  American  law 

1  1  T.  R.  493.  2  9  a.  &  F.  279.  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  806.  diflfera. 

8  Oreen  v.  BuddC'ChurcheSy  1  Leon.  323 ;  Stirling  v.  Turner  (no  reference).  Innes 
Y.  Magiatraies  of  Edinburgh,  Moriaon's  Dictionary  of  Decisions,  vol.  xzxi.  13,  189. 

4  9  CI.  &  F.  289.  "  In  a  criminal  prosecution  or  in  an  action  against  a  justice  of 
the  peace  or  against  a  clergyman  for  any  offences  by  either  of  them  committed  in  their 
respective  situations,  every  day's  practice  has  settled  that  the  exercise  of  their  offices  is 
as  against  them  proof  that  they  are  bound  to  discharge  their  respective  functions." 
Per  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  The  King  v.  HoUond,  6  T.  R.  623.  5  g  ci.  &  F.  308. 

•  L.C  310.     Some  remarks  of  Lord  Campbell,  at  324,  may  here  bo  inserted  with 
reference  to  the  defence  not  infrequently  he«^  of  "  conscientious  disobedience  "  to  a  «« Conacien- 
law.     "  Finally,"  he  says,  "  we  were  much  pressed  with  the  hardship  to  which  the  ticma  dia- 
appellants  are  exposed,  by  being  held  liable  to  actions  for  acting  according  to  their  cbedienceJ'* 
consciences.     I  do  not  think,  my  Lords,  that  where  the  law  is  clear  the  hardship  of 
being  obliged  to  obey  it  is  a  topic  that  can  be  listened  to  in  a  Court  of  Justice.     There 
can  be  nothing  more  dangerous  than  to  allow  the  obligation  to  obey  a  law  to  depend 
upon  the  opinion  entertained  by  individuals  of  its  propriety,  that  opinion  being  so 
liable  to  be  influenced  by  interest,  prejudice,  and  passion ;  the  love  of  power  still  more 
deceitful  than  the  love  of  profit ;  and  that  most  seductive  of  all  delusions,  that  a  man 
may  recommend  himself  to  the  Almighty  by  exercising  a  stem  control  over  the  religious 
opinions  of  his  fellow  men." 

7  Hickok  V.  Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Plattaburg,  reported  as  a  note  to  Conrad  v. 
Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Ithaca,  16  N.  Y.  161.  The  distinction  has  not  gone  un- 
questioned. Li  Peek  v.  Village  of  Batavia,  32  Barb.  (N.  Y. )  642,  Marvin,  J.,  is  reported  : 
**  It  is  not  for  me  to  question  the  soundness  of  this  position.  Indeed,  when  a  case 
arises  in  which  it  is  in  point,  I  shall  of  course  follow  it.     But  I  may  be  permitted  to 
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corporations  proper,  having  the  powers  ordinarily  conferred  upon 
local  administrative  bodies  (e,g.y  respecting  streets  within  their  limits), 
which  owe  to  the  pubUc  the  duty  to  keep  them  in  a  safe  condition  for 
use  in  the  usual  mode  by  travellers  and  are  Uable  in  a  civil  action  for 
special  injury  resulting  from  neglect  to  perform  this  duty  ;  and 
quasi-corporations  created  by  the  Legislature  for  purposes  of  public 
policy,  which,  though  liable  to  indictment  for  omission  to  perform 
duties  enjoined,  are  not  hable  to  an  action  for  such  neglect  unless  the 
action  is  given  by  some  statute.^  Clearly  there,  then,  the  principle 
enunciated  must  be  taken  with  limitations.* 

Wilson  V.  Mayor,  dc.  of  HalifaXy  is  an  English  case  which  suggests 
a  similar  distinction.  "  Should  a  case  arise,"  it  is  there  said,®  "  in 
which  the  question  shall  be  whether  the  68th  section  of  the  Public 
Health  Act,  1848,*  imposes  upon  the  local  authority  the  Uability  to 
be  sued  in  a  civil  action  for  damages,  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  perform  a 
duty  assigned  to  them  by  the  Act,  we  should  pause  before  we  could  hold 
that,  in  addition  to  the  well-estabhshed  remedy  by  indictment  every 
individual  among  the  pubUc  would  have  a  right  of  action  for  any  and 
every  injury  resulting  from  such  breach  of  duty.  Upon  this  point,  how- 
ever, as  it  does  not  arise  in  the  present  case,  we  pronounce  no  opinion." 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Hammond  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Pancras}  a  case 
under  section  72  of  the  MetropoUs  Local  Management  Act,*  1855, 
where  it  was  sought  to  impose  a  UabiUty  for  an  injury  resulting  from 
the  disrepair  of  a  sewer,  and  apart  from  negligence,  Brett,  J.,  said : 
"  Now,  if  the  72nd  section  does  throw  upon  the  defendants  an  absolute 
duty  or  obUgation  to  guarantee  that  the  sewers  shall  be  at  all  times 
cleansed,  it  follows  that,  if  any  injury  arises  to  an  individual  from 
their  not  being  so  kept,  the  vestry  are  Uable.  "^    The  decision  of  the 

say,  with  great  respect  for  the  very  able  and  learned  judge  upon  whose  reasonmg  the 
Court  proceeded  (Selden,  J.,  in  Weet  v.  Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Brockport^  16  N.  Y- 
1 61  n),  that  his  opinion  has  failed  to  satisfy  my  mind  of  the  correctness  of  the  position." 
Khrgoit  V.  New  lork,  96  N.  Y.  264;  CoJun  v.  New  York,  113  N.  Y.  632  ;  McNally  v. 
Colioes,  127  N.  Y.  350. 

1  Mower  v.  Leicester,  9  Mass.  250.  Wilson  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.) 
595.  In  Barnes  v.  Distria  of  Columbia,  91  U.  S.  (1  Otto)  552,  it  is  said,  "  whether  this 
distinction  is  based  upon  sound  principle  or  not,  it  is  so  well  settled  that  it  cannot  be 
disturbed." 

2  As  to  the  historical  grounds  of  the  American  doctrine,  sec  post,  303,  note  1. 
8  L.  R.  3  Ex.,  per  Kellv,  C.  B.,  119. 

4  The  section  runs :  ^'  Be  it  enacted  that  the  local  board  of  health  shaU^"  &c, 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63,  repealed  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  343. 

6  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  321.  Meek  v.  WhiUchapel  Board  of  Works,  2  F.  &  F.  144,  is  dis- 
tinguished as  involving  negligence;  if  otherwise,  is  overruled,  Lampard  v.  CHy 
Commissioners  of  Setoers,  1  Times  L.  R.  114.  Fleming  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
Manchester,  44  L.  T.  617,  is  similar  in  its  facts  to  the  case  in  the  text,  but  the  finding 
of  the  jury  was  that  if  the  sewer  had  been  originally  properly  constructed,  it  would 
not  have  required  repair,  and  would  not  have  burst.  Stephen,  J.,  held  the  corporation 
liable.  This  decision  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negli- 
gence in  the  construction  of  the  sewer  to  justify  the  finding  of  the  jury;  see  Times 
Newspaper,  27th  June,  1882.  Humphries  v.  Cousins,  2  C.  P.  D.  239,  is  a  case 
at  common  law.  See  also  Brown  v.  O.  W.  By.  Co.  of  Canada,  2  Ont.  App.,  per  Hagarty, 
C.J.,  71.  6  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120. 

7  In  Olossop  V.  Heston  and  Ideworth  Local  Board,  12  Ch.  D.  120,  Brett,  L.J.,  said : 
"  The  defendants  having  done  no  act,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  has 
never,  without  some  act  done  by  such  a  body  as  this,  granted  what  is  called  a  manda- 
tory injunction  against  a  public  body  in  order  to  force  them  merely  to  enter  upon  and 
to  do  their  duty.  There  was  a  long  list  of  cases  cited  to  us  the  other  day ;  I  watched 
them  carefully,  and  there  w^as  not  one  of  them  in  which  the  defendant  had  not  done 
an  act  which  had  caused  an  injury  to  a  private  individual,  and  which  act  was  un- 
justified by  any  statute,  and  which  waa  sucn  an  act  as,  if  done  by  a  private  individual, 
would  have  given  a  cause  of  action  at  law."  Smith  v.  Chorley  Bural  Council  (1897), 
1  Q.  B.  678. 
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Court  turned  on  the  fact  that  no  negUgence  was  alleged,  and  therefore, 
failing  a  statutory  duty  imposed  in  ''  the  clearest  possible  terms," 
there  was  no  UabiUty.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  duty  imposed 
on  the  vestry  in  this  case,  by  the  72nd  section,  which  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  determines  to  be  a  duty  to  exercise  due  and  reasonable 
care  and  not  an  absolute  duty,^  is  not  enforced  by  any  specific  method  ; 
and  therefore  the  ordinary  common  law  means  of  redress  are  available — 
indictment,  mandamus,  or  private  action  by  any  one  specially  injured 
by  neglect  of  the  duty. 

In  gi^/ing  their  opinion  on  the  IsUngton  Market  Bill  on  the  question  Special 
of  the  UabiUty  of  the  grantee  of  a  market,  who  after  appropriating  ^^J^^^  * 
a  particular  site  for  the  use  of  the  pubUc  as  a  market  place,  afterwards  private 
proceeded  to  divert  it  to  other  purposes,  the  judges  ^  summoned  by  action, 
the  Lords  state  the  general  proposition  :    "  We  are  not  prepared  to 
say  that  such  misconduct  of  the  grantee  would  not  render  him  Uable 
to  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanour,  in  Uke  manner  as  the  grantee  of 
a  ferry  is  punishable  for  a  default  in  providing  proper  boats  and 
ferrymen,  .  .  .  and  if  an  indictment  would  Ue  against  him  for  his 
default,  an  action  would  also  Ue  at  the  suit  of  any  private  individual 
who  should  have  received  any  special  injury  thereby." 

It  is  obvious  from  the  instances  given,  and,  indeed,  from  the  Applies  to 
general  language  of  the  proposition,  that  this  rule  appUes  to  those  c*^  ^^^re 
cases  either  where  a  nuisance  has  been  created  by  the  act  of  the  beerTc^ted 
defendant  or  maintained  by  his  default  following  an  act.     The  case  either  by  act 
of  default  in  repairing  ratione  tenurce  is  also  well  within  the  rule  in  ^f  defendant 
Henly  v.  Mayor,  dc,  of    Lyme?    The  omission  complained  of  in  mainUhihig 
Jolliffe  V.  Wallasey  Local  Board,^  which  was   "  not  placing  a  buoy  conditions  he 
of  sufBcient  size  and  dimensions  over  the  anchor  to  resist  the  current  '^  Jj^^^®  ^^r 
of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tides  so  as  properly  and  efficiently  to  indicate  ^  u^^^ 
the  position  of  the  anchor,"  is  an  instance  in  point  of  the  second  class  wJE^Iy 
of  cases.     The  omission  charged  was  a  failure  to  complete  or  to  Local  Board, 
maintain  work  that  the  board  had  undertaken — ^not  an  omission  to 
undertake  work  to  which  they  were  obUged  by  statute,  except  in  the 
sense  that  all  shortcomings  in  enjoined  work  can  be  termed  "  omissions." 
White  V.  Hindley  Local  Board  *  is  another  instance.     A  grid  was  placed  ^-^^  ^ 

HiruUev  Local 

1  Cp.  BaUman  v.  Pojilar  District  Board  of  Works  (No.  2),  37  Ch.  D.  272.  Board 

2  3  CI.  &  F.  519.  See  the  rule  stated  by  Pollock,  C.B.  M'Kinnon  v.  Penson, 
8  Ex.  327. 

8  6  Bing.  91,  in  H.  of  L.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  222,  2  U.  &  F.  331. 

4  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  62. 

6  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  219 ;  Blaclcmore  v.  Vestry  of  MUe  End  Old  Toum,  9  Q.  B.  D.  461, 
where  a  water  meter  was  placed  in  an  iron  box  in  the  footway,  the  top  of  which  wore 
smooth ;  Smith  v.  West  Derby  Local  Board,  3  C.  P.  D.  423 ;  Kent  v.  Worthing  Local 
Board  (1882),  10  Q.  B.  D.  118.  This  last  case  was  reflected  on  in  Moore  v.  Lambeth 
Waterworks  Company  (1886),  17  Q.  B.  D.  462,  where  it  was  held  that  a  fire-plug  law- 
fully fixed  in  the  highway,  and  in  good  condition,  becoming  dangerous  through  defect 
in  the  condition  of  the  surrounding  pavement,  did  not  give  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  water  company  on  an  accident  occiuring.  In  Thcmpson  v.  Mayor  of  Brighton  ; 
Oliver  v.  Local  Board  of  Horsham  (1894),  1  Q.  B.  332,  Kent  v.  Worthing  Local  Board, 
was  in  terms  overruled,  and  the  law  is  now  settled  beyond  dispute  that  where  a  local 
authority  exercise  two  sets  of  powers,  e.g.,  are  gas  or  water  or  sewer  authority,  and  at 
the  same  time  highway  authority — the  merely  allowing  the  road  to  wear  away  round 
covers  placed  there  in  execution  of  their  powers  as  gas  or  water  or  sewer  authority, 
so  that  a  projection  above  the  surface  of  the  load  is  produced  is  no  more  than  an 
omission  to  repair  the  highway  by  a  highway  authority  for  which  no  action  lies.  See 
The  Queen  v.  Mayor,  AiC.  of  Tode,  19  Q.  B.  D.  602  ;  as  to  the  authority  of  this  case  on 
the  preliminary  point  taken  in  it,  see  the  curious  note  at  683 ;  as  to  its  authority  on 
the  other  point,  see  The  Queen  v.  Mayor,  tkc.  of  Wakefield,  20  Q.  B.  D.  810 ;  Slrube 
V.  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  By,  Co.,  6  Times  L,  R.  638.     In  Stockings  v.  Lambeth 
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over  the  opening  of  a  sewer  to  prevent  the  hole  being  dangerous  to 

those  using  the  road,  and  also  to  prevent  stones  passing  into  the 

sewer.     The  grid  was  defective  through  want  of  repair,  and  the  horse 

of  the  plaintiff  was  injured.    The  Court  held  that  the  defendants  were 

hable,  "  at  all  events  in  their  capacity  of  owners  of  the  sewers/'  even 

if  there  was  an  exception  to  their  liability  as  surveyors  of  highways.^ 

Exception  in        The  Uability  to  repair  in  the  case  of  highways  and  bridges  is  an 

the  case  of      exception  from  the  general  law.     At  common  law  the  remedy  for 

bndgeaf *  ^^   want  of  repair  in  highways  and  bridges  was  not  by  suit  against  the 

surveyor  or  justices,  but  by  presentment  or  indictment  against  the 

county,  or  against  some  individuals  thereof  for  and  in  the  name  of 

all  the  rest.^ 

Hussell  V.  In  1788  the  case  of  RusseU  v.  Men  of  Devon  ^  decided  that  no  action 

Men  of  Devon  .y^jj  y^  ^y  ^n  individual  against  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  for  an 

injury  sustained  in  consequence  of  a  coimty  bridge  being  out  of  repair. 

It  was  urged  that  the  action  ought  to  be  maintainab!e  by  analogy 

to  the  statutes  of  hue  and  cry ;    and  the  statute  of  Winton  *  was 

specially  insisted  on,  as  showing  that  an  action  lies  against  the  in- 

Waienvorka  Company,  7  Times  L.  R.  460  (C.  A.),  plaintiff  recovered  against  a  water 
company  for  negligence  in  placing  plugholes  in  a  footway.  Steele  v.  Mayor  of  Essendon^ 
17  Vict.  L.  R.  239,  contains  a  discussion  on  the  cases,  but  does  not  appear  to  bo  a  well 
considered  decision.  The  Court  held  that  though  the  defendants  were  not  bound  to 
put  up  a  fence,  having  done  so  they  were  bound  to  keep  it.  This  may  well  be  so  \i 
the  accident  occurred  through  ill-founded  reliance  on  the  fence ;  if,  for  instance,  any 
one  trusting  to  the  fence  was  injured  through  its  imsafe  condition.  But  the  accident 
seems  rather  to  have  been  attributable  to  the  absence  of  the  fence.  "  If  a  person 
undertakes  to  perform  a  voluntary  act,  he  is  liable  if  he  performe  it  improperly,  but 
not  if  he  neglects  to  perform  it.  Such  is  the  result  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Coggs 
V,  Bernard,  1  Sm.  L.  C,  1 1th  ed.,  173  :  per  Willes,  J.,  ShdUm  v,  L.  <fe  N,  W.  By.  Co., 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  636.  Cp.  Woodley  v.  Metropolitan  District  By.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  384,  387. 
where  a  precaution  adopted  and  afterwards  discontinued  did  not  suffice  to  raise  a  duty. 
Whyler  v.  Bingham  Bural  Council  (1901),  1  K.  B.  45,  seems  obnoidous  to  the  same 
criticism.  The  judgment  of  Collins,  L.J.,  assumes  that  having  placed  a  fence  by  the 
road  the  defendants  were  bound  to  put  another  there  when  the  first  was  removed  as 
out  of  repair  and  possibly  dangerous ;  and  the  Court  generally  assumed  that  the 
defendants  having  exercised  their  discretion  the  jury  might  find  that  the  exercise 
of  it  should  have  been  otherwise,  and  thus  turned  what  was  'not  a  duty  into  a  duty. 
If  "  the  conduct  complained  of  was  an  alteration  in  the  normal  condition  of  the  road  " 
a  liability  would  attach  to  defendants,  otherwise  not:  Mayor,  Ac.  of  Shoreditch  v. 
BuU,  in  H.  of  L.  20  Times  L.  R.  254,  s.  c.  in  C.  A.  19  Times  L.  R.  64.  Smith,  L.J.. 
does  "  not  say  that  they  [the  local  authority]  were  under  any  obligation  to  erect  a 
fence,"  yet  somehow  they  were  liable  for  default  in  duty  because  the  fence  was  not 
there.  Plainly,  if  correct,  this  decision  marks  an  exception  to  the  rule,  no  liability 
where  no  duty.  Cp.  The  King  v.  Commissioners  of  JJandilo  Boads,  2  T.  R.  232. 
In  Steel  v.  Dart  ford  Local  Board,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  256,  the  owner  of  cottages  was  required 
to  connect  the  drains  of  the  cottages  with  the  sewer,  and  having  complied  with  this 
requirement,  a  hole  in  the  road,  made  for  the  purposes  of  the  work,  was  filled  in  im- 
perfectly, and  the  road  subsided,  causing  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  who  sued  the  board, 
who  were  held  not  liable. 

1  Cox  V.  Vestry  of  Paddington,  64  L.  T.  566,  where  an  old  and  rusty  pipe,  known 
to  defendants*  surveyor,  was  allowed  to  remain  in  the  around. 

2  2  Co.  Inst.  701 ;  Bex  v.  Men  of  Huntingdon,  Popham,  192 ;  13  Co.  Rep.  33  ; 
The  case  of  Langforth  Bridge,  Cro.  Car.  365.  Com.  Dig.  Chimin  (B3) ;  Bex  v.  Wesi 
Biding,  2  Wm.  Bl.  685  ;  Bex  v.  Middlesex,  Andr.  K.  B.  (1738),  101,  285. 

3  2  T.  R.  667.  By  this  statement  must  not  be  understood  that  any  new  principle 
of  law  was  then  enunciated,  for  so  far  back  as  in  Charles  II. 's  time,  Vaughan,  C.J., 
lays  down  in  Thomas  v.  SorreU,  Vaugh.  340 :  "  If  a  man  have  particular  damage  by 
a  foundrous  way,  he  is  generally  without  remedy,  though  the  nuisance  is  to  be  punisht 
by  the  King.  The  reason  is,  because  a  foundrous  way,  a  decay*d  bridge,  or  the  like, 
are  commonly  to  be  repaired  by  some  township,  vill,  hamlet,  or  a  county  who  are  not 
corporate,  and  therefore  no  action  lyes  against  them  for  a  particular  damage,  but  their 
neglects  are  to  be  presented  and  they  punish'd  by  fine  to  the  King."  BusseUx.  The 
Men  of  Devon  is  the  leading  case  in  modem  law,  and  not  the  first  assertion  of  the 
principle  established  by  it. 

4  13  Ed.  L  St.  2,  c.  6.     Com.  Dig.  Hundred  (C2).     Cp.  29  Car.  H.  c.  7.  s.  6. 
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habitants  of  a  hundred  for  faUing  to  apprehend  felon  committing 
robberies  therein.     This    argument    Lord    Kenyon,  C.  J.,  retorted :  Lord  Ken- 
"  The  reason  of  the  statute  of  Winton  was  this  ;  as  the  himdred  were  yon*8  reason- 
bound  to  keep  watch  and  ward,  it  was  supposed  that  those  irregulari-  ^^' 
ties  which  led  to  robbery  must  have  happened  by  their  neglect.     But 
it  was  never  imagined  that  the  hundred  could  have  been  compelled  to 
make  satisfaction^  till  the  statute  gave  the  remedy ;    and  most  un- 
doubtedly no  such  action  could  have  been  maintained  against  them 
before  that  time.     Therefore,  when  the  case  called  for  a  remedy,  the 
Legislature  interposed ;    but  they  only  gave  the  remedy  in  that 
particular  case,  and  did  not  give  it  in  any  other  case  in  which  the 
neglect  of  the  hundred  had  produced  any  injury  to  individuals." 

There  were,  therefore,  two  grounds  for  the  decision — one,  the  Grounds  for 
technical  one  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  as  such  cannot  be  ***®  decision, 
sued ;  the  other,  that,  since  at  common  law  there  is  no  UabUity  on 
the  part  of  the  whole  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  to  any  individual 
sustaining  injury  through  their  inaction,  the  mere  incorporation  of 
them  will  not  avail  to  give  the  action  without  the  remedy  being 
definitely  conferred  by  statute. 

Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  accordingly,  in  Borough  of  Bathurst  v.  Mac-  sir  Bames 
pherson,^  fails  to  give  an  accurate  impression  of  the  law  when  he  says  :  Peacock  in 
"  The  principal  objection  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action  was  that  f ^^^^^ 
the  inhabitants  of  the  county  or  parish,  as  the  case  might  be,  were  Macpherson, 
not  a  corporation  capable  of  being  sued  as  such."    That,  indeed,  was 
an  insuperable  objection.     Still,  as  Lord  Kenyon  points  out :   *'  Even 
if  we  could  exercise  a  legislative  discretion  in  this  case,  there  would 
be  great  reason  for  not  giving  this  remedy  "  ;   for  the  remedy  would 
be  a  very  inconvenient  one,  and  hable  to  great  abuses.^    In  the  words 
of  Ashurst,  J.  :*  "  There  is  another  general  principle  of  law  which  is 
more  appUcable  to  this  case,  that  it  is  better  that  an  individual  should 
sustain  an  injury  than  that  the  pubUc  should  suffer  an  inconvenience." 
If,  then,  the  preUminary  and  technical  objection  were  out  of  the  way, 
the  objection  formulated  by  WilleS,  J.,  in  Parsons  v.  St.  MaitheWy 
Bethnal  Green,^  and  pointed  to  by  Lord   Kenyon,  C.J.,  in  RusselVs 
case,  would  hold  good  against  giving  *'  to  every  one  who  may  meet 
with  an  accident  from  an  imperfection  in  the  road  a  right  of  action 
which  he  never  previously  possessed,  and  thus  open  a  wide  door  to 
continual  Utigation." 

1  Jackson  v.  Inhabitanla  of  Calestoorth,  1  T.  R.  71  ;   WiUam  v.  UiU,  2  VVilF.  (K.  B.)  92. 

2  4  App.  Gas.  268. 

8  In  Scotland  it  is  alleged  to  have  been  determined  fo  early  as  1798  that  the  cor- 
poration of  a  royal  burgh  is  under  the  liability  to  keep  the  public  streets  of  the  burgh 
tree  from  dangerous  o^tructions ;  Inriea  v.  Magistrates  of  Kdinburgh,  31  Mor.  Diet. 
Dec.  vol.  xxxi.  13,  189 ;  Dargie,  v.  Magistrates,  Ac.  of  Forfar  (1855),  17  Dunlop  730. 
Hay,  Decisions  on  Liability  for  Accidents  and  Negligence ;  but  see  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
C.*8,  account  of  Innes  v.  The  Magistrates  of  Edinburgh  in  Ferguson  v.  Earl  of  KinnouL^y 

4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  807,  where  he  finds  the  principle  asserted  in  the  case  "  applicable  both 
to  the  law  of  England  and  to  the  law  of  Scotland ;  it  is  a  general  principle."  A 
reference  to  the  case  will  establish  the  justice  of  this  view.  *  2  T.  R.  673. 

5  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  60.     Cp.  Bro.  Ahr.  Accion  sur  le  Case,  pi.  93,  referring  to  Y.  B. 

5  E.  IV.  2  pi.  24,  the  case  of  the  miring  of  a  horse  through  want  of  repair  of  a  highway, 
where  the  substantial,  and  not  the  technical,  reason  is  given,  en  quel  case  nvU  home 
singuler  avera  accion  de  case,  mes  ceo  est  action  per  voy  de  presentment.  See  the  argument 
in  Bundle  v.  Hearle  {IS9S),  2  Q.  B.  86;  Maguire  v.  Liverpool  Corporation  (1905), 
1  K.  B.  776 ;  also  M'Kinnon  v.  Benson,  8  Ex.,  per  Pollock,  C.B.,  327.  and  per  Coleridge, 
J.,  delivering  the  judmnent  of  the  Ex.  Ch.  9  Ex.  613 ;  Gibson  v.  Mayor  of  Freston, 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.,  per  Hannen,  J.,  222;  Cowley  y.  Newmarket  Local  Board  {IS92),  A.  C. 
per  Lord  Herschell,  353. 
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M'Kinnany,         M^Kinnon  V.  PensoThy^  raised  the  question  of  liability   of    the 

Penson,  county  surveyor  for  neglecting  to  repair  a  bridge  under  the  statute 

43  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  which  provided  that  the  inhabitants  of  counties 

''  shall  and  may  sue  for  any  damage  done  to  bridges  and  other 

works,"  and  "  shall  and  may  be  sued  in  the  name  of  such  surveyor  "  ; 

but  the  Court  decided  that  there  was  no  manifested  intention  in  the 

statute  to  constitute  a  new  Uability  in  counties  to  actions  to  which 

they  were  not  Uable  by  common  law.     Had  this  been  intended,  "  the 

obvious  course  would  have  been  to  recite  the  grievance,  and  provide 

for  the  remedy  in  express  terms." 

The  Highway        The  Highway  Act,  1835,^  had  provided  that  the  surveyor  shall 

Act,  1835.       repair,  and  keep  in  repair,  the  several  highways  in  the  parish ;    in 

default  he  is  liable  to  a  penalty  of  £5,  and  he  shall,  on  the  justices 

viewing  the  road,  or  causing  it  to  be  viewed,  put  it  in  repair  to  their 

satisfaction. 

Yaung  v.  In  Young  V.  Davis  ^  the  question  was  discussed  whether  a  surveyor 

^^^'  of  highways  is  Uable  to  an  action  simply  because  a  road  is  out  of 

repair.     The  Court  thought  the  case  had  been  substantially  decided 

by  M'Kinnon  v.  Penson,  and  also  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  appeared 

not  to  have  been  passed  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  new  Uability, 

but  simply  in  order  to  provide  machinery  whereby  the  existing  duty 

of  the  parish  to  repair  might  be  conveniently  fulfilled. 

Tho  Metro-  The  MetropoUs  Local  Management  Act,   1855,  was  alleged    to 

Management   ^^^^  affected  an  alteration  in  the  metropoUs,  in  the  liabiUty  to  private 

Act,  1855.       action  for  want  of  repair  to  highways,  by  placing  the  exclusive  right 

to  repair  them  in  the  vestries  as  constituted  under  that  Act,  and 

thereby  exonerating  the  parish  from  all  concern  in  their  repair. 

Parsons  v.  St.  Matthew^  Bethnal  Green*"  decided  that  while  section 

96  of  the  MetropoUs  Management  Act,  1855  *  transfers  to  the  vestries 

in  the  metropolis  the  duties  and  liabiUties  of  the  surveyor  of  highways, 

it  imposes  on  them  no  greater  UabiUties  than  those  to  which  the 

surveyor  of  highways  had  been  previously  subject.* 

Effet^tof  the  Gihson  V.  Mayor  of  Preston"^  decided  the  same  point  with  reference 

S'mt^^^  to  sec.  68  of  the  PubUc  Health  Act,  1848,»  and  no  different  powers 

seem  to  have  been  conferred  by  the  PubUc  Health  Act,  1875.'     The 

conclusion  may  be  thus  stated  :   By  common  law  no  action  could  be 

1  (1853)  8  Ex.  319  ;  9  Ex.  609.     Victoria  Corporation  v.  PaUeraon  (1899),  A.  C.  615. 

2  6  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  60.  By  aec.  1,  13  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  which  collected  all  the  former 
laws  on  highways,  was  repealed. 

3  7  H.  &  N.  760,  2  H.  &  C.  197. 

4  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  66.  See  Taylor  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts,  Kensington,  2  Times 
L.  R.  668. 

6  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120, 

«  The  case  was  also  decided  on  the  woids  of  the  98th  section,  by  which  "  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  every  vestry,"  from  which  the  Court  held  that  it  would  appear  to  be 
intended  to  give  them  a  discretion  whether  to  repair  the  streets  or  not. 

7  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  218.  "  After  careful  attention  to  the  arguments  which  have  been 
addressed  to  your  Lordships,  I  adhere  to  the  judgment  given  in  the  case  of  Gibson  v. 
Maijor  of  Preston,''  per  Lord  Hannen,  Cowley  v.  Newmarket  Local  Board  (1S92), 
A.  C.  355. 

8  1 1  &  1 2  Vict.  c.  63,  rep.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  but  substantially  re-enacted  38  &  39 
Vict.  c.  65,  sec.  144. 

»  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  144.  The  Queen  v.  Mayor,  d:c.  of  Poole,  19  Q.  B.  D., 
per  Lord  Coleridge,  609.  Cp.  T?ie  Queen  v.  Wakefield,  20  Q.  B.  J).  810.  "  The  Act 
of  Parliament  contemplates  that  the  duty  formerly  belonging  to  the  parish  still  remains 
in  them,  and  that  tho  surveyor  acts  strictly  as  their  officer  "  :  per  Pollock,  C.B., 
Young  v.  Davis,  7  H.  &  N.  772.  The  Chief  Baron  adds :  "  In  ray  opinion  judges 
ought  to  consider  the  consequences  of  their  decisions  as  regards  a  multiplicity  of 
actions  ;  and  not  decide  so  a«  to  open  an  endless  flood  of  litigation." 
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maintained  for  an  injury  arising  from  the  non-repair  of  a  highway  by 
the  parish,  and  the  Legislature  has  not  interfered  by  any  general 
enactment  to  give  a  remedy  by  action  to  persons  sustaining  such  an 
injury.  It  is  therefore  incumbent  on  a  plaintiff,  who  seeks  to  establish 
that  such  a  right  is  exceptionally  given  to  persons  sustaining  an  injury 
in  a  particular  district,  to  show  distinctly  that  the  Legislature  had 
such  an  intention  in  passing  the  enactment  to  which  such  an  effect  is 
attributed.^ 

Borough  of  Bathurst  v.  Macfherson,^  before  the  Judicial  Committee  Borough  of 
of  the  Privy  Council,  though  containing  expressions  capable  of  wider  ^*"r*^^' 
meaning,^  has  been  held  *  not  necessarily  to  involve  any  wider  principle.     ^^    ^^' 
The  damage  for  which  plaintiff  sued  was  caused  by  an  artificial  work, 
viz.,  a  barrel  drain,  vrithout  the  construction  of  which  the  accident 

1  Oibaon  v.  Mayor  of  Preston,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.,  per  Hannen,  J.,  222.  The  judgment 
of  Gray,  C.J.,  in  Hill  v.  City  of  Boston,  122  Mass.  344-381,  contains  an  exhaustive 
examination  of  the  English  cases  from  the  Year-books  down  to  Winch  v.  Conservators 
of  the  Thames,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  378.  Gray.  C.J.,  thus  expresses  himself  (at  369) :  "  The 
result  of  the  English  authorities  is,  that  when  a  duty  is  imposed  upon  a  municipal 
corporation  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  without  any  consideration  or  emolument 
received  by  the  corporation,  it  is  only  where  the  duty  is  a  new  one,  and  is  such  as  is 
ordinarily  performed  by  trading  corporations,  that  an  intention  to  give  a  private 
action  for  a  neglect  of  its  performance  is  to  be  presumed."  This  is,  of  course,  only  a 
conclusion  as  to  the  drift  of  the  English  cases  up  to  1874.  Subsequent  decisions 
have,  we  have  seen,  denied  this.  The  reference  to  trading  corporations  is  to  cases 
like  ScoU  v.  Mayor,  due.  of  Manchester,  1  H.  &  N.  59,  2  H.  &  N.  204 ;  Cowley  v.  Mayor, 
Ac,  of  Sunderland,  6  H.  &  N.  565.  The  doctrine  of  the  Massachusetts  Courts  is  thus 
stated  (at  380) :  "  However  it  may  be  where  the  duty  in  question  is  imposed  by  the 
charter  itself,  the  examination  of  the  authorities  confirms  us  in  the  conclusion  that  a 
duty  which  is  imposed  upon  an  incorporated  city,  not  by  the  terms  of  its  charter, 
nor  for  the  profit  of  the  corporation,  pecuniarily  or  other  wise,  but  upon  the  city  as 
the  representative  and  agent  of  the  public,  and  for  the  public  benefit,  and  by  a  general 
law  applicable  to  all  cities  and  towns  in  the  Commonwealth,  and  a  breach  of  which, 
in  the  case  of  a  town,  would  give  no  right  of  private  action,  is  a  duty  owing  to  the 
public  alone,  and  a  breach  thereof  by  a  city,  as  by  a  town,  is  to  be  redressed  by  pro- 
secution in  behalf  of  the  public,  and  will  not  support  an  action  by  an  individual,  even 
if  he  sustains  special  damage  thereby."  Tindley  v.  City  of  Salem,  137  Mass.  171. 
There  has  been  a  great  conflict  of  opinion  in  the  United  States  as  to  the  true  doctrine. 
The  view  upheld  in  Massachusetts  is  based  on  the  authority  of  Russell  v.  Men  of 
Devon,  2  T.  R.  667.  The  deduction  from  what  is  said  in  that  case  being,  that  at 
common  law  there  is  no  action  against  a  municipal  corporation  for  failure  to  repair  a 
highway.  All  the  case  actually  says,  however,  is  that  no  action  can  be  brought 
against  the  public  ;  and  the  subsequent  English  cases  merely  affirm  that  the  statutes 
dealing  with  the  liabilities  with  respect  to  highways,  have  no  more  than  transferred 
the  liabilities  of  the  county  to  the  boards  created  by  those  statutes,  and  have  not 
imposed  any  more  onerous  obligation  on  them.  The  state  courts,  which  have  adopted 
the  view  taken  in  Massachusetts,  have  followed  the  English  conFtruction  of  statutes 
dealing  with  the  common  law  liability,  in  respect  of  highways,  or,  rather,  have  arrived 
at  the  special  conclusion  of  the  English  cases  by  the  aid  of  a  more  general  principle ; 
viz.,  that  a  duty  imposed  on  public  bodies  "  as  the  representative  and  agent  of  the 
public  "  is  a  duty  not  enforced  by  action.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Supreme  Comt  of 
the  United  States,  and  many  of  the  foremost  states,  as  New  York  and  Pennsylvania, 
adopt  the  rule  that  an  act  of  negligence  can  always  be  brought  against  a  chartered 
municipality  for  neglect  to  keep  streets,  over  which  it  has  control,  in  a  reasonably  fit 
condition  for  use  :  District  of  Columbia  v.  Woodbury,  136  U.  S.  (29  Davis)  450.  The 
ground  of  this  is,  that  a  duty  arises  to  the  public,  from  the  nature  of  powers  granted 
to  the  municipal  corporations  on  their  incorporation,  to  keep  the  highways,  in  their 
jurisdiction,  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  ordinary  uses,  and  a  corresponding 
liability  rests  on  them  to  respond  in  damages  to  those  injured  by  a  neglect  to  perform 
those  duties  which  are  held  "  municipal  or  ministerial  and  not  govemmentaL" 

2  4  Apn.  Cas.  256. 

8  E.g.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion.  I.e.  267,  that  the  appellants  "  were  liable 
to  an  indictment."  "  This  being  so,  their  Ix)rdships  are  of  opinion  that  the  corporation 
are  also  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  any  i>erson  who  sustained  a  direct  and  particular 
damage  from  their  breach  of  duty  "  ;  and  again,  "  in  their  Lordship's  opinion,  there 
is  no  principle  upon  which  a  distinction  in  this  respect  between  nonfeasance  and  mis- 
feasance can  be  supported." 

4  Municipal  Council  of  Sydney  Y,  Bourke  (1895),  A.'C.  443. 
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would  not  have  occurred,  nor  yet  if  it  had  been  kept  in  repair.     The 
question  was  whether  the  defendants  were  bound  to  keep  it  in  repair. 
Judgment.      The  judgment  states  :  ^    "  Their  Lordships  are  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  appellants,  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  drain,  and 
their  neglect  to  repair  it,  whereby  the  dangerous  hole  was  formed, 
which  was  left  open  and  unfenced,  caused  a  nuisance  in  the  highway, 
for  which  they  were  liable  to  an  indictment.     This  being  so,  their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  corporation  are  also  liable  to  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  any  person  who  sustained  a  direct  and  particidar 
damage  from  their  breach  of  duty."    But  the  default  of  the  defendants 
was  not  keeping  the  drain  they  had  made  in  repair.     They  had 
made  a  hole,  and  neglected  to  prevent  it)  becoming  dangerous,  and 
the  point  of  the  decision  is  thus  expressed  :  "  The  duty  was  cast  upon 
them  of  keeping  the  artificial  work,  which  they  had  created,  in  such 
a  state  as  to  prevent  its  causing  a  danger  to  passengers  on  the  highway 
which,  but  for  such  artificial  construction,  would  not  have  existed."* 
There  was  an  omission  supervening  on  an  act,  not  a  mere  omission 
to  act. 
Municipality        In  the  subsequent  case  of  Municipality  of  Pictou  v.  Geldert^  in 
Odd^^      the  Privy  Council,  Borough  of  Bathurst  v.  Macpherson  was  shown 
to  be  the  basis  of  a  series  of  Colonial  decisions  proceeding  on  a  theory 
that  the  decision  in  Russell  v.  The  Men  of  Devon*^  was  due  merely 
to  the  technical  difficulty  of  suing  a  county ;    and  that  when  this 
difficulty  was  removed  by  the  constitution  of  some  quasi  corporation 
or  some  public  officer  who  might  be  sued,  the  old  immunity  for  acts 
of  nonfeasance  ceased,  and  a  Uabihty  was  imposed.    Their  Lordships 
emphatically  repudiated  such  a  construction  :    "  Whatever  general 
views  are  stated  in  that  case,  must,  as  in  all  cases,  be  taken  with 
reference  to  the  facts.     And  it  is  clear  to  their  Lordships  that  the 
governing  fact  in  the  Bathurst  case  is  that  the  conduct  complained 
of  was  not  in  the  view  of  the  Committee  nonfeasance  but  misfeasance. 
In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Committee,  Sir  Barnes  Peacock 
expressly  says  that  they  do  not  decide  whether  the  Legislature  threw 
upon  the  municipaUty  the  obUgation  of  keeping  in  good  repair  the  works 
it  took  over.    The  ground  of  the  decision  was  that  the  municipaUty 
having,  under  the  powers  conferred  upon  them,  constructed  a  drain 
which,  unless  kept  in  proper  condition,  would  cause  a  nuisance  to 
the  highway,  were  bound  to  keep  this  artificial  work  in  such  a  condition 
that  no  nuisance  should  be  caused,  and  that,  if,  owing  to  their  failure 
to  do  this,  the  highway  subsided  and  a  nuisance  was  created,  they 
were  as  much  Uable  for  a  misfeasance  as  if  they  had  by  their  direct 
act  made  the  hole  in  the  road  which  constituted  a  nuisance  to  the 
highway." 

Previously  to  Borough  of  Bathurst  v.   Macpherson,^  the  Privy 

/^a^titory  Com- Council,  in  Sanitary  Commissioners  of  Gibraltar  v.  Orfila,^  had  laid 

Gl>r^^^^^   down  that  ''in  the  case  of  mere  nonfeasance  no  claim  for  repara- 

OrfUa,  ^  ^     **^^  will  lie  except  at  the  instance  of    a  person  who  can    show 

that  the  statute  or  ordinance  under  which  they  act  imposed  upon 

the  Coi^omissioners  a  duty  towards  himself  which  they  negligently 

failed  to  perform,"  and    this  statement  was  adopted    as    rightly 

I  4  App.  Caa.  267.  2  L.c.  265. 

3  (1893)  A.  C.  529,  530.  *  2  T.  R.  Oei 

ft  4  App.  Cas.  256. 
fl  15  App.  Cas.  411. 
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expressed  in  Municipality  of  PicUm  v.  Geldert}    The  question  of 
principle  was  discussed  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Cowley  v.  Newmarket  CowUy  v. 
Local  Board  *  where  the  plaintiff  sustained  injury  from  a  fall  owing  to  Newmarket 
the  existence  of  a  drop  of  eighteen  inches  in  the  level  of  a  footway  ^^ocal  Board, 
vested  in  the  defendants,  which  was  caused  by  the  owner  of  stables 
adjoining  the  footway  having  constructed  a  (for  him)  more  convenient 
access  to  his  stables  from  the  highway.     The  House  of  Lords  reaffirmed 
the  principles  already  cited,  in  M^Kinthon  v.  Pensov?  and  in  Gibson 
V.  Mayor  of  Preston}^  that  a  transfer  to  a  pubUc  corporation  of  the 
obUgation  to  repair  a  highway  does  not  of  itself  render  such  corpora- 
tion Uable  to  an  action  in  respect  of  mere  nonfeasance.     In  order  to 
establish  such  liabiUty  it  must  be  shown  that  the  Legislature  has  used 
language  indicating  that  this  liability  shall  be  imposed.    And  there 
is  the  authority  of  the  Privy  Council  that  this  is  "  settled  law."^ 

These  cases  were  held  to  conclude  the  Court  in  Thompson  v.  Mayor ,  Neglect  of 
dc,  of  Brighton^    There  a  properly  made  man-hole  whose  cover  was  sewer 
in  the  highway  became  the  cause  of  an  accident  through  the  .wearing  attributaWe  *^ 
away  of  the  material  of  the  road  round  it.     The  contention  that  was  to   highway 
fruitlessly  urged,  was  that  "  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a  highway  authority, 
authority  as  distinct  from  a  sewer  authority  "  ;  the  defendants  were  J^°"?k^^ 
actmg  as  an  urban  authonty,  and  were  bound  to  prevent  what  was 
put  in  the  road  from  being  a  nuisance.    So  long  as  the  covers  were  in 
themselves  in  proper  condition  there  was  no  right  of  action,  although 
they  were  made  dangerous  by  the  want  of  repair  of  the  roadway. 

Municipal  CourhcU  of  Sydney  v.  Bourke'^  raised  the  same  point,  Sydn^ Muni- 
hut  on  the  interpretation  of  a  Colonial  statute  (43  Vict.  No.  3) ;  the  cip^GouncU 
test  suggested  is  to  see  whether  "  a  power  only  is  conferred  and  no  ^*  ^^  ' 
obhgation  imposed  "  ;  in  that  case  there  is  no  liability  for  nonfeasance. 
The  facts  of  Borough  of  Baihurst  v.  Macpherson^  were  substantially 
reproduced  in  LanJ>ert  v.  Lowestoft  Corporation.^  In  the  earlier  case 
the  hole  in  the  road  was  caused  "  by  the  brickwork  of  the  drain  having 
broken  away,  and  not  having  been  repaired,  the  rain  tore  away  the 
soil,  and  caused  the  earth  to  work  away."^®  In  the  latter  "the 
accident  was  caused  by  rats  having  worked  away  the  mortar  at  the 
point  where  one  of  these  drains  formed  the  sewer,  and  a  cavity  having 
been  formed  under  the  roadway."  In  both  cases,  a  hole  was  made 
in  the  roadway,  which  caused  the  accident.  Notwithstanding  that 
all  the  explanatory  passages  from  judgments  professing  to  uphold 
the  earlier  cases  were  pressed  upon  Lord  Alverstone,  C. J.,  he  refused 
to  act  upon  them,  and  held  the  defendants  not  liable  apart  from  negU- 
gence;  which  he  found  had  not  been  estabUshed.  IntheBathurstcase 
negUgence  was  alleged  to  have  been  established,  but  the  main  ground 
of  the  decision  seems  to  be  that  it  was  covered  by  the  authority  of  Hart- 
naUy.Ryde  Commissioners^''  a  decision  which  has  been  recognised  as 
sound  law  in  several  later  cases."^^    HartndU  v.  Ryde  Commissioners y^^ 

1  (1893)  A.  C.  627. 

2  (1892)  A.  C.  345.    The  statute  applicable  was  The  Public  Health  Act,   1875 
(38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  ss.  144,  149. 

3  8  Ex.  319 ;  9  Ex.    609. 
*  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  218. 

5  Municipality  of  Pictou  v.  QddeH  (1893),  A.  C.  627.  «  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  332. 340. 

7  (1895)  A.  C.  433.  »  4  App.  Cas.  266. 

«  (1901)  1  Q.  B.  590.  10  4  App.  Cas.  263.  n  ^,c.  269. 

12  4  B.  &  S.  361.  See  Brett,  L.  J.*8,  explanation  of  this  cfMe,  Ohssop  v,  HeeUm 
Local  Board,  12  Cb.  D.  121,  based  on  the  act  complained  o(  being  a  miideniHnow 
At  common  Uw. 
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which  was  constantly  cited  in  the  course  of  these  decisions,  and  as 
constantly  distinguished  and  departed  from/  was  finally  overruled  in 
Maguire  v.  Liverpool  Corporatum^  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  The 
principle  on  which  that  case  was  alleged  to  be  decided — ^that  the 
creation  of  a  body  of  Commissioners  with  a  power  "  as  any  surveyor 
of  highways  are  invested  with  "  to  do  repairs  involved  a  fiability  to 
action  at  the  suit  of  individuals  for  damages  caused  by  not  repairing — 
is  obviou-ly  inconsistent  with  the  test  given  in  Mun^icipal  Council 
of  Sydney  v.  Bourke^  that  distinguishes  between  a  power  and  an 
obHgation.  The  power,  which,  indeed,  so  far  as  the  pubUc  is  concerned, 
is  also  an  obUgation,  may  be  enforced  by  public  remedies,  by  mandamus 
or  indictment ;  but  faiUng  the  creation  of  an  obUgation  to  private 
persons  no  private  liability  for  nonfeasance  can  be  inferred. 

The  principle  of  these  cases  was  summarised  in  Saunders  v.  Holbam 
District  Board  of  Works :  *  an  action  under  sec.  29  of  the  PubUc  Health 
(London)  Act,  1891,^  which  imposes  on  the  sanitary  authorities  the 
duty  of  removing  snow  from  the  streets.  In  order  to  estabhsh  the 
liabiUty  of  a  public  body  charged  with  a  general  public  duty  to  an 
action  by  an  individual  ''  it  must  be  shown  that  the  Legislature  has 
used  language  indicating  an  intention  that  this  Uabihty  shall  be 
imposed,  and  unless  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Legislature 
is  clearly  disclosed  no  action  will  he."  Guardians  of  Hotborn  Union 
V.  Vestry  of  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch^  as  inconsistent  with  this  principle 
may  now  be  regarded  as  overruled. 

The  principle  of  non-Hability  for  mere  neglect  to  repair  was  also 
appUed  to  criminal  proceedings  in  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Pocock  ; '  where 
trustees  under  a  local  Act  were  charged  with  manslaughter  on  a 
coroner's  inquisition,  which  set  out  that  they ^ did  "feloniously" 
neglect  to  repair,  or  contract  for  the  reparation  of,  a  certain  road, 
whereby  it  became  ruinous,  and  a  man  driving  along  the  road  was 
killed.  The  inquisition  was  removed  by  certiorari  into  the  Queen's 
Bench,  and  quashed.  Lord  Campbell  saying  :  *'  No  doubt  the  neglect 
of  a  personal  duty,  when  death  ensues  as  the  consequence  of  such 
neglect,  renders  the  party  guilty  of  it  liable  to  an  indictment  for 
manslaughter  ;  and  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  and  which  estabhsh  that  doctrine  are  good  law."  "  But 
how  can  the  principle  I  have  stated  apply  to  the  present  case  ?  It 
cannot  be  said  that  the  trustees  are  guilty  of  felony  in  neglecting  to 
contract.  Not  only  must  the  neglect,  to  make  the  party  guilty  of 
it  hable  to  the  charge  of  felony,  be  personal,  but  the  death  must  be 
the  immediate  result  of  that  personal  neglect.  According  to  the 
argument  here,  it  might  be  said  that  where  the  inhabitants  generally 
are  bound  to  repair,  and  a  death  is  caused,  as  in  the  present  case,  all 
the  inhabitants  are  indictable  for  manslaughter." 

The  American  reports  are  rich  in  cases  illustrative  of  the  principle 
we  have  been  discussing.     The  carrying  out  of  general  governmental 

1  JB.g.,  Parsons  v.  Vestry  of  Bethnal  Oreen,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  66 ;  Cotdey  v.  Newmarket 
Local  Board  (1892),  A.  C.  346 ;  Municipality  of  PieUni  v.  Oeld^^rt  (1893),  A.  C.  524  ; 
Thompson  v.  Mayor,  dh.,  of  Brighton  (1894),  1  Q.  B.  332 ;  Saunders  v.  Holbom  District 
Board  of  Works  (1896),  1  Q.  B.  64.  2  (1906)  1  K  B.  767. 

3  (1896)  A.  C.  439. 

*  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  64. 

5  54  &  66  Vict.  c.  76. 

8  2  Q.  B.  D.  146.  Sec,  126  of  18  &  19  Vict,  c.  120,  ia  repealed  by  64  &  56  Vict, 
c.  76,  Bched.  4. 

7  17Q.B.34. 
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powers  is  not  a  matter  that  can  form  the  subject  of  claims  by  indivi- 
duals. The  pohceman  whose  neglect  on  his  patrol  gives  occasion  for 
my  house  to  be  broken  into  and  for  me  to  be  robbed  is  not  liable  to 
me  in  an  action.  He  may  be  dismissed  or  censured  by  his  superior^ 
whose  officer  he  is,  but  he  is  not  mine.  If  engaged  on  special  duty 
for  me  the  case  may  be  otherwise,  but  even  then,  on  a  well-known 
principle,  the  action  would  be  personal  only,  and  not  against  the 
officer  who  has  appointed  him  to  the  duty.  Neither,  where  hydro- 
phobia is  raging,  and  the  authorities  know  of  it,  but  do  not  see  that 
dogs  affected  are  dealt  with,  although  they  have  the  power,  and  I 
am  bitten,  are  the  authorities  Uable.^  Nor  where,  through  lack  of 
governmental  supervision,  a  person  is  gored  by  a  cow  running  at 
large  is  habiUty  imposed  on  the  civic  authorities.^ 

The  proposition  of  Eyre.  B..^  that  "  every  breach  of  a  pubhc  duty  Eyre,  B.'s, 
working  wrong  or  loss  to  another  is  an  injury  and  actionable  "  is  proposition, 
therefore  to  be  hmited  to  the  cases  of  breach  of  a  duty  at  common  law 
and  of  breach  of  a  statutory  duty  where  there  is  no  penalty  or  procedure 
enjoined  by  the  statute  creating  the  duty. 

The  case  of  breach  of  a  statutory  duty,  where  there  is  a  penalty 
or  procedure  enjoined  by  the  statute  creating  the  duty,  remains  to 
be  considered.* 

In  Couch  V.  Sted,^  Lord  Campbell  said:     "The  general  rule  is Judement of 
that  '  where  a  man  has  a  temporal  loss  or  damage  by  the  wrong  of  J^r  ^"^^i 
another,  he  may  have  an  action  on  the  case  to  be  repaired  in  damages  ' ;  y,  g^^^i^  ^^^ 
(Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case,  A).     The  Statute  of  Westminster  2 
[1  stat.  13  Edw.  I],  c.  50,  gives  a  remedy  by  action  on  the  case  to  all  who 
are  aggrieved  by  the  neglect  of  any  duty  created  by  statute.     See 
2  Inst.  486.    And  in  Com.  Dig.,  Action  upon  Statute  (F),  it  is  laid  down 
that  '  in  every  case  where  a  statute  enacts  or  prohibits  a  thing  for 
the  benefit  of  a  person,  he  shall  have  a  remedy  upon  the  same  statute 
for  the  thing  enacted  for  his  advantage   or  for  the  recompense  of  a 
wrong  done  to  him  contrary  to  the  said  law.'  "•    The  law  thus  laid  Comment, 
down  does  not  conclude  the  question  of  whether  there  is  a  right  to 
sue  for  a  mere  omission  to  exercise  a  statutory  duty  to  the  State 
when  the  omission  works  a  special  injury  to  the  person  seeking  to 
sue  ;  since  the  general  rule  laid  down  is  no  more  than  that  when  one 
is  injured  by  the  act  of  another  from  whom  a  duty  is  owing — other- 
wise there  is  no  wrong — ^he  has  a  right  of  action.    And  the  interpreta- 
tion in  Comyns  of  the  Statute  of  Westminster  2  [13  Edw.  1],  c.  50, 
contains  the  saving  clause  that  the  statute  must  enact  or  prohibit  a 
thing  "  for  the  benefit  of  a  person." 

The  benefit  must  be  directly  for  the  benefit  of  the  person,  not 
incidentally  merely  as  the  outcome  of  pubUc  policy.  The  decision  of 
the  Queen's  Bench  in  Couch  v.  Steel  was  that  by  common  law  a  right 
exists  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  for  special  damage  sustained 
by  the  breach  of  a  pubUc  duty  ;  and  that  this  right  "  is  not  taken  away 
by  reason  of  the  statute  which  creates  the  duty  imposing  a  penalty 

1  Smiik  y.  Sdinagrove,  199  Pa.  St.  615. 

2  Riv2r6  Y.  Augttsia,  38  Am.  Rep.  787. 

8  Ante,  296.  Sutton  v.  Johnstone,  1  T.  R.  493;  Fergtison  v.  Earl  of  KinnouU,  9  CI. 
&F.251;  4StTr.N.S.786. 

4  Where  a  special  remedy  is  pointed  out,  which  it  is  impossible  to  resort  to,  then 
the  right  siven  may  be  enforced  by  ordinary  action,  Bentley  v.  Manchester,  Sheffield^ 
and  Lineclnahire  Ry,  Co,  (1891),  3  CL  222. 

6  3  £.  &  B.  402. 

•  L.C.  411. 
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recoverable  by  a  common  informer  for  neglect  to  perform  it,  though 
no  actual  damage  be  sustained  by  anyone."^ 

In  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Atkinson  v.  Newcastle  Watertporks  Co.y- 
Lord  Cairns,  C,  expressed  "  grave  doubts  whether  the  authorities  cited 
by  Lord  Campbell  justify  the  broad  general  proposition  that  appears 
to  have  been  "  laid  down  by  him  in  Couch  v.  Sted,  and  these  were 
concurred  in  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  and  Brett,  L.J.  In  Cowley  v. 
Newmarket  Local  Board  ^  Lord  Herschell  (who  was  counsel  in  Athinaon's 
case)  also  entertained  "  very  grave  doubts  whether  the  proposition 
thus  broadly  stated  can  be  maintained/'  and  quoted  with  approbation 
Lord  Cairns's  words  in  Atkinson^ s  case  that  much  must  "  depend  on  the 
purview  of  the  Legislature  in  the  particular  statute  and  the  language 
which  they  have  there  employed."  The  inconveniences  pointed  out 
by  James,  L.J.,  in  Glossop  v.  Heston  d  Isleworth  Local  Board*  were 
in  Lord  Herschell's  opinion  of  great  weight  as  against  Lord  Cam- 
bell's  view :  "  It  would  be  a  very  serious  matter  indeed  for  every 
ratepayer  in  England  in  any  district  in  which  there  is  any  local 
authority  upon  whom  duties  are  cast  for  the  benefit  of  the  locality  "  ; 
for  (the  case  was  one  of  defective  sewage  system)  every  owner  would 
have  his  action  on  an  allegation  that  had  something  different  been 
done  he  would  be  better  off. 

Lord  Herschell  again  referred  to  Lord  Cairns's  view  of  Couch  v. 
Steel,  with  approbation  in  Municipality  of  Pictou  v.  Gelderty^  and 
Charles,  J.,  in  Saunders  v.  HoJhorn  District  Board  of  Works^  treats  it 
as  having  been  overruled  by  the  cases  cited. 

Wills,  J.,  in  Clegg,  Parkir^on  dt  Co.  v.  Barley  Gas  Co,''  formulates,  as 
he  says,  a  "  principle  deeper  "  than  that  onwlachAtkif^on^s  case  was 
decided;  it  is  "  that  where  there  is  an  obligation  created  by  statute 
to  do  something  for  the  benefit  of  the  pubhc  generally,  or  of  such  a  large 
body  of  persons  that  they  can  only  be  dealt  vnth  practically  en  masses 
as  it  were,  and  where  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  statutory  obliga- 
tion is  liable  to  aSect  all  such  persons  in  the  Uke  manner,  though  not 
necessarily  in  the  same  degree  ;  there  is  no  separate  right  of  action 
to  every  person  injured,  by  breach  of  the  obligation,  in  no  other 
manner  than  the  rest  of  the  pubhc."*  Wright,  J.,  is  content  to 
aflarm  the  proposition  that  "  the  general  rule  of  law  is  that  where  a 
general  obUgation  is  created  by  statute  and  a  specific  remedy  is  pro- 
vided, that  statutory  remedy  is  the  only  remedy." 

The  Court  of  Appeal  in  Groves  v.  Wimborne^  accepted  Lord  Cairns's 
test  to  "  look  at  the  general  scope  of  the  Act  and  the  nature  of  the  statu- 
tory duty  "  preUminary  to  deciding  whether  in  addition  to  the  statutory 

•     1  3  E.  &  B..  per  Lord  Campbell,  415.  2  2  Ex.  D.  448. 

8  (1892)  A.  C.  362.  4  12  Ch.  D.  109. 

5  (1893)  A.  C.  525.  6  (1896)  I  Q.  B.  70. 

7  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  594.  Uarhinaon  v.  Armagh  County  Council,  (1902)  2  I.  R.  538 :  The 
Acts  constituting  County  Councils  the  local  road  authority  has  made  no  difference  in 
the  character  of  their  liability. 

8  A  principle  deeper  still — if  being  more  extensive  is  meant  by  the  phrase — wag 
before  the  Court  in  Rundle  v.  Uearle  (1898),  2  Q.  B.  87  :  that  an  action  for  non-repair 
of  a  highway  could  not  be  brought  on  account  of  the  multiplicity  of  actions  the  exist- 
ence of  such  an  action  would  admit.  Lord  Russell,  C.J,  desired  "  to  hear  further 
argument "  before  determining  the  point.  As  to  this  principle  see  Ashby  v.  White^ 
1  Sm.  L.  C.  ( 1 1  th  ed. ),  per  Holt,  C.  J.,  262. 

•  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  402.  In  the  Queen  v.  HaU  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  747,  the  cases  upon  the 
remedy  available  where  a  statutory  offence  has  been  created,  and  a  statutory  penalty 
attached  thereto,  are  lengthily  considered  and  clas-sified.  Deyo  v.  Kingston  d:  Penu 
broke  Ry,  Co.  (1904),  8  Ont.  L.  R.  688. 
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penalty  provided  there  is  a  private  action  for  injury.  It  was  also  said  ^  New  doctriae 
that  "  in  addition  one  must  look  at  the  nature  of  the  injuries  likely  to  ^^anced 
arise  from  a  breach  of  that  duty,  the  amount  of  the  penalty  imposed 
for  the  breach  of  it,  and  the  kind  of  person  upon  whom  it  is  imposed 
before  one  can  come  to  a  proper  conclusion  as  to  whether  the  Legisla- 
ture intended  the  statutory  remedy  to  be  the  only  remedy  for  breach  of 
the  statutory  duty  "  ;  though  no  authority  was  cited  for  thu  extended 
inquiry,  whose  vagueness  would  leave  the  matter  at  the  practically 
absolute  "  discretion  "  of  the  judge.  So  aided  the  Court  arrived  at  the 
conclusion  that  by  the  provisions  in  the  Factory  Acts^  for  fencing 
dangerous  machinery,  in  addition  to  the  statutory  penalty,  there  was 
conferred  a  right  of  action  which  might  be  pursued  against  the  employer 
by  the  injured  person  or  his  representatives.  But  it  nowhere  appears 
from  the  facts  why  the  case  could  not  have  been  sustained  on  the 
ground  of  a  special  duty  to  a  boy  not  to  expose  him  to  unnecessary 
dangers ;  or  failing  that,  why  the  principle  of  Smith  v.  Baker^  was  not 
applicable,  and  their  neglect  of  a  statutory  duty  is  evidence  of  negli- 
gence.* If,  then,  the  plaintifE  had  a  right  of  action  independently  of 
the  statute,  the  first  of  Willes,  J.'s,  rules  appUes,^  and  the  benevolent 
(if  inconclusive)  general  propositions  of  the  Court  are  as  unnecessary 
to  the  decision  as  they  are  difiicult  to  reconcile  with  the  cases. 

In  Johnston  and  the  Toronto  Type  Foundry  Co,  v.  Consumers  Gas  Co.  Johnston,  Ac. 
of  Toronto,^  the  opposite  conclusion  was  arrived  at ;  where  by  a  private  ^  Cmsumers 
Act,  extending  the  powers  of  the  respondent  Gas  Company,  obligations  ^^onto. 
were  imposed  on  it  for  the  benefit  of  its  consumers,  with  a  view  to  the 
reduction  of  the  price  of  gas  contingent  on  a  surplus  profit  being 
shown,  but  no  pecuniary  penalty  was  imposed  for  default,  and  no 
right  of  action  was  given  to  persons  aggrieved ;  while  provision  was 
made  for  its  accounts  being  audited  by  direction  of  the  Mayor  of  the 
Corporation,  and  surplus  profits  being  entered  in  a  *'  Special  Surplus 
Account."  The  ground  of  decision  was :'  "  It  is  difficult  to  suppose 
that  the  gas  company  would  wittingly  have  consented  to  plac^e  them- 
selves at  the  mercy  of  every  customer  who  might  fancy  he  was  paying 
more  than  the  company  was  entitled  to  charge."  *'  The  gas  company 
was  originally  estabUshed  with  the  assent  of  the  corporation.  The 
corporation  were  large  customers,  if  not  the  largest  customers  of  the 
company.  The  ratepayers,  therefore,  were  interested  in  keeping  down 
the  price  of  gas.  On  behalf  of  their  constituents,  and  on  behalf  of 
the  public,  the  corporation  came  forward  to  oppose  the  bill  of  1887. 
They  procured  the  insertion  of  clauses  designed  to  cheapen  the  supply 
of  gas.  They  obtained  authority  to  check  the  company's  accounts. 
They  were  given  the  fullest  power  of  investigation.  If  they  should 
find  the  company  wilfully  disobeying  the  Act  of  Parliament  they 
certainly  would  have  no  difficulty  in  compelling  obedience  by  process 

1  L.c,  416. 

2  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  16,  P.  6,  repealed  Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1901  (1  Edw.  7, 
c.  22),  ached.  7.  See  now  ss.  10,  144,  145,  146, 147.  In  Kellij  v.  Glebe  Sugar  Refining 
Co.,  20  Rettie  833,  Lord  Adam  could  not  "  adopt  the  view  that"  "liability  is  limited 
to  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  statute  [  the  Factory  Acts]  for  the  neglect  of  its  provisions." 
"  The  neglect  of  the  statutory  provisions  creates  a  primd  facie  case  of  fault  against 
the  factory  owners  which  will  render  them  liable  in  damages  to  their  employes." 

8  (1891)  A.  C.  325. 

*  Blamires  v.  Lanc^.  ds  Y.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  283.  Wolverhampton  New  Water 
Works  Co.  V.  Hawksford  (1869),  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  336. 

6  Post,  309.  e  (1898)  A.  C.  447. 

7  L.e.  455. 
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of  law.  To  them,  and  not  to  every  individual  customer  who  may 
fancy  himself  aggrieved  ParUament  has  confided  the  duty  of  seeing 
that  the  Act  is  obeyed." 

The  actual  decision  in  Atkinson  v.  Newcastle  and  Gateshead  Water- 
works  is  no  more  than  that  there  may  be  circumstances  (as  where  a 
penalty  is  prescribed  that  may  in  some  instances  go  to  the  person 
suffering  special  damage  from  the  breach  of  a  statutory  duty)  where 
the  breach  of  a  pubUc  statutory  duty  does  not  vest  a  right  of  action 
in  a  person  suffering  special  damage  against  the  person  guilty  of  the 
breach.  The  circumstances  are  generalised  in  the  words  of  Lord 
Tenterden  in  Doe  dem.  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  v.  Bridges  :  ^  "  Where 
an  act  creates  an  obligation,  and  enforces  the  performance  in  a  specific 
manner,  we  take  it  to  be  a  general  rule  that  performance  cannot  be 
enforced  in  any  other  manner.  If  an  obligation  is  created,  but  no 
mode  of  enforcing  its  performance  is  ordained,  the  common  law  may, 
in  general,  find  a  mode  suited  to  the  particular  nature  of  the  case." 

Lord  Campbell's  error  in  Couch  v.  Steel  was  in  assuming  that  where 
there  is  a  penalty  for  breach  of  the  statutory  duty  there  must  also  be 
a  right  of  private  action  in  the  person  injured.  He  says :  ^  *'  No 
provision  for  compensation  to  a  person  sustaining  special  damage  by 
reason  of  a  breach  of  duty  prescribed  by  the  Act "  has  been  made  ; 
"  nor  are  there  any  words  taking  away  the  right  which  the  injured 
party  would  have  at  common  law  to  maintain  an  action  for  special 
damage  arising  from  the  breach  of  a  public  duty."  Lord  Cairns  in 
Atkinson's  case  noted  the  false  assiunption,  and  subsequent  cases 
have  done  no  more  than  follow  the  principle  enimciated  by  Lord 
Tenterden  in  the  case  cited  above.^  Lord  Tenterden  was  merely 
reiterating  Lord  Mansfield,  C.J.,  in  Rex  v.  Robinson  :*  "  The  rule  is 
certain,  *  that  where  a  statute  creates  a  new  offence,  by  prohibiting 
and  making  unlawful  anjrthing  which  was  lawful  before ;  and  appoints 
a  specific  remedy  against  such  new  offence  (not  antecedently  unlawful) 
by  a  particular  sanction  and  particular  method  of  proceeding  that 
particular  method  of  proceeding  must  be  pursued  and  no  other.'  And 
this  is  the  resolution  in  Castle's  ccwc."^ 

Hence  there  are  two  canons — the  first,  stated  by  Blackburn, 
J.,  deUvering  the  opinion  of  the  judges  consulted  in  the  Mersey  Docks 
Trustees  v.  Gibbs  :  •  "In  the  absence  of  something  to  show  a  contrary 
intention,  the  Legislature  intends  that  the  body,  the  creature  of  the 
statute,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  and  that  its  funds  shall  be  rendered 
subject  to  the  same  Uabilities,  as  the  general  law  would  impose  on  a 
private  person  doing  the  same  things."  The  second  :  When  a  statute 
creates  an  obUgation  and  enforces  the  performance  in  a  specific  manner, 
not  only  is  the  pubUc  remedy  by  indictment  excluded,  but  also  any 
rights  of  private  persons  apart  from  the  statute  creating  the  right,' 

1-  1  B.  &  Ad.  859 ;  cited  and  approved,  Stevens  v.  Jeacocke,  11  Q.  B.  742,  which 
Lord  Campbell  distinguished  from  Couch  v.  Steel  on  the  ground  that  no  duty  was  there 
imposed  upon  the  defendant,  he  was  only  prohibited  from  exercising  his  common  law 
righto  of  fishing. 

2  3  E.  &  B.  414. 

3  Doe  dem.  the  Bishop  of  Rochester  v.  Bridges,  1  B.  &  Ad.  859.  PetUes  y.  Oswald- 
twisOe  Urban  District  (1897),  1  Q.  B.,  per  Lopes,  L.J.,  628;  (1898),  A.  C,  per  Lord 
Halsbury,  C,  394. 

4  2  Burr.  803. 

6  Cro.  Jac.  643. 

8  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  110 ;  Sanitaiy  Commissioners  of  Gibraltar  v.  Orfila,  15  App.  Cas.  412. 

7  3  £.  &  B.,  per  Lord  Campbell,  412.  Where  a  penalty  is  given  by  statute,  one 
moiety  to  the  King,  the  other  to  a  common  informer,  the  King  may  sue  for  the  whole. 
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and  the  obligation,  if  unperformed,  can  only  be  enforced  by  the  penalty^ 
or  by  those  for  whose  benefit  the  right  is  conferred  in  the  way  in- 
dicated in  the  statute.* 

It  may  be  convenient  here  to  set  out  the  excellent  generalisations  Willes,  J.'s, 
of  Willes,  J.,  in  Wolverhampton  New  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Hawkesford,^  th^e^d^^M 
where  liability  may  be  estabUshed  founded  on  a  statute.    He  divides  of  Statutory 
the  cases  into  three  classes  :    "  One  is  where  there  was  a  UabiUty  liability, 
existing  at  common  law,  and  that  Uability  is  affirmed  by  a  statute 
which  gives  a  special  and  peculiar  form  of  remedy  difiEerent  from  the 
remedy  which  existed  at  common  law ;    there,  unless  the  statute 
contains  words  which  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  exclude 
the  common  law  remedy,  the  party  suing  has  his  election  to  pursue 
either  that  or  the  statutory  remedy."     "  The  second  class  of  cases  is, 
where  the  statute  gives  the  right  to  sue  merely,  but  provides  no 
particular  form  of  remedy  ;  there  the  party  can  only  proceed  by  action 
at  common  law.     But  there  is  a  third  class,  viz.,  where  a  UabiUty  not 
existing  at  common  law  is  created  by  a  statute  which  at  the  same 
time  gives  a  special  and  pecuUar  remedy  for  enforcing  it.     The  remedy 
provided  by  the  statute  must  be  foUowed,  and  it  is  not  competent 
to  the  party  to  pursue  the  course  appUcable  to  cases  of  the  second 
class.     The  form  given  by  the  statute  must  be  adopted  and  adhered 
to.     The  company  are  bound  to  follow  the  form  of  remedy  provided 
by  the  statute  which  gives  them  the  right  to  sue."* 

Where  a  statute  prohibits  an  act  but  does  not  prescribe  a  remedy,  Bowen,  L. J 
the  effect  is  formulated  by  Bowen,  L. J.,  in  the  Queers  v.  Tyler  and  ^^  SjS^^ 
Intematumal  Commercial  Co.  :  ^    "  Where  a  duty  is  imposed  upon  a  ^"    ^' 

unless  a  qui  tarn  action  has  been  previously  commenced :  The  King  v.  Hymen,  7 
T.  R.  636. 

1  Cp.  Oorris  v.  8eoU,  (1874)  L.  R.  9  Ex.  125 ;  Biixton  v.  N.  JS.  Ry.  Co.,  (1868) 
L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  549.  A  penalty  may  sometimes  not  import  a  prohibition  but  be  in  the 
nature  of  a  tax  on  the  adoption  of  a  certain  line  of  conduct ;  see  The  Creole,  2  Wall. 
Jun.  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.)  485.     Musgrove  v.  Chun  Teong  Toy,  (1891)  A.  C.  272. 

2  Johnston  <b  the  Toronto  Type  Foundry  Co.  Ltd.  v.  Consumers  Qas  Co.  of  Toronto 
(1898),  A.  C.  447.  Finiay  v.  Miscampbell,  20  Ont.  R.,  per  Ferguson,  J.,  39.  Regina 
V.  Wigg,  2  Salk.  460. 

3  (1859)  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  336,  356.  A.  O.  v.  Aslibcmme  Recreation  Ground  Co. 
(1903),  1  Ch.  101. 

4  Where  a  statute  confers  a  right  and  also  gives  a  remedy,  primA  facie  that  remedy 
is  the  only  one  :   Vestry  of  St.  Pancras  v.  BatUrbury,  2  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  477. 

5  (1891)  2  Q,  B.  592,  following  Reg.  v.  Birmingham  and  Gloucester  Ry.  Co.,  3  Q.  B. 
223,  and  Reg.  v.  Great  North  of  England  Ry.  Co.,  9  Q.  B.  315.  The  Queen  y.  Mayor  and 
Justices  of  Bodmin  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  21,  follows  Ex  parte  Thompson,  6  Q.  B.  721,  in 
holding  that  where  one  rule  for  a  mandamus  has  been  refused,  the  Court  will  not  grant 
a  subsequent  application  on  the  same  matter,  though  with  supplementary  materials. 
The  rule  in  criminal  cases  is  stated  in  TJie  Queen  v.  Miles,  24  Q.  B.  D.  431  ;   52  &  53 

Vict.  0.  63,  8.  33.     This  does  not  aflFcct  the  right  of  civil  action.     The  law  that  deter-  Test  whether 
mines  whether  ^oceedings  for  a  wrong  are  to  be  bv  indictment  is  thus  stated  by  Holt,  remedy  for  a 
C.J.,  Ashby  v.   White,  1  ISm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.),  262:    "  If  men  will  multiply  injuries  wrongisby 
actions  must  be  multiplied  too,  for  overv  man  that  is  injured  ought  to  have  his  re-  action  or  by 
compense.     Suppose  the  defendant  had  beat  forty  or  fifty  men,  the  damage  done  to  indictment. 
each  one  is  peculiar  to  himself,  and  he  shall  have  his  action.     So  if  many  persons 
receive  a  private  injury  by  a  public  nuisance  every  man  shall  have  his  action,  as  is 
agreed  in  WiUiams^s  case,'^  5  Co.  Rep.  73  a ;    and  Westbury  dfe  Powell,  Co.  Lit.  56  a. 
Indeed,  where  many  men  are  offended  by  one  particular  act,  there  they  must  proceed  by 
way  of  indictment,  and  not  of  action :  for  in  that  case  the  law  will  not  multijiy  actions. 
But  it  is  otherwise  when  one  man  only  is  offended  by  that  act,  he  shall  have  his  action ; 
as  if  a  man  dig  a  pit  in  a  common,  every  commoner  shall  have  an  action  on  the  case 
per  quod  communiam  suam  in  tarn  amplo  modo  habere  non  potuit  ;  for  every  commoner 
has  a  several  right.     But  it  would  be  otherwise  if  a  man  die  a  pit  in  a  highway  ;  every 
passenger  shall  not  bring  his  action,  but  the  party  shall  Be  pimished  by  indictment, 
because  the  injury  is  general  and  common  to  all  that  pass.     But  when  the  injury  is 
particular  and  pecuUar  to  every  man  each  man  shall  have  his  action." 
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company  in  such  a  way  that  a  breach  of  the  duty  amounts  to  a  dis- 
obedience of  the  law,  then,  if  there  is  nothing  in  the  statute  either 
expressly  or  impliedly  to  the  contrary,  a  breach  of  the  statute  is  an 
ofiEence  which  can  be  visited  upon  the  company  by  means  of  indict- 
ment." 

In  an  American  case,^  an  endeavour  was  made  to  carry  the  liability 
to  a  person  specially  injured  by  breach  of  a  statutory  duty  one  stage 
further  than  in  the  English  cases  we  have  just  been  considering; 
and  where  a  city  corporation  had  made  a  contract  for  the  supply  of 
water  for  extinguishing  fires  which  was  not  performed  by  the  con- 
tractor, whereby  a  person  sustained  damage,  a  claim  based  on  the 
contract  with  the  city  was  brought  by  the  person  damnified,  not 
against  the  city  but  against  the  contractor,  in  respect  of  his  breach  of 
duty.  The  answer  of  the  Court  appears  conclusive  :  "  The  present 
case  is  not  based  upon  the  breach  of  a  statutory  duty,  but  solely  upon 
failure  to  comply  with  a  contract  made  with  the  municipal  government 
of  Athens.  To  that  contract  the  plaintiff  was  no  party,  and  the  action 
must  fail  for  the  want  of  the  requisite  privity  between  the  parties 
before  the  Court."  "  There  being  no  ground  for  recovery,  treating 
the  action  as  one  ex  contractu,  is  it  better  founded  treating  it  as  one 
ex  delicto  ?  We  think  not.  The  violation  of  a  contract  entered  into 
with  the  public,  the  breach  being  by  mere  omission  or  nonfeasance,  is 
no  tort,  direct  or  indirect,  to  the  private  property  of  an  individual, 
though  he  be  a  member  of  the  conamunity  and  a  taxpayer  to  the 
Government."  "  We  are  unable  to  see  how  a  contractor  with  the  city 
to  supply  water  to  extinguish  fires,  commits  any  tort  by  failure  to 
comply  with  his  imdertalang,  unless  to  the  contract  relation  there  is 
superadded  a  legal  command  by  statute  or  express  law." 

Somewhat  similar  considerations  were  at  the  base  of  the  decision 
in  Gorris  v.  Scott.^  An  Act  of  ParUament  was  passed  to  prevent  the 
introduction  of  cattle  and  sheep  diseases  into  Great  Britain,  and  also 
the  "  spreading  "  of  such  diseases.  Privy  Council  orders  were  made 
under  the  Act  directed  to  the  prevention  of  disease,  but  with  no 
relation  to  the  danger  of  loss  at  sea.  By  neglect  to  observe  precautions 
prescribed  by  the  orders,  sheep  were  washed  overboard.  But  it  was 
held  that  the  owner  could  not  sue  on  the  negligence,  for  the  damage 
was  not  that  contemplated  by  the  statute,  which  was  not  intended 
to  confer  benefit  on  the  owners.  Still  if  there  is  a  continuing  statu- 
tory duty,  but  the  statutory  remedy  has  ceased  to  apply,  the  law 
will  not  assume  that  the  Legislature  would  stultify  itself  by  leaving  a 
duty  in  continued  existence  with  no  means  of  compelUng  its  perform- 
ancb,  out  will  infer  that  an  action  at  law  will  arise  on  the  cesser  of  the 
statutory  remedy.^ 

Here  also  may  be  noted  the  Scotch  case  of  Birrell  v.  AnstnUher* 
which  was  an  action  by  the  representatives  of  a  schoolmaster,  in 
which  it  was  averred  that  defenders  were  under  statutory  obligation 
to  provide  a  suitable  house  for  the  deceased,  but  culpably  failed  to 
do  so  ;  and  the  house  provided  by  them  under  their  statutory  obUga- 
tion  was  left  in  a  state  unfit  for  human  habitation  for  several  years 
previous  to  the  death  of  the  deceased,  which  was  caused  thereby. 

1  Fowler  v.  Athens  City  Waterworks  Co.,  20  Am.  St.  R.  313. 

2  L.  R.  9  Ex.  126.     Boss  v.  Bugge  Price,  1  Ex.  D.  269. 

3  Pulsford  V.  Devenish  (1903),  2  Ch.,  per  Farwell,  J.,  633.  Cp.  CastU's  case^  Cro. 
Jac.  643.  «  5  Macph.  20. 
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The  Court,  however,  held  that  no  cause  of  action  was  disclosed  ;  for  Continued 
it  was  averred  that  the  schoolmaster  had  continued  to  hve  in  the  residence 
house  after  it  had  become  uninhabitable,  and  also  there  was  no  J^^ge^f^the 
relevant  averment  of  culpable  homicide.     His  remedy,  sayB  the  Lord  breach  of 
Justice-Clerk,  "  was  to  refuse  to  live  in  such  a  house,  and  to  go  and  dutydis- 
live  elsewhere,  and  bring  an  action  of  damages  against  the  heritors  ^^Jl^J^^^ 
for  the  expense  and  annoyance  thereby  caused  to  him.     In  that  way 
he  would  have  saved  his  life,  and  filled  his  pockets."^ 

It  is  plain,  then,  that  in  the  circumstances  we  have  been  con-  Neglect  to 
sidering  a  public  duty  imposed  by  statute  and  sanctioned  by  a  penalty,  5®?°"^!Li 
does  not  ordinarily  carry  with  it  a  right  of  action  at  the  suit  of  a  person  fOTthe^^ 
injured  by  the  neglect  of  it.     But  when  public  bodies  have  property  benefit  of  the; 
vested  in  them  for  public  purposes  a  distinction  must  be  taken  as  to  P^^^i*^- 
the  habiUties  they  come  under.     This  distinction  is  very  cleariy 
pointed  out  by  James,  L.J.,  in  Ghssop  v.  Heston  &  Isleworth  Local 
Board,^  where  an  injunction  was  sought  against  the  defendants,  a 
sanitary  authority  under  the  PubUc  Health  Act,  1875,'  and  in  whom 
all  sewers  in  their  district  were  vested  by  the  Act,  for  "  pennitting 
sewage  or  water  polluted  by  sewage  or  other  ofiensive  matter  to  pass 
through  the  drains  under  their  control  "  into  a  stream  passing  near 
the  plaintifE's  residence  so  as  to  cause  a  nuisance  to  him.     James,  James,  L.J.'s, 
L.J.,  points  out*  that  under  their  Act  the  sanitary  authority  "  are  ^^^^^^'^^ °* 
under  the  same  habiUties,  and  have  the  same  defence  in  respect  of  law."^  ° 
any  alleged  liabiHty  as  any  private  owner  of  a  sewer  would  have.     If 
the  sewer,  being  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  transferred  to  them, 
would,  independently  of  the  Act  of  ParUament,  give  to  any  landowner, 
or  any  riparian  proprietor,  a  right  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  use  ■ 
of  that  sewer,  or  the  abuse  of  that  sewer,  it  appears  to  me  they  would 
be  in  the  same  position  as  any  other  owner  of  a  sewer  would  be." 
But  when  the  case  alleged  is  not  based  on  a  common  law  nuisance, 
but  on  alleged  neglect  to  comply  with  the  Act  of  ParUament,  other 
conditions  come  into  being.     "  If  the  neglect  to  perform  a  pubUc 
duty  for  the  whole  of  the  district  is  to  enable  anybody  and  everybody 
to  bring  a  distinct  action  or  to  file  a  distinct  claim  because  he  has  not 
had  the  advantages  he  otherwise  would  be  entitled  to  have  if  the  Act 
had  been  properly  put  into  execution,  it  appears  to  me  the  country 
would  be  buying  its  immunity  from  nuisances  at  a  very  dear  rate 
indeed  by  the  substitution  af  a  far  more  formidable  nuisance  in  the 
litigation  and  expense  that  would  be  occasioned  by  opening  such  a 
door  to  Utigious  persons,  or  to  persons  who  might  be  anxious  to  make 
profit  and  costs  out  of  this  Act  of  ParUament.     It  appears  to  me  the 
only  remedy  would  be  by  an  appUcation  for  a  mandamus."^    But  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  whose  jurisdiction  was  invoked,  "never  granted  a  Remedy  for 
mandamus  to  a  pubUc  body  to  compel  it  to  do  things  for  the  benefit  ^^^ce? 
of  private  persons  "  where  they  have  done  no  wrongful  act,  but  have 
only  not  acted.     The  sole  remedy,  it  was  then  pointed  out,  was  by  an 
application  to  the  Local  Government  Board  under  s.  299  of  the  PubUc 
Health  Act,  1875.« 

1  L.c.  23.     Subordinate  managers  are  regarded  as  independent  public  officers,  and 
not  as  agents  of  the  School  Board :  Donovan  v.  Board  of  Education,  86  N.  Y.  117. 

2  12  Ch.  D.  102.     Robinson  ^.'Workington  Corporation  (1897),  1  Q.  B.  619. 

3  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55. 

4  L,c.  no. 

5  L.c.   115.     Passynore  v.  Osioaldtwistle  Urban  Council  (1898),  A.  C,  per  Lord 
Macnaghten,  398.  e  38  &  39  Vict,  c  55, 
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AUomey-General  v.  Guardians  of  Poor  of  Union  of  Dorking^  was 
decided  on  the  authority  of  Ghssop'a  case.    The  action  was  by  an 
owner  of  property  on  a  stream  below  the  outfall  of  a  sewer  into  which 
not  only  persons-  with  a  prescriptive  right  drained,  but  others  also. 
The  local  body  had  done  nothing ;  but  it  was  contended  that  they 
ought  at  least  to  have  brought  their  action  to  prevent  the  intruders 
increasing  the  existing  nuisance.     To  this  Jessel,  M.R.,   replied  :- 
"It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  any  such  action  could  be  main- 
tained.    It  comes  to  this,  if  you  could  maintain  it  you  would  get  an 
injunction  against  a  man  for  not  bringing  an  injunction  action  against 
his  neighbour."     "  No  such  action  has  ever  been  heard  of  at  conmion 
law,  and  I  am  sure  no  such  action  has  ever  been  heard  of  in  equity, 
where  a  person  cannot  physically  put  an  end  to  the  nuisance,"  or  **  if  at 
all,  by  bringing  an  action  for  an  injunction,  and  I  am  satisfied  no  action 
at  common  law  lies."    Under  the  statute  the  only  right  was  "  to  prevent 
the  local  authority  from  committing  a  nuisance."     Their  answer  to 
this  would  be  conclusive :   "  We  found  the  sewers  in  this  state  and  left 
them  there."    Jessel,  M.R.,  also  pointed  out  that  in  exercising  so  "  very 
delicate  jurisdiction  the  Court  always  looks  to  the  balance  of  con- 
venience."^   This  was  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  Fry,  J.,  in  Attorney' 
General  v.  Acton  Local  Board,*  while  granting  an  injunction  restraining 
an  adjacent  sanitary  authority  from  authorising  or  directing  sewage 
from  their  district  to  flow  into  the  sewers  of  the  plaintiffs,  refused  to 
grant  a  mandatory  injunction  to  stop  up  existing  drains.     He  added  :  * 
'*  I  am  by  no  means  clear  that  the  defendants  have  power  to  stop  up 
a  drain  the  construction  of  which  they  have  once  authorised  or  directed. 
.1  observe  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  expressed  that  view  in  AUomey- 
General  v.  Gua/rdians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Union  of  Dorking.^^^    Acting  on 
these  expressions  Romer,  J.,  held  in  Attorney-General  v.  ClerkenweU 
Vestry,''  that   a  sanitary  authority   having  granted   permission  to 
make  communications  between  their  pipes  emptying  into  a  stream 
and  houses  could  not  afterwards  cut  ofiE  or  stop  up  these   com- 
munications.     Charles  v.  Finchley  Local  Board^  was   urged  as  an 
authority  contrary   to    this    view,    but  was   distinguished   on   the 
ground  that  there  what  was  authorised  was  to  pass  pure  water  down 
a  pipe  into  a  channel ;  that  what  was  done  was  to  send  down  sewage 
as  well ;®  and  the  principle  was  approved. that  "if  a  man  has  a  right 
to  send  clean  water  through  my  drain,  and  chooses  to  send  dirtyVater, 
every  particle  of  the  water  may  be  stopped,  because  it  is  dirty." 
If  a  man  cannot  exercise  his  legal  right  without  infusing  a  wrongful 
element  he  loses  that  which  was  lawful,  and  acquires  no  supplementary 
incidents  whatever.     But  Charles's  case  was  dissented  from  by  Cozens 
Hardy,  J.,  in  Brown  v.  Dunstable  Corporation,^^  who  followed  Stirling, 
J.,  in  Airdey  v.  Kirkheaton  Local  Board.^^ 

1  20  Ch.  D.  595.  An  action  for  damages  was  held  to  lie  in  Foster  v.  WarbUnaion 
Urban  CouncU  (1906),  1  K.  B.  648.  2  L.c  606. 

3  L.C.  607.  "  The  public  have  an  interest  in  the  matter.  As  a  general  rule, 
it  would  only  bo  right  to  grant  an  injunction  where  the  company  was  acting  in  a  high- 
handed and  oppressive  manner,  or  guilty  of  some  other  misconduct " :  Corporation 
of  Parkdale  v.  West,  12  App.  Gas.  616.  Islington  Vestry  v.  Homscy  Urban  CouncU 
(1900),  1  Ch.  695,  is  a  particularly  good  instance  of  the  strength  of  this  principle. 

4  22  Ch.  D.  221.     Brovm  v.  Dunstable  Corporation  (1899),  2  Ch.  378. 

5  L.c.  232.  6  20  Ch.  D.  606. 
7  (1891),  3  Ch.  627.  »  23  Ch.  D.  767. 

9  DurrarU  v.  Branksome  Urban  District  Council  (1897),  2  Ch.  291. 
10  (1899),  2  Ch.  378.  "  60  L.  J.  Ch.  734,  affd.  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  274, 
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StrettorCs  Derby  Brewery  Go.  v.  Mayor,  dc  of  Derby  ^  is  the  case  of  Stretton 
a  sewer  overflow  into  private  premises.     Through  the  large  increase  ^^^    ^ 
of  premises  drained  into  the  sewer,  when  there  was  a  heavy  rainfall  v.'^Jtfa|^r,^ic. 
the  sewer  was  inadequate  to  carry  ofE  the  surface  water  in  addition  of  Derby.* 
to  the  ordinary  sewage.     The  plaintiffs'  brewery  was  built  after  the 
construction  of  the  sewer,  and  drained  into  it  by  statutory  right.     The 
plaintiffs  claimed  that  the  sewer  belonged  to  the  defendants,  who 
were  liable  for  any  nuisance  caused  by  it,  and  put  their  case  (1)  that 
apart  from  any  statutory  duty  and  treating  the  defendants  as  private 
owners  of   a  sewer,  they  were  liable  ;    or  (2)  that  they  were  liable 
under  &ec.  19  of  the  Public  Health,  1875,*  in  that  they  had  not  caused 
their  sewer  to  be  constructed  and  kept  so  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance. 
Romer,  J.,  held  ^  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  put  their  case  Analogy  of 
on  the  footing  that  the  defendants  were  to  be  treated  as  private  "?h*8o' 
owners ;    for  "  when  under  and  by  virtue  of  statutory  duties  and  owner  in- 
powers,  works  are  made  and  maintained  by  a  pubUc  body  for  the  applicable, 
benefit  of  the  pubhc,  or  of  a  section  of  the  public,  and  a  member  of 
the  public-  in  exercise  of  the  statutory  rights  given  to  him,  uses  those 
works,  and  thus  suffers  damage,  the  rights  of  that  member,  and  the 
liability  of  the  pubUc  body -in  respect  of  such  damage,  are  to  be 
ascertained,  not  by  considering  how  matters  would  stand  if  the  parties 
could  be  regarded  as  strangers,  but  by  reference  only  to  the  statutes 
under  which  the  works  are  made,  maintained  and  enjoyed.     And  to 
make  the  pubUc  body  liable  under  the  circumstances  you  must  find 
that  liability  cast  upon  the  public  body  by  the  statutes  in  question, 
either  by  express  provision  or  reasonable  intendment."     The  obligation 
under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,*  "  though  in  form  not  limited,  is  Public 
in  fact  Umited  to  cases  where  the  public  authority  has  been  guilty  of  authority's 
negligence,  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  expressed,  of  want  of  reasonable  care  m^ured  by 
and  diUgence."^    The  difference  is  great  between  the  obligation  to  negligence, 
construct  a  new  system  of  drainage  and  the  obligation  to  use  sewers 
that  are  vested  in  a  proper  manner.     In  the  latter  case  if  the  sewer 
is  left  to  itself  and  uncleansed  and  becomes  a  nuisance,  the  sanitary 
authority  is  liable  under  sec.  19  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875.*    Yet 
not  so  as  to  include  the  case  of  a  sewer  so  used  that  a  filthy  discharge 
in  excess  of  the  purifying  influences  of  the  volume  of  water  into  which 
the  sewer  flows  causes  pollution  at  a  spot  lower  down,  say,  five  miles 
or  so.' 

We  are  thus  led  to  the  consideration  of  another  principle — that  Absolute 
of  the  absolute  obligation,  or  the  discretion,  involved  in  the  perform-  obligation  or 
ance  of  statutory  works.     We  have  seen  that  it  is  not  the  law  that  a  po^e^^'^"**^^ 
local  board  is  liable  to  private  persons  for  mere  failure  to  carry  out 
powers  conferred  by  statute,  unless  there  is  an  absolute  obligation 
on  them  to  do  so. 

Now,  "  If  a  matter  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  any  individual  or 
body  of  men,  who  are  to  decide  according  to  their  own  conscience 
and  judgment,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  any  'other  tribunal 

1  (1894)  1  Ch.  431. 

2  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55. 

3  (1894)  1  Ch.  442. 

4  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  19. 

6  'Hammond  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Pancras,  L.  K  9  C.  P.  316  ;  BatAiman  v.  Poplar  District 
Board  of  Works,  37  Ch.  D.  272  ;  Brown  v.  Sargent,  1  F.  &  F.  1 12. 

0  Baron  v.  Portslade  Urban  Cmincil,  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  588. 

7  Harrington  {Earl  of)  v.  Derby  Corporation  (1905),  1  Ch.  205,  223, 
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is  to  inquire  into  the  grounds  and  reasons  on  which  they  have  decided, 
and  whether  they  have  exercised  their  discretion  properly  or  not."^ 
Or,  as  Cockburn,  C.J.,  expressed  the  principle  in  a  case  where  the 
question  was  whether  a  mandamus  should  issue  to  a  vestry  to  make 
sewers  under  the  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,  "  In  order  to 
constitute  a  sufficient  writ  there  ought  to  appear  upon  the  face  of  it 
a  present  duty  to  be  performed  and  a  non-performance  of  such  duty. 
This  writ  only  states  a  general  duty  in  the  vestry  to  make  the  works 
in  question,  and  does  not  show  that  in  the  particular  instance  it  is 
a  present  duty  to  make  them."^ 

"  Discretion,"  as  described  by  Sir  Edward  Coke,^  "  is  a  science 
or  understanding  to  discern  between  falsity  and  truth,  between  wrong 
and  right,  between  shadows  and  substance,  between  equity  and 
colourable  glosses  and  pretences,  and  not  to  do  according  to  their 
wills  and  private  afiections  ;  for  as  one  saith,  talis  discretio  discretionem 
confundit.^^  This  expression  is  modernised  by  Lord  Halsbury,  L.C., 
^'  discretion  means  when  it  is  said  that  something  is  to  be  done 
within  the  discretion  of  the  authorities  that  that  something  is  to  be 
done  according  to  the  rules  of  reason  and  justice,  not  according  to 
private  opinion,  according  to  law  and  not  humour.  It  is  to  be,  not 
arbitrary,  vague,  and  fanciful,  but  legal  and  regular  ;  and  it  must  be 
exercised  within  the  limit  to  which  an  honest  man  competent  to  the 
discharge  of  his  office  ought  to  confine  himself."* 

The  considerations  applicable  where  the  duty  is  of  a  discretionary 
nature  are  well  pointed  out  in  some  American  cases.  In  Johnston 
V.  District  of  Columbia,^  evidence  was  tendered  that  the  plan  on  which  a 
sewer  had  been  constructed  by  municipal  authorities  had  not  been 
judiciously  determined  on,  but  was  held  inadmissible  to  support  an  action 
against  the  municipality  by  the  owner  of  land  injured  by  the  overflow 

1  Rex  V.  Mayor,  <f?c.  of  London,  3  B.  &  Ad.,  per  Lord  Tenterden,  O.J.,  271.  See 
also  Rex  ▼.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  15  East  117;  Reg.  v.  VisUors  of  Middlesex 
Asylum,  2  Q.  B.  433  ;  Rex  v.  Bishop  of  Gloucester,  2  B.  &  Ad.  158  ;  Wright  v.  FawceU^ 
4  Burr.  2041. 

2  The  Queen  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Luke,  Chelsea,  1  B.  &  S.  912  ;  The  Queen  v.  Tottenham 
Local  Board,  9  Times  L.  K.  414  (C.  A.).  There  is  a  case  of  the  negation  of  judicial 
discretion  in  Carter  v.  McLaren,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  (Sc.)  120.  In  Reg.  v.  Guardians  of  Epsom 
Union,  11  W.  H.  593,  a  case  on  what  is  a  good  return  to  a  mandamus,  the  limits  of  the 
liability  of  a  local  board  are  discussed,  and  also  the  principles  by  which  the  court 
will  be  guided  in  considering  their  duties  and  liabilities.  Meader  v.  West  Cowes  Local 
5oard  (1892),  3  Ch.  18. 

3  Rooke's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  100  a.  Callis,  Reading  on  the  Statute  of  Sewers,  112-115, 
discusses  "  What  Commissioners  of  Seweis  may  do  by  discretion,"  which  he  terms 
a  "  herb  of  grace  "  and  subdivides  into  three  degrees,  discretio  generalis,  discretio  legalis, 
discretio  specialis.  "  Legalis  discretio  is  that  which  Sir  Edward  Coke  meaneth 
and  setteth  forth  in  Rooke*a  and  Keighley*s  cases,  hoc  est  scire  per  legem  quod  sit  justum  ; 
and  this  is  merely  to  administer  justice  according  to  the  prescribed  rules  of  the  law ; 
and  herein  is  this  discretion  limited,  that  it  go  not  beyond  or  besides  those  laws  which 
are  to  be  executed ;  and  this  discretion  is  to  be  governed  by  the  laws,  for  Qcero 
saith,  Sapientis  est  judicis  cogitare  tantum  sibi  esse  permissum  quantum  sit  commissum 
aul  crediium."  As  to  the  distinction  between  a  wide  and  general  discretion  and  a 
narrow  one,  see  AUcroft  v.  Bishop  of  London  (1891),  A.  C.  606,  where  Rex  v.  Mills, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  678,  is  cited.  See  the  note  on  "  discretion,"  8  How.  St.  Tr.  65.  Lord 
Mansfield  said,  in  Rex  v.  Wilkes,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1089 :  "  Discretion,  when  applied 
to  a  Court  of  Justice,  means  sound  discretion  guided  by  law.  It  must  be  governed 
by  rule,  not  by  humour  ;  it  must  not  be  arbitrary,  vague,  and  fanciful ;  but  legal  and 
regular."  Also  see  per  Willes,  J.,  Lee  v.  Bude  and  Torrington  Junction  Ry,  Co.,  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  580  ;  and  per  Jessel,  M.R.,  In  re  Taylor,  4  Ch.  D.  169. 

4  Sharp  V.  Wakefield  (1891).  A.  C.  179.  See  Reg.  v.  Boteler,  33  L.  J.  M.  C."  101, 
a  case  cit«d  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  Sharp  v.  Wakefield. 

6  118  U.  S.  (11  Davis),  per  Gray,  J,,  20.  The  leading  authorities  are  referred  to 
in  the  judgment,  Hutchins  v.  Frostburg,  68  Md.  100,  6  Ara.  St.  R.  422. 
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of  water  from  the  sewer  :  "  The  duties  of  the  municipal  authorities  Rule  of  dis- 
in  adopting  a  general  plan  of  drainage  and  determining  when  and  ^^^JP'^'^^* 
where  sewers  shall  be  built,  of  what  size  and  at  what  level,  are  of  a  authority. 
quasi  judicial  nature,  involving  the  exercise  of  deliberate  judgment 
and  large  discretion,  and  depending  upon  considerations  affecting  the 
public  health  and  general  convenience  throughout  an  extensive 
territory ;  and  the  exercise  of  such  judgment  and  discretion  in  the 
selection  and  adoption  of  the  general  plan  or  system  of  drainage  is  not 
subject  to  revision  by  a  Court  or  jury  in  a  private  action  for  not  suffi- 
ciently draining  a  particular  lot  of  land.  But  the  construction  and 
repair  of  sewers  according  to  the  general  plan  so  adopted  are  simply 
ministerial  duties  ;  and  for  any  negligence  in  so  constructing  a  sewer 
or  keeping  it  in  repair,  the  municipahty  which  has  constructed  and 
owns  the  sewer  may  be  sued  by  a  person  whose  property  is  thereby 
injured."  Again,  in  a  New  York  case^  Denio,  C.J.,  says  :  "It  is  not  Judgment  of 
the  law  that  a  mimicipal  corporation  is  responsible  in  a  private  action  P^PJ^r)^*^"' 
for  not  providing  sufficient  sewerage  for  every,  or  for  any,  part  of  the  ^uyof  ^ 
city  or  village.  The  duty  of  draining  the  streets  and  avenues  of  a  Brooklyn, 
city  or  village  is  one  requiring  the  exercise  of  deUberation,  judgment, 
and  discretion.  It  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be  so  executed  that 
in  every  single  moment  every  square  foot  of  the  surface  shall  be  per- 
fectly protected  against  the  consequence  of  water  falling  from  the 
clouds  upon  it.  This  duty  is  not,  in  a  technical  sense,  a  judicial  one, 
for  it  does  not  concern  the  administration  of  justice  between  citizens  ; 
but  it  is  of  a  judicial  nature,  for  it  requires,  as  I  have  said,  the  same 
quaUties  of  deUberation  and  judgment.  It  admits  of  a  choice  of 
means,  and  the  determination  of  the  order  of  time,  in  which  improve- 
ments shall  be  made.  It  involves,  also,  a  variety  of  prudential  con- 
siderations relating  to  the  burdens,  which  may  be  discreetly  imposed 
at  a  given  time,  and  the  preference  which  one  locality  may  claim  over 
another.  If  the  owner  of  property  may  prosecute  the  corporation  on 
the  ground  that  sufficient  sewerage  has  not  been  provided  for  his 
premises,  all  these  questions  must  be  determined  by  a  jury,  and  thus 
the  judgment,  which  the  law  has  committed  to  the  city  council  or  to  an 
administrative  board,  will  have  to  be  exercised  by  the  judicial  tribunals. 
The  Court  and  jury  would  have  to  act  upon  a  partial  view  of  the 
question,  for  it  would  be  impossible  that  aU  the  varied  considerations 
which  might  bear  upon  it  could  be  brought  to  their  attention  in  the 
course  of  a  single  trial.  Such  a  system  of  law  would  be  as  vexatious  in 
practice  as  it  is  imwarranted  in  law."^ 

1  Mills  V.  CUy  of  Brooklyn,  32  N.  Y.  495. 

2  Cp.  Forbes  v.  Lee  Conservancy  Board,  4  Ex.  D.  116 — a  judgment  of  Pollock,  B., 
considering  the  law  as  to  discretionary  powers  of  commissioners.  In  York  and  North 
Midland  By.  Co.  v.  The  Queen,  1  E.  &  B.  858,  it  was  unanimously  decided  in  the 
Exchequer  Chambei,  before  Jervis,  C.J.,  Pollock,  C.B.,  Cresswell,  Williams,  and 
Talfourd,  JJ.,  and  Parke,  Alderson,  Piatt,  and  Martin,  BB.,  overruling  the  Queen's 
Bench  (Lord  Campbell,  O.J.,  and  Crompton,  J.,  Erie,  J.,  dissenting),  and  also  the 
Queen's  Bench  cases,  The  Queen  v.  Lanes,  ds  Y.  By.  Co.,  1  E.  &  B.  228,  The  Queen  v. 
0.  W.  By.  Co.,  1  E.  &  B.  253 ;  at  864 :  that  "  to  say  that  there  is  no  difference  between 
words  of  requirement  andiwords  of  authority,  when  found  in  such  'railway]  Acts  is  simply 
to  affirm  that  the  Legislature  does  not  know  the  meaning  of  the  commonest  expres- 
sions " ;  at  866 :  **  It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  these  statutes  [i.e.,  the  special  Acts 
of  the  company]  do  not  cast  upon  the  plaintiffs  in  error  this  duty,  either  by  express 
words  or  by  implication ;  that  we  ought  to  adhere  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  words 
used  by  the  Legislature,  which  are  permissive  only ;  and  that  there  is  no  reason  in 
policy  or  otherwise,  why  we  should  endeavour  to  pervert  them  from  their  natural 
meaning";  at  870:  "We  are  of  opinion  that  the  mandamus  cannot  be  supported, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  railway  company,  having  exercised  some  of  their  powers 
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Yet  if  works,  to  undertake  or  to  leave  in  the  discretion  of  the 
corporation,  are  undertaken,  and  negligence  is  shown  in  the  construction, 
the  corporation  is  liable.^  Thus  in  Child  v.  City  of  BostoUy^  damages, 
occasioned  by  reason  of  the  flooding  of  the  basement  of  the  plaintiff's 
house  with  drain  water,  caused  through  permitting  a  waste  weir  to  be 
closed,  were  held  recoverable ;  because  the  damage  arose  from  a 
failure  properly  to  work  the  sewer  appUances  and  to  keep  them  free  from 
obstruction  ;  and  this  was  purely  a  ministerial  duty,  "  and  the  defen- 
dants were  liable  for  negligence  in  its  exercise  to  any  person  to  whom 
their  negligence  occasioned  an  injury."^  On  the  other  hand,  in  HiU  v. 
City  of  Boston,^  the  case  of  a  child  injured  through  faUing  over 
a  staircase,  dangerous  through  original  (xmstruction  ^  in  a  schoolhouse 
provided  by  the  city  under  a  statutory  obUgation,  an  action  was  held 
not  maintainable  against  the  city  for  the  injury,  as  it  is  "  well  settled 
in  this  Commonwealth  that  no  private  action,  unless  authorised  by 
express  statute,  can  be  maintained  against  a  city  for  the  neglect  of  a 
public  duty  imposed  upon  it  by  law  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and 
from  the  performance  of  which  the  corporation  receives  no  profit  or 
advantage."®  With  these  cases  may  be  compared  the  Scotch  case  of 
Wisely  v.  Aberdeen  Harbour  Commissioners,''  where  the  substitution 
of  a  new  and  safer  method  of  laying  rails  for  an  existing  method 
involving  more  risk,  was. held  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the 
defendants  with  which  the  Court  would  not  interfere. 

These  decisions  point  to  twofold  functions  on  the  part  of  public 
bodies.  They  have,  first,  to  exercise  their  discretionary  administrative 
'  powers  as  to  the  advisabiUty  of  undertaking  proposed  works,  and  as 
to  the  general  manner  in  which  the  work  they  determine  to  undertake 
is  to  be  performed.  Thus  a  corporation  are  unfettered  by  legal  con- 
straint, so  far  as  a  private  action  against  them  is  concerned,  in  deciding 
whether  they  will  have  a  system  of  drainage  and  sewerage,  and  as  to 
the  proportions  of  the  system  and  the  sum  to  be  appropriated  to  its 
cost.  Having  decided  this  a  new  Uability  arises.  If  injurious  con- 
sequences to  an  individual  flow  from  the  carrying  out  of  the  plan 
actually  determined  on,  an  action  is  maintainable  for  the  loss  caused ; 

and  made  part  of  their  line,  are  bound  to  make  the  whole  railway  authorised  by  their 
statute.  It  Ib  imnecessary,  here  to  determine  the  abstract  proposition  that  a  work 
which  before  it  is  begun  is  permissive,  is,  after  it  is  begim,  obligatory.  We  desire  to 
be  understood  as  assenting  to  the  proposition  of  my  brother  Erie  (1  E.  &  B.  206) 
*  that  many  cabes  may  occur  where  the  exercise  of  some  of  the  compulsory  powers 
may  create  a  duty  to  be  enforced  by  mandamus.'  "  "  The  right  of  mandamus 
lies  "  "  where  an  inferior  court  refuses  to  take  jurisdiction  when  by  law  it  ought  to  do 
so,  or  where,  having  obtained  jurisdiction,  it  refuses  to  proceed  to  its  exercise.  It 
does  not  lie  to  correct  alleged  errors  in  the  exercise  of  its  judicial  discretion":  In  re 
UoUon  Parker,  131  U.  S.  (24  Davis),  per  Field,  J.,  226.  The  Queen  v.  Adamson,  1 Q.  B.  D., 
per  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  205  ;  with  the  comment  in  Ex  parte  Lewis,  21  Q.  B.  D.  195. 

1  See  Ashley  v.  City  of  Port  Huron,  24  Am.  R.  552,  and  note  556 ;  Leader  v.  Mozon, 
2  Wm.  Bl.  924 ;  Jones  v.  Bird,  5  B.  &  Aid.  837.  In  Brine  v.  O.  W.  By.  Co.,  2  B.  &  S. 
Crompton,  J.,  411,  says:  "The  distinction  is  clearly  established  between  damage 
from  works  authorised  by  statutes,  where  the  party  generally  is  to  have,  compensation, 
and  the  authority  is  a  bar  to  an  action,  and  damage  by  reason  of  the  work  being 
negligently  done,  as  to  which  the  owner's  remedy  by  action  remains  " ;  and  this 
statement  is  adopted  by  the  judges  in  The  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  v.  GMs, 
L.  R.  I  H.  L.  93,  1 12.  Clothier  v.  Webster,  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  790,  was  an  action  for  negligent 
laying  of  a  sewer,  and  was  held  maintainable.  See  Cox  v.  Paddingion  Vestry,  54 
L.  T.  566.  2  86  Mass.  41. 

3  86  Mass.  53.  4  122  Mass.  344,  23  Am.  R.  332. 

5  Cormack  v.  Rchool  Board  of  Wick,  16  Ret  tie  812,  is  a  case  of  deteriorated  con- 
dition, not  of  originally  unsafe  construction. 

6  122  Mass.  345. 

7  (1887)  14Rcttie445. 
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for  instance,  if  the  effect  of  the  plan  of  drainage  is  to  collect  water  and 
to  cast  it  on  the  land  of  any  one,  where  of  its  own  accord  it  would 
not  have  flowed,  the  corporation  so  acting  are  liable  ;  because  they 
have  no  more  right  to  deprive  a  private  citizen  of  the  enjoyment  of  his 
property  than  any  other  private  citizen  has. 

If  it  is  sought  to  escape  responsibility  by  showing  that  the  work  Work  in- 
is  efficiently  done  in  accordance  with  a  predetermined  plan,^  and  that  yo'^^pg  *^ 
the  injury  is  caused  by  the  defect  of  the  plan  itself,  and  it  is  contended  property 
that  for  mere  defect  of  plan  there  is  no  liability  on  the  corporation,  actionable, 
since  the  determination  in  regard  to  that  is  discretionary  or  judicial, 
the  answer  is  that  so  long  as  the  plan  is  merely  passively  ineffectual, 
so  long  as  it  does  not  afford  to  all  the  whole  benefit  they  may  have 
reasonably  looked  to  derive  from  an  efficient  plan,  the  contention 
that  no  action  Ues  in  respect  of  the  defect  is  a  sound  one  ;^  but  where 
the  plan  in  its  execution  involves  an  actual  invasion  of    another's 
property,  there  is  no  protection ;   or,  to  state  the  matter  somewhat 
differently,  against  the  mere   incompleteness  or  inadequacy  of  the 
plan  as  a  solution  of  a  given  problem,  there  is  no  redress  ;   but  such 
incompleteness  or  inadequacy  is  of  no  avail  as  a  defence  to  an  action 
for  trespass  or  interference  with  the  property  or  rights  of   others.* 
The  principle  is  neatly  stated  by  Lush,  J.,  in  Hall  v.  The  Mayor,  dc.  of  Principle 
Batley  .**  "  If  damage  ensues  as  the  consequence  of  work  properly  done,  stated  by 
it  must  be  sought  for  by  a  claim  for  compensation  ;   but  if,  as  the  H^y^M^or, 
result  of  negligence  in  the  doing  of  it,  it  is  properly  the  subject  of  an  dke.  of  BaOey. ' 
action." 

The  subject  has  been  discussed  twice  in  the  Privy  Council — in 
President,  dtc.  and  Ratepayers  of  Colac  v.  SummerfieldJ^  and  in  Cor-  Cdac  v.  Bum- 
poration  of  Raleigh  v.  Williams,^  In  the  latter  case  it  was  argued,  on  ^f^jfy"^ 
the  one  hand,  that  if  work  constructed  under  a  by-law  duly  passed  wiUiams. 
turns  out  in  the  result  not  to  answer  its  purpose  by  reason  of  some  in- 
efficiency or  some  defect  which  a  competent  engineer  ought  to  have 
foreseen  and  guarded  against,  or  if  the  result  of  a  drainage  work,  for 
example,  is  to  damage  a  person's  land  by  throwing  water  on  it,  there  is 
actionable  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  mimicipality.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  contention  was  that  when  an  engineer  is  employed  by  a 
municipahty  to  do  work,  the  municipality  thereupon  becomes  a 
helpless  instrument  in  the  hands  of  the  engineer  they  employ.  The 
Privy  Council  negatived  both  these  contentions,  but  without  formulating 
any  definite  principle  in  substitution.  The  limits  of  UabiUty  they 
marked  out  seem,  however,  to  accord  with  the  cases  we  have  been 
considering.  The  municipality,  says  Lord  Macnaghten,  "cannot 
indeed  modify  the  engineer's  plan  themselves.  That  is  no  part  of 
their  business.  But  they  may  return  the  plan  for  amendment  if 
they  think  that  it  is  not  desirable  in  the  shape  submitted  to  them.  If, 
however,  acting  in  good  faith,  they  accept  the  engineer's  plan  and 
carry  it  out,  persons  whose  property  may  be  injuriously  affected  by 
the  construction  of  the  drainage  work  must  seek  their  remedy  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  statute." 

Yet  where  the  work  done  has  become  insufficient  and  cannot  be 

1  Ashley  v.  Port  Huron,  24  Am.  R.  552,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

2  Cp.  Strelton's  Derby  Brevoery  Co,  v.  Mayor,  dhe.  of  Derby  (1894),  1  Ch.  431. 
s  Btxk  y.  WiUtama,  3  H.  &  N.  308. 

4  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  148,  151.  b  (1893)  A.  C.  187. 

•  (1893)  A.  C.  640,  550 


318 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  n. 


Hawthorn 
Corporation 
V.  Kannvluik. 


Distin- 
guished from 
the  Raleigh 
Gorporation 


Condition 
precedent  to 
the  exercise 
of  statutory 
powers  that 
the  com- 
pensation 
should  be 
provided  for. 

American 
rule  as  to 
negUgent 
exercise  of 
powers. 


Glasses  of 
negligence  in 
the  manage- 
ment of 
sewers  for 
which  cor- 
porations are 
liable. 


iised  without  infringing  rights  of  property,  the  continuation  of  its 
user  was  held  neghgent  in  Hawthorn  CarparcUion  v.  Kanntduik,  ^  A 
watercourse  was  taken  over  by  a  local  authority  and  made  into  a 
pubUc  drain  which  becanie  insufficient  and  in  time  flooded  the  lands 
of  an  adjoining  proprietor.  The  Privy  Council  found  it  "  difficult  to 
imagine  a  more  conspicuous  example  of  negUgence  than  is  shown  by 
repeatedly  pouring  offensive  stuff  into  a  receptacle  or  channel  proved 
over  and  over  again  to  be  insufficient  to  hold  it  and  pass  it  on.  The 
municipal  authorities  might  just  as  well  pour  this  stuff  directly  on  the 
plaintiff's  land."  The  case  of  Stretton's  Derby  Brewery  Co,  v.  Mayor 
of  Derhy^  at  once  occurs  as  presenting  similar  facts  having  a  dissimilar 
conclusion.  The  distinction  is  manifest.  There  the  plaintiffc,  by 
connecting  with  the  insufficient  sewer,  brought  the  overflow  on  their 
premises. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  reconcile  Lord  Macnaghten  with  himself 
in  the  Raleigh  Corporatioth case  .-^  "It  was  arguSd  ,  .  .  that  if  the 
result  of  a  drainage  work  is  to  damage  a  person's  land  by  throwii^ 
water  upon  it  which  would  not  otherwise  have  come  there — ^that  is 
actionable  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  municipahty.  This  argument 
in  their  Lordship's  opinion  is  wholly  untenable."  The  distinction 
probably  hes  in  the  finding  in  the  Hawthorn  Corporation  case  that 
"  a  number  of  subsidiary  channels  have  since  been  made  by  the 
municipal  authorities  of  Hawthorn,  or  with  their  permission  for  the 
purpose  of  running  off  the  storm  water  and  sewage  into  the  main 
drain ;  "  and  that  "  several  ineffectual  complaints  "  were  made  of 
their  doing  so.  If  the  damage  were  only  the  result  of  the  ineffective 
but  not  negligent  exercise  of  statutory  powers  we  have  seen*  that  no 
action  would  he.  The  case  does  not  seem  within  the  principle  of 
Corporation  of  Pa/rkdale  v.  West,^  followed  in  North  Shore  Ry,  Co,  v. 
Pion,^  that  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  exercising  statutory  powers 
affecting  other  interests  than  those  of  the  body  exercising  them  that 
the  prescribed  means  of  ascertaining  the  compensation  due  should  be 
taken  and  the  amount  of  compensation  be  paid,  tendered,  or  deposited. 
If  this  is  not  done  the  execution  of  the  work  is  illegal,  and  an  action 
by  the  party  aggrieved  is  the  proper  means  to  seek  redress. 

The  American  rule,  which  is  identical  with  the  Enghsh,  has  been 
well  stated ;  where  a  municipal  corporation  in  making  a  pubhc  im- 
provement, diverts  the  flow  of  surface-water  so  as  to  cast  it  upon  the 
land  of  a  private  owner,  and  such  result  is  the  direct  and  necessary 
consequence  of  the  improvement  when  the  work  is  performed  carefully 
and  skilfully,  there  can  be  no  recovery,  the  damage  being  considered 
consequential.  But  where  such  diversion  of  the  water  is  unnecessary y 
and  results  from  negligence  in  the  execution  of  the  improvement, 
then  the  rule  is  different,  and  a  landowner  whose  land  is  injured 
thereby  may  recover  damages  from  the  municipahty.' 

In  a  Canadian  case,®  where  an  owner  had  without  the  authority  of 

the  corporation  connected  his  drain  with  a  sewer  belonging  to  the 

defendant  corporation,  which,  becoming  choked,  caused  an  overflow 

of  the  drain,  for  which  the  owner  brought  an  action  against  the  cor- 

1  (1906)  A.  C.  105.  2  (1894)  1  Ch.  431. 

8  (1893)  A.  C.  650.  *  ArUc,  317. 

1 6  12  App.  Cas.  602.     Saunby  v.  Water  Gommisahnera  of  London  {OnUiiio)^  (1906), 
A.  C.  100. 

6  14  App.  Cas.  612.  7  Thompson,  Negligence,  {  6906. 

8  Welsh  y.  Corporation  of  8t,  Catherines,  13  Ont.  B.  369. 
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poration,  some  valuable  remarks  were  made  by  Cameron,  C.J./  on  the  Liability  of  J 
liability  of  a  corporation  for  damage  caused  by  the  overflow  of  drains,  corporation 
First,  "  it  must  be  shown  afl&rmatively  that  the  corporation  required  the  causedlw^ 
property  owners  to  use  the  pubhc  drain  by  connecting  the  private  overflow  of 
drains  therewith.     Secondly,  that  the  drain  or  sewer  has  been  im-  drains, 
properly  and  neghgently  constructed,  and  injury  results  in  consequence 
of  such  negUgent  and  improper  construction,  or  that  the  same  has 
become  obstructed  and  the  corporation  has  neghgently  omitted  to 
remove  the  obstruction  within  a  reasonable  time  after  knowledge  or 
notice  of  the  obstruction,  and  injury  results  to  the  plaintiff  after  such 
reasonable  time  for  removal  after  such  knowledge  or  notice  has  been  had 
by  the  corporation ;   or  third,  the  corporation  brings  to  the  plaintiff's 
land,  by  means  of  the  drain  or  sewer,  more  water  iJian  would  otherwise 
come  to  the  same,  and  pours  it  wilfully  upon  the  said  land,  or  after 
bringing  the  water  to  the  land  neghgently  allows  it  to  escape  and  flow 
over  the  land."     In  the  case  before  the  Court  no  action  lay,  for  the 
connecting  with  the  corporation  drain  was  the  plaintiff's  own  and  un- 
invited act ;  but,  disregarding  this  consideration,  there  must  be  some 
positive  act  of  neghgence  to  import  chargeabihty.^ 

Vis  major  is  a  valid  excuse  for  the  non-performance  of  a  statutory  Via  major 
duty.^  excuses. 

In  the  case  of  powers  frimd  fade  discretionary,  a  further  distinction  Distinction 
must  be  drawn  between,  first,  those  where  the  object,  for  which  the  between 
power  is  conferred,  is  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  right ;  in  which  case  f^°^^^^h  ^ 
there  may  be  a  duty  cast  on  the  donee  of  the  power  to  exercise  it  for  the  duty  to  exer- 
benefit  of  those  who  have  that  right  when  required  on  their  behalf,  cise^them, 
When  there  is  such  a  duty  it  is  not  inaccurate  to  say  that  the  words  ^o^j^^" 
conferring  the  power  are  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  donee  must  with  an 
exercise  it.     Secondly,  those  where  the  discretion  is  absolute.  absolute 

The  rule  for  the  distinction  of  these  two  classes  of  cases— those  discretion, 
where  there  are  discretionary  words  coupled  with  a  duty  and  those  JcJ^  by  Lord 
where  the  discretion  is  unfettered  by  a  duty — ^is  expressed  by  Lord  Cairns,  a,  in 
Cairns,  C,  in  Jylius  v.  Bishop  of  Oxford  f"  discussing  the  effect  of  the  Julius  v. 
words  "it  shall  be  lawful,"  he  thus  discriminates:    "The  words  'it^^.^/^ 
shall  be  lawful '  are  not  equivocal.     They  are  plain  and  unambiguous. 
They  are  words  merely  making  that  legal  and  possible  which  there 
would  otherwise  be  no  right  and  authority  to  do.     They  confer  a 
faculty  or  power,  and  they  do  not  of  themselves  do  more  than  confer 
a  facidty  or  power.     But  there  may  be  something  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing  empowered  to  be  done,  something  in  the  object  for  which  it  is 
to  be  done,  something  in  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  to  be  done, 
something  in  the  title  of  the  person  or  persons  for  whose  benefit  the 
power  is  to  be  exercised,  which  may  couple  the  power  with  a  duty, 
and  make  it  the  duty  of  the  person  in  whom  the  power  is  reposed  to 
exercise  that  power  when  called  upon  to  do  so.     Whether  the  power  is 
one  coupled  with  a  duty  such  as  I  have  described  is  a  question  which,  * 
according  to  our  system  of  law,  speaking  generally,  it  falls  to  the 

1  13'Ont.  R.  379. 

2  In  Stainton  v.  Woolrych,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  300,  the  execution  of  drainage  works 
incidentally  interfered  with  the  flow  of  water  from  a  spring,  but  the  Court  refused 
an  injunction  because  the  works  were  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament,  but  if  the 
injury  had  been  caused  by  the  improper  or  unskilful  execution  of  them,  then  the 
Court,  would  have  granted  relief. 

3  Biver  Wear  Commissioners  v.  Adamson,  2  App.  Cas.  743 ;'  In  re  Richmond  Oaa 
Co.  y.  Mayor,  dhe,  of  Richmond  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  66.  j 

4  6App.Cas.222. 
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Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  decide  on  an  application  for  a  mandamus. 

And  the  words  '  it  shall  be  lawful '  being,  according  to  their  natural 

meaning,  permissive  or  enabUng  words  only,  it  lies  upon  those,  as  it 

seems  to  me,  who  contend  that  an  obUgation  exists  to  exercise  this 

power  to  show,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  something  which, 

according  to  the  principle  I  have  mentioned,  creates  this  obhgation.*'^ 

Unreasonable        That  a  local  body  has  discretionary  power  does  not  avail  to  protect 

exercise  of  a    them  in  an  unreasonable  exercise  of  the  power  or  in  its  exercise  for  an 

lavrf^l.^^^^^  obhque  motive.    An  authority  conferred  for  some  definite  purpose 

must  not  be  abused  to  secure  some  other  end.     If  this  is  shown  to  be 

attempted,  the  Courts  will  enjoin  the  local  body.    The  discretion  must 

be  used  in  good  faith  and  reasonably,  though — ^to  use  a  familiar  phrase 

— "  the  Courts  will  not  be  astute  "  to  fix  an  unfavourable  sense  on 

ambiguous  acts.     The  discretion  allowed  is  a  real  discretion,  not  one  so 

illusory  that  the  Courts  will  strive  either  to  direct  or  to  supervise. 

Distinction  A  distinction  of  some  importance  still  remains  to  be  treated — 

between  a       ^hat  between  a  corporation  and  a  natural  person  with  reference  to  the 

anTa'natoal  power  of  incurring  liabiUties.     A  natural  person  is  presumed  capable 

person  with     of  acquiring  all  classes  of  rights  and  becoming  subject  to  all  classes  of 

reference  to     Habihties  within  the  range  marked  out  by  the  legal  system  of  the  State 

incurring^  °     of  which  he  is  a  member.     But  a  corporation  has  a  definite  scope  and 

liabilities.        limit,  outside  which  it  may  not  presume  to  act  without  risking  its 

very  existence.     If,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  instrument  creating 

a  corporation,  it  appears — whether  expressly  or  by  implication  is  of  no 

moment^ — ^that  the  corporation  is  precluded  from  acting  in  any 

particular  way,  a  contract  to  act  in  that  particular  way  entered  into 

on  behalf  of  the  corporation  is  wholly  void,  and  cannot  be  ratified.* 

A  more  difficult  question  is  whether  a  corporation  is  liable  for  a  tort 

distinctly  authorised  by  it,  yet  outside  the  Umits  of  the  corporate 

powers. 

Acts  of  agent         There  are  a  large  number  of  railway  cases  where  the  point  is  whether 

how  far  bind-  acts  admittedly  wrongful,  done  by  the  officers  of  companies  in  assumed 

w^ations        advancement  of  the  companies'  interests,  are  within  the  scope  of  the 

I.  When  duty  of  those  officers  sufficiently  to  render  the  companies  Uable  for 
authority  to  their  misfeasance  ;  or  whether,  in  any  way,  an  implied  authority  to  do 
act  implied,     ^hem  could  be  inferred  so  as  to  charge  the  companies  for  the  fault  of 

their  officers.  The  conclusion  from  them  is  that  an  agent  has  no 
impUed  authority  to  commit  a  tort  ultra  vires,  and  cannot  on  that 
ground  merely  bind  his  corporation.* 

II.  When  ex-  The  question  now  to  be  considered  di£Eers  from  these  in  that  an 
pressly^ven  express  and  definite  instruction  exists  to  do  an  act  which  when  done 
S^fttWreT^     is  wrongful  and  outside  the  objects  of  the  company's  constitution. 

To  what  extent,  then,  is  the  corporate  property  bound  to  compensate 
the  wrong  done  by  the  direction  of  the  corporation  while  professing 
.to  act,  and  beUeving  themselves  to  act,  as  a  corporation,  though  in  a 
manner  not  authorised  by  their  powers  ? 

1  See  DormorU  v.  Fumess  By.  Co.,  1 1  Q.  B.  D.  502. 

2  The  Mayor,  Ac.  of  Wesimtnsier  v.  L.  A  N.  W.  By.  (Id05)  A.  C  426. 

8  Bex  V.  Mayor,  dsc  of  London,  1  Show.  (K.  B.)  280  ;  8  How.  St.  Tr.  1039. 

4  Ashbury,  ofec.  Co.  v.  Biche,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  673.  Baroness  Wetdock  v.  Biver  Dee 
Co,,  10  App.  Gas.  364.  Whenever  a  duty  is  imposed  on  a  publio  body,  costs  in- 
cidentally and  necessarily  incurred  in  protecting  the  interests  and  duties  of  such  body 
may  be  paid  by  means  of  any  rate  the  body  has  power  to  make  :  The  Queen  v.  WhiU, 
14  Q.  B.  D  368;  A.  O.  v.  Vestry  of  Lambeth,  4  Times  L.  R.  267;  A.  0.  v.  Mayor  of 
Bream,  10  Ch.  D.  204;  Leith  Council  v.  Leiih  Harbour  <k  Docks  Commissioners  (1899), 
A.  C.  508.  6  Pouhon  y.  L.  A  8.  W.  By.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  634. 
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The  point  is  glanced  at  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  PouUon  v.  L,  &  S.  W,  Blackbum, 
Ry.  Co,,^  where  he  says  :    "  In  the  present  case  an  act  was  done  by  ^'*^^^^ 
the  station-master  completely  out  of  the  scope  of  his  authority,  which  ^y.  q^^  '     ' 
there  can  be  no  possible  ground  for  supposing  the  railway  company 
authorised  him  to  do,  and  a  thing  which  could  never  be  right  on  the 
part  of  the  company  to  do.     Having  no  jxywer  themselves  they  cannot  give 
the  station-master  any  power  to  do  the  act.    Therefore  the  wrongful 
imprisonment  is  an  act  for  which  the  plaintifE,  if  he  has  a  remedy  at  all, 
has  it  against  the  station-master  personally,  but  not  against  the  railway 
company."^    This  was  in  accordance  with  the  view  that  had  long  been 
accepted. 

In  Harman  v.  Tappenden^  an  action  was  brought  against  members  of  Harman  v. 
a  corporation  in  their  private  characters  for  acts  done  in  their  corporate  Tappenden, 
capacity.  It  was  questioned  by  Lord  Kenyon,  notwithstanding  two 
early  cases,*  whether  the  defendants  were  liable.  He  referred  to  a 
case  he  had  argued  before  Lord  Malbfield  against  Wadham  College, 
where  "  the  Master  had  great  objection  with  respect  to  the  facts 
agreed  upon  by  a  majority  to  be  returned;  conceiving  that  he  would 
thereby  make  himself  individually  Uable  to  the  consequence  ;  but 
Lord  Mansfield  overcame  his  difiiculty  by  an  expUcit  declaration  that 
what  he  thus  did  in  his  corporate  capacity  could  not  hurt  him  in  his 
individual  character."  The  case  itself  does  not  seem  to  throw  any  light 
on  the  point  now  being  considered,  as  the  act  for  which  the  defendants 
were  sued  was  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  the  defendants  acted  to  the 
best  of  their  judgment. 

In  Maund  v.  Monmouthshire  Canal  Co?  the  question  was  whether  Maund  v. 
trespass  would  he  against  a  corporation  for  the  acts  of  its  oflEicers  done  J^onmouth- 
within  its  authority ;    Yarborough  v.  Bank  of  England,^  was  held  to  ^^J^*^  ^""^ 
conclude  the  matter  in  the  afldrmative.     The  case  was  argued  on 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  a  vahd  mandate  from  the  Bank  to  do 
the  wrongful  act  was  presumed. 

As  against  the  appfication  of  these  decisions  to  the  present  question, 
it  may  be  contended  that  the  acts  done  were  committed  about  a 
matter  necessarily  incident  to  the  corporation  business,  and  that 
had  the  corporation  not  been  held  Uable,  an  immunity  from  UabiUty 
for  torts  would  have  been  the  necessary  result. 

In  Ferguson  v.  Kinnoull,"^  Lord  Brougham,  commenting  on  Harman  Lord 
V.  Tappenden,  notes  that  though  Lord  Kenyon  and  Lawrence,  J.,  Brougham's 
express  doubts  how  far  individual  corporators  can  be  sued,  yet  not-  ^^  "^ 
withstanding  this,  Lawrence,  J.,  appeared  to  hold  "  that  the  action  K7nnovu7 
lay,  if  the  defendants  had  in  their  corporate  capacity  tortuously 

1  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  640. 

2  See  note  to  Maund  v.  MonmotUhahire  Canal  Co..,  ^TA.  &  G.  452,  citing,  at  453 
note  (c),  inter  alia,  Bro.  Abr.  Corporation,  43,  where  Lib.  Assis.  22  Edw.  III.  100,  pi.  67, 
is  referred  to,  for  the  statement  that  a  corporation  cannot  be  sued  in  tres['ass. 

3  ( 1801 )  1  East  665,  660.     Cp.  the  same  judge,  The  King  v.  HoUond,  6  T.  R.  607, 623. 

4  Bich  V.  Pilkington  (1690),  Carthew  171,  an  action  against  the  Lord  Mayor  of 
London  in  his  private  capacity  for  an  act  done  with  others  in  his  public  chaiacter, 
to  which  there  was  a  plea  in  abatement ;  but  see  per  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Fergtison  v. 
KinnouU,  9  CI.  &  F.  251,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  785 ;  and  Bex  v.  Bippon,  1  Ixi.  Raym  564. 
a  case  of  mandamus  to  the  Corporation  of  Ripon,  citing  Enfield  v.  Hills  (1679),  Sir 
T.  Jones  116.  The  report  concludes  thus:  *'  The  Court  perceiving  that  the  cause 
raised  great  heats  between  the  parties,  and  faction  in  the  City  (of  Canterbury),  they 
were  exhorted  to  peace  and  amity.  Whereupon  the  parties  agreed  amongst  them- 
selves (as  I  think),  for  no  judgment  was  given. 

6  (1842)4B1&G.452. 

«  (1812)  16  East  6,  where  the  learning  on  the  cases  is  collected  in  the  judgment 
Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.  ^     7  9  OL  &  F.  303,  4  St  Tr.  N.  S.  822. 
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procured  the  acts  complained  of  to  be  done  by  the  corporate  body  ;  and 
both  he  and  Lord  Kenyon  agree  that,  for  injurious  acts  wilfully  and 
maliciously  done,  the  corporators  were  liable  in  their  individual 
Comment.  character,  though  not  for  mere  error  of  judgment."  But  the  case  in 
which  this  remark  occurs  is  a  Scotch  case,  in  which  the  same  learned 
lord  had  previously  remarked  :  *'  There  is  a  great  laxity  in  the  Scotch 
law  as  regard?  corporations.  Almost  any  set  of  persons  authorised 
in  any  way  to  act  together,  or  continuing  to  act  together  for  a  length  of 
time,  seems  to  be  regarded  as  a  corporation."^  Lord  Brougham's 
opinion  seems  moulded  with  strict  reference  to  the  local  facts  before  the 
House  ;  for  he  avoids  enunciating  any  definite  proposition  on  English 
law,  and  distinguishes  a  Scotch  corporation  from  an  English  one  on  the 
ground  that  "  new  corporations  with  us  " — i.e.,  in  England — "  c^ui 
only  be  created  by  statute  or  by  grant  from  the  Crown ; "  while  in 
Scotland  "  many  private  persons  have  the  power  of  granting  what  is 
termed  '  Seal  of  Cause,'  which  creates  a  corporation."^  Notwith- 
standing that  the  head  note  to  this  case,  as  reported  in  the  State  trials,* 
states  the  proposition  without  limitation  :  "  Where  the  refusal  " — 
to  perform  a  pubHc  duty — *'  is  the  act  of  the  majority  of  a  corporation 
or  other  body,  the  members  of  the  majority  are  individually  liable,"  a 
proposition  so  broad  as  this  does  not  appear  anywhere  in  the  speeches 
of  the  learned  law  lords.  The  nearest  approach  to  it  is  in  the 
speech  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,*  where  the  ground  taken  is  the  same 
as  that  taken  in  Rich  v.  Pilkington.^  The  wrongful  act  was  not  a 
corporate  act,  but  the  act  of  a  collection  of  individuals.  Where  this 
is  so,  individual  liability  follows  ;  and  the  test  of  whether  any  act, 
though  wrongful,  is  a  corporate  act,  or  the  act  of  a  collection  of  in- 
dividuals, is  indicated  in  the  argument  of  the  SoUcitor-General  *  to  be 
whether  in  doing  a  thing  they  have  a  right  to  do  as  a  corporation,  they 
are  guilty  of  a  mere  error  of  judgment,  or  whether  in  doing  a  thing  they 
have  no  right  to  do  as  a  corporation  they  act  perversely. 

The  question  of  the  individual  Uability  of  a  member  of  a  corporation 
MiU  V.  did  arise  in  Mill  v.  Hawker i^  where  an  action  was  brought  against  the 

Hawker.  surveyor  and  members  of  a  highway  board  in  their  private  character 

for  acts  committed  by  the  surveyor  under  the  order  of  the  Board. 
From  the  course  taken  at  the  trial,  the  fact  that  the  act  done  was 
wholly  outside  the  powers  of  the  Board  was  taken  for  granted.  The 
element  of  perversity  was,  however,  absent.  The  majority  of  the  Court 
held  that  in  respect  of  corporate  acts  the  individual  members  of  the 
corporation  could  not  be  sued.  "  It  is  clear  that  this  is  so  when  the 
corporate  acts  are  such  as  the  corporate  body  is  qualified  to  perform, 
and  the  resolutions  and  acts  of  the  members  are  only  introductory  to  the 
corporate  body  acting  in  the  matter.  But  it  is  equally  clear  that  when 
the  acts  are  such  as  the  corporate  body  is  not  by  law  quahfied  to  do, 
and  the  corporate  body,  if  they  pretend  to  do  them,  are  acting  uUra 
vires,  then  the  mere  fact  of  giving  a  corporate  form  to  the  act  does  not 

1  9  a.  &  F.  301. 

2  The  Scotch  law  is  considered  in  Oray  v.  Forbes,  5  CI.  &  F.  366. 

3  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  785.  In  9  01.  &  F.  251,  the  head  note  on  this  point  is  :  "If  the 
law  casts  any  duty  upon  a  person  which  he  refuses  or  fails  to  perform,  he  is  answerable 
in  damages  to  those  whom  his  refusal  or  failure  injures.  If  several  are  jointly  bound 
to  perform  the  duty,  they  are  liable,  jointly  and  severally,  for  the  failure  and  refusal." 

4  L.c.  808. 

6  Carthew  171. 

e  Sir  W.  Follett,  arguendo,  4  S.  Tr.  N.  S.  801. 

7  L.  R.  9  Ex.  309,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  92. 
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Erevent  it  from  being  the  act  of  those  who  caase  it  to  be  done."^    The 
lOrd  Chief  Baron  (Kelly)  dissented.     In  a  judgment  in  which  all  the  Kelly,  C.B., 
authorities  are  collected  and  considered,  he  thought  it  "  settled  law  dissents, 
that  no  action  lies  against  the  individual  members  of  a  corporation 
for  a  corporate  act  done  by  the  corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity, 
unless  the  act  be  maliciously  done  by  the  individuals  charged,  and  the 
corporate  name  be  used  as  a  mere  colour  for  the  malicious  act,  or 
unless  the  act  is  uUra  vires,  and  is  not,  and  cannot  be,  in  contemplation 
of  law  a  corporate  act  at  all."^     "  An  individual  corporator  is  no  more 
liable  for  a  tort  committed  in  his  corporate  capacity  than  for  a  debt  due 
by  the  corporation.     In  either  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action 
must  be  brought  against  the  corporation  in  its  corporate  character  and 
not   against   an    individual    member."^    The    Exchequer    Chamber  On  appeal  to 
decUned  to  decide  the  point,  Blackburn,  J.,  saying  :*    "  It  is  one  of  S^^^®^"®"" 
considerable  importance  and  great  difficulty.     If  it  were  necessary  to  point  not 
decide  that  question,  we  should  require  time  for  consideration,  and  decided, 
possibly  when  we  had  considered  it  our  decision  would  not  be  unanimous. 
.  .  .  We  think  it  better,  therefore,  to  leave  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  upon  that  point  as  it  is.     We  leave  it  with  the  authority  it 
had  before — no  better  and  no  worse.'"^ 

The  remark  of  Kelly,  C.B.,  obviously  refers  only  to  the  former  of  Kelly,  C.B.'s, 
the  classes  noted  above,  where  corporations  acting  with  reasonable  language 
latitude  err  in  their  judgments  and  so  infringe  others'  rights.    Strangely  J^ttcd.^ 
enough,  Ferguson  v.  KintMull  does  not  seem  to  have  been  cited  in  the 
argument,  and  is  not  noticed  in  the  judgments,  either  in  the  Exchequer 
or  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  ;  yet  Kelly,  C.B.'s,  language  might  well 
be  used  as  based  on  the  distinction  indicated  by  the  SoUcitor-General 
in  his  argument  in  Fergusorh  v.  Kinnoull,  and  certainly  cannot  be 
used  as  an  authority  against  individual  Uability  where  the  wrongful  act 
is  perversely  done  under  the  shadow  of  a  corporate  name. 

This  point  is  touched  on  by  Lord  Bramwell  in  giving  an  illustration  Lord  Bram- 
in  Abrath  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co,  .•*   "  If  the  directors  even,  by  resolution  at  ^®^^  *^ 
their  board,  or  by  orde?  under  the  common  seal  of  the  company,"  j^  f^  j^y^  co, 
"  were  maliciously,  with  the  view  of  putting  down  a  soUcitor  who  had 
assisted  others  to  get  damages  against  them,  to  order  a  prosecution 
against  that  man,  if  they  did  it  from  an  indirect  or  improper  motive,  no 
action  would  Ue  against  the  corporation,  because  the  act  on  the  part  of 
the  directors  would  be  ultra  vires  ;  they  would  have  no  authority  to  do 
it."     The  case,  it  may  be  noted,  would  be  within  the  exception  stated  by 
Kelly,  C.B.,  where  "  the  corporate  name  be  (is)  used  as  a  mere  colour 
for  the  malicious  act."     Under  the  doctrine  of  Ferguson  v.  Kinnoull 
the  peccant  directors  would  be  individually  Hable  for  their  torts. 

In  the  United  States  the  question  is  settled.     There  the  rule  laid  Point  settled 
down  is,  that  a  corporation  is  hable  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  ^"  America. 
circumstances  as  a  natural  person  for  the  consequences  of  their  wrongful 
acts,  and  will  be  held  responsible  in  a  civil  action,  at  the  suit  of  an 

1  L.  R.  9  Ex.  317. 

2  L.c.  321.     See  lemarks  on  the  same  point  by  Crompton,  J.,  Beg  v.  Train^  9  Cox. 
C.  C.  184.  «  L.  R.  9  Ex.  322.  4  L.  R.  10  Ex.  94. 

5  This  matter  is  now  usually  settled  by  statutory  provisions  in  the  case  of  cor- 

g>ration8  entrusted  with  administrative  functions  of  local  government ;  see  Public 
ealth  Act,  1876  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  s.  265;  Public  Health  (London)  Act,  1891, 
(54  &  55  Vict.  0.  76),  s.  124.  This  leaves  the  question  of  good  faith  open.  If  it  exists 
the  Act  though  wrong  and  ultra  vires  is  protected.  If  it  does  not  and  in  the  last 
resort  the  Court  and  jury  have  to  decide,  aii  action  lies  against  the  individuals. 

6  11  App.  Cas.  251. 
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injured  party,  for  every  grade  and  description  of  forcible,  malicions, 
or  negligent  tort  or  wrong  which  they  commit,  however  foreign  to  their 
nature  or  beyond  their  general  powers  the  wrongful  transaction  or  act 
may  be  ;^  or,  to  quote  the  words  of  Swayne,  J. :  *  "  Corporations  are 
Swayne,  J.,     liable  for  every  wrong  they  commit,  and  in  such  cases  the  doctrine  of 
in  National     uUta  vires  has  no  appUcation."     "An  action  may  be  maintained 
Gr^am,         against  a  corporation  for  its  maUcious  or  negligent  torts  however 
foreign  they  may  be  to  the  object  of  its  creation  or  beyond  its  granted 
powers.     It  may  be  sued  for  assault  and  battery,  for  fraud  and  deceit, 
for  false  imprisonment,  for  mahcious  prosecution,  for  nuisance  and  for 
Ubel.     In  certain  cases  it  may  be  indicted  for  misfeasance  or  non- 
feasance touching  duties  imposed  upon  it  in  which  the  public  are 
interested.     Its  offences  may  be  such  as  will  forfeit  its  existence." 
Campbell,  J.,  The  liabihty  was  expressed  by  Campbell,  J.,  at  an  early  stage  of  the 
m  PhMd'     series  of  cases  in  which  the  point  is  mooted,  in  the  leading  case  of 
Bd^Co.%,       Philadelphia,  &c.  Bd,  Co.  v.  Quigley?    "  The  result  of  the  cases  is," 
Quigley.  said  he,  "  that  for  acts  done  by  the  agents  of  a  corporation,  either  in 

contractu  or  in  delicto,  in  the  course  of  its  business  and  of  their  employ- 
ment, the  corporation  is  responsible  as  an  individual  is  responsible 
under  similar  circumstances.  At  a  very  early  period  it  was  decided 
in  Great  Britain,  as  well  as  in  the  United  States,  that  actions  might  be 
maintained  against  corporations  for  torts  ;  and  instances  may  be  found 
in  the  judicial  annals  oi  both  countries,  of  suits  for  torts  arising  from 
the  acts  of  their  agents  of  nearly  every  variety."* 
Gray,  J.,  in         InLake  Shore,  <tc,  Bd,  Co,  v.  Prentice,^  Gray,  J.,  and  in  the  same  Court, 

^itco  ^*y®  •  "  ■'^'^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  "  "  *ffi™i®<l  ^^  doctrine  that  for  acts  done 
V.  Prentice,  ^7  ^^  agents  of  a  corporation,  in  the  course  of  its  business  and  of  their 
employment,  the  corporation  is  responsible,  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent,  as  an  individual  is  responsible  under  similar 
circumstances."  "  A  corporation  is  doubtless  liable  like  an  individual 
to  make  compensation  for  any  tort  committed  by  an  agent  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,,  although  the  act  is  done  wantonly  and  recklessly,  or 
against  the  express  orders  of  the  principal."  "  A  corporation  may  even 
be  held  liable  for  a  Ubel,  or  a  malicious  prosecution  by  its  agent  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment ;  and  the  mahce  necessary  to  support 
either  action,  if  proved  in  the  agent,  may  be  imputed  to  the  corporation." 
The  course  of  the  United  States  decisions  seems  uniformly  to  have 
run  in  the  channel  pointed  out  in  this  decision,  and  the  doctrine  of 
uUra  vir65  does  not  appear  to  have  been  recognised  as  appUcable  to  the 
case  of  torts,  for  which  corporations  are  held  responsible  irrespective 
of  the  limits  to  their  power  of  lawfully  doing  the  acts  out  of  which  they 
arise.  The  distinction  between  the  case  of  contracts  and  torts  in  this 
8aU  Lake        respect  is  pointed  out  in  Salt  Lake  City  v.  HoUister,^    "  The  question," 

HMitder  ^  ^^  ^'  ^<»^  Savings  Bank,  130  Mass.  443 ;    New  York  and  New  Hampshire 

^^'  Rd.  Co.  V.  SchuyUr,  34  N.  Y.  30;    Merchants  Bank  v.  Stale  Bank,  10  WaU.  (U.S.) 

604 ;  Central  Bd.  and  Banking  Co.  v.  Smithy  52  Am.  R.  363  ;  Denver,  <kc.  By,  Co.  v. 
Harris,  122  U.  S.  (16  Davis)  597  ;  2  Kent,  Cbra.  284.  and  Mr.  Holmes,  note  to  'l2th  ed.. 
On  the  liability  of  corporations  for  the  torts  or  negligences  of  their  directors,  servants, 
and  agents.  Cp.  South  Hetton  Coal  Co.  v.  North  Eastern  Neios  Association,  (1894), 
1  Q-  B.  133  (C.  A.  )>  as  to  the  circumstances  in  which  a  corporation  may  sue  in  respect 
of  libel. 

2  National  Bank  v.  Graham,  100  U.  S.  (10  Otto)  702.  .    3  21  How.  (U.  S.)  210. 

*  The  leajned  judge  then  cites  authorities  for  his  proposition,  inter  alia.  National 
Exchange  Company  of  Glasgow  v.  Drew,  2  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  103. 

5  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  109. 

6  118  U.  S.  (11  Davis)  256;  Central  Transportation  Co,  v.  Pullman's  Car  Co.,  (1890), 
139  U.  S.  (32  Davis),  24,  46;  criticised  in  Dillon  Municipal  Corporation,  §  1192,  n.  1, 
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it  is  there  said,  "  of  the  liability  of  corporations  on  contracts  which  the 
law  does  not  authorise  them  to  make,  and  which  are  wholly  beyond  the 
scope  of  their  powers,  is  governed  by  a  different  principle.  Here  the 
party  dealing  with  the  corporation  is  under  no  obUgation  to  enter  into 
the  contract.  No  force  or  restraint  or  fraud  is  practised  on  him. 
The  powers  of  these  corporations  are  matters  of  public  law  open  to  his 
examination,  and  he  may  and  must  gauge  for  himself  as  to  the  power 
of  the  corporation  to  bind  itself  by  the  proposed  agreement." 

The  United  States  rule  seems  an  intelligible  one ;  and,  reasoning  Tendency  of 
from  the  analogy  of  the  now  recognised  liability  of  corporations  at  opinion. 
English  law  for  fraud,^  for  malicious  prosecution,^  for  libel,*  and  for 
intentional  misfeasance,*  will  probably  be  applied  by  the  English 
Courts  whenever  the  point  calls  for  decision,  adopting  the  line  of 
reasoning  indicated  by  Kelly,  C.B.,  in  his  dissentient  judgment  in  Mill 
V.  Hawkery  and  emphasised  by  what  was  said  in  the  Common  Pleas 
by  Erie,  C.J.  :^  "  We  think  it  extremely  important  that  these  com- 
panies should  be  held  responsible  where  they  admit  they  have  in- 
tentionally done  a  wrongful  act,  and  that  those  whom  they  have 
injured  should  not  be  driven  to  seek  a  doubtful  remedy  against  their 
officers  or  servants,  who  may  be  wholly  unable  to  answer  the  com- 
pensation which  the  jury  may  award  to  theinjured  party." 

The  point  that  has  been  noted  before  still  remains.  Would  the 
directors  of  a  company,  inspired  individually  with  private  animosity 
and  who  act  collectively  to  avoid  individual  responsibiUty,  be  able  to 
evade  the  law  by  this  ruse  ?  The  presence  of  fraud  will  invalidate 
anything  done  by  its  means,  and  there  is  little  doubt  that  on  the 
finding  of  a  jury  that  the  corporate  name  was  used  as  a  pretext  and 
a  blind,  the  individual  Uability  of  the  wrongdoers  would  be  established. 

Further,  it  seems  clear  that  a  chartered  corporation  may  forfeit  Effect  of  non- 
its  charter  by  nonfeasance.     In  the  City  of  London  cas^  it  was  con-  J^J^^ion 
ceded  in  argument  that  a  corporation  might  be  dissolved  for  refusal  of  a  corpora- 
to  act.     In  the  subsequent  case  of  the  City  of  London  v.  VatMore,''  tion, 

as  too  wide ;  see  also  Pollock,  Contracts  (7th  ed.),  Appendix  D,  Limits  of  Corporate 
Powers.  In  Salmon  v.  Hambrough  Co.  (1671),  1  Cases  in  Chancery,  204,  the  House  of 
Lords  directed  contributions  to  be  levied  on  the  members  of  a  company  to  pay  the 
plaintiff's  debt,  the  assets  of  the  company  being  insufficient  for  the  purpose.  There 
are  articles  on  the  Liability  of  Corporators  in  the  American  Law  Magazine,  vol.  i.  96, 
vol.  iv.  92,  362. 

1  Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  259  ;  Ranger  v.  O.  W.  By.  Co., 
5  H.  L.  C,  per  Lord  Cranworth,  87  ;  Boyal  British  Bank,  Ex  parte  NXcol,  28  L.  J.  Ch. 
257,  per  Lonl  Chelmsford,  C,  265.  The  Chancery  cases  are  not  quite  consistent  on 
this  subject.     Brice,  Ultra  Vires  (3rd  ed. ),  426. 

2  Bank  of  New  Sovih  Wales  v.  Owston,  4  App.  Cas.  270;  Edwards  v.  Midland 
By.  Co.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  287.  See,  however.  Lord  Bramwell  in  Abrath  v.  N.  E.  By.  Co., 
11  App.  Cas.  250 ;  but  note  also  the  remarks  of  Earl  of  Selboine,  at  256,  as  to  malice 
in  a  corporation.  The  King  v.  Mayor,  <fcc.  of  London,  1  Show.  275  (K.  B.) ;  8  How. 
St.  Tr.  1039.  In  the  Queen  v.  Great  North  of  England  By.  Co.,  9  Q.  B.  315,  an  indictment 
was  held  to  lie  against  a  corporation  for  misfeasance.  It  seems  to  have  been  taken 
to  be  indisputable  that  a  corporation  is  indictable  for  a  wrongful  omission  of  duty. 
See  PharTnaceutical  Society  v.  London  and  Provincial  Supply  Association,  6  App.  Cas. 
per  Lord  Blackburn,  869  ;  The  Interpretation  Act  1889  (52  &  53  Vict.  c.  63),  ss.  2,  19 ; 
Short  and  Mellor,  Crown  Practice  98  ;  C.  O.  R.  1906,  r.  35.  Lord  Lindley  in  Citizen's 
Life  Assurance  Co.  v.  -Broum  (1904),  A.  C.  423,  had  the  satisfaction  of  deciding  judicially 
what  he  had  long  maintained  as  a  text  writer,  that  a  corporation  may  be  guilty  of 
malice,  and  that  a  libel  published  by  a  servant  in  the  course  of  an  employment  that 
is  authorised  will  affect  the  corporation  with  liability.  Comford  v.  Carlton  Bank, 
Ltd.  (1900).  1  Q.  B.  22. 

3  WhUfield  v.  S.  E.  By.  Co.,  E.  B.  &  E.  115. 

[..    4  Oreen  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  290. 

&  L.c.  303  ;  in  this  case  the  corporation  was  a  trading  one  created  by  statute. 
6  8  How.  St.  Tr.  1039,  7  12  Mod.  27L 
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Holt,  C. J.,  laid  down  that  "  All  franchises  are  granted  on  condition 
that  they  shall  be  duly  executed  according  to  the  grant ;  and  if  they 
[the  grantees]  neglect  to  perform  the  terms  the  patents  may  be  re- 
pealed by  scire  f acids. ^^  Blackstone^  also  includes  amongst  the 
causes  for  which  a  charter  of  a  corporation  may  be  forfeited,  "  negli- 
gence or  abuse  of  its  franchises  ;  "  and  Ashhurst,  J.,  in  The  King  v. 
Amery,^  says  :  "  All  franchises  may  be  lost  by  non-user  or  neglect ; 
and  the  strongest  case  of  non-user  or  neglect  is  that  which  appears 
on  the  record  when  the  parties  are  called  upon  in  a  Court  of  Justice  to 
state  their  right  and  they  neglect  or  refuse  to  do  it."' 

This  rule  of  law  was  of  great  constitutional  importance  before  the 
Revolution  of  1688  ;*  of  late  years  the  subject  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  discussed  in  England  ;  there  is,  however,  a  wealth  of  American 
authority  that  completely  exhausts  the  learning  of  the  subject.^ 

The  liability  of  municipal  corporations  for  the  negligence  of  officers 
charged  with  carrying  out  duties  of  general  pubUc  concern — such  as 
policemen — has  been  largely  considered  in  America;  and  municipal 
officers  carry-  corporations  have  been  held  not  responsible,  on  the  ground  that  they 
ing  out  duties  are  public  officers  engaged  in  the  discharge  of  general  pubUc  duties. 
puthTcon-  "  "^^^  powers  and  duties  with  which  poUce  officers  and  constables  are 
cem,  asdis-  intrusted  are  derived  from  the  law  and  not  from  the  city  or  town 
tinguished  under  which  they  hold  their  appointment."*  "  If,"  says  an  interesting 
kcal  admiQjfl-  ^®^  York  case,''  "  the  corporation  appoints  or  elects  them,  and  can 
trative  control  them  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  and  continue  or  remove 

concern.         them,  Can  hold  them  responsible  for  the  manner  in  which  they 

Distinction        ---  --  -.-,  -. 
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discharge  their  trust ;  and  if  those  duties  relate  to  the  exercise  of 
corporate  powers,  and  are  for  the  peculiar  benefit  of  the  corporation 
and  its  local  and  special  interest,  they  may  justly  be  regarded  as  its 
servants  or  agents,  and  the  maxim  of  Respondeat  superior  applies. 
But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  elected  or  appointed  by  the  cor- 
poration in  obedience  to  the  statute,  to  perform  a  public  service  not 
peculiarly  local  or  corporate,  but  because  this  mode  of  selection  has 
been  deemed  expedient  by  the  Legislature  in  the  distribution  of  the 
powers  of  government,  if  they  are  independent  of  the  corporation  as 
to  the  tenure  of  their  office  and  the  manner  of  discharging  their  duties, 
they  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  the  servants  or  agents  of  the  corporation, 
for  whose  acts  or  negligence  it  is  impliedly  liable,  but  as  public  or  State 

1  1  Com.  486.  See  Corporaiion  of  Colchester  v.  8eaher,  3  Burr.  1866 ;  Mayor  of 
Colchester  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  382. 

2  2  T.  R.  567.  In  this  case  the  subject  of  the  forfeiture  of  corporate  franchises 
by  non-user  or  mis-user  was  fully  discussed.  The  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  was 
reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  2  Bro.  Pari.  Caa.  336,  on  the  ground  that  two  cor- 
porations for  the  same  purposes  of  government  cannot,  by  law,  exist  within  one  and 
the  same  place  and  at  one  and  the  same  time. 

8  In  proceedings  against  corporations  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto,  the  King 
must  be  a  party  to  the  prosecution.  Bex  v.  Staverton,  Yelv.,  190 ;  The  King  v.  Ogden, 
10  B.  &  C.  230. 

4  Hallara,  Const.  Hist.  vol.  ii.  (8th  ed.),  450. 

fi  The  People  v.  Kingston,  dkc.  Turnpike  Boad,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  193 ;  The  People 
v.  Bristol,  <kc.  Turnpike  Boad,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  222 ;  The  People  v.  Hillside  Turnpike 
Boad,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  254 ;  Thompson  v.  The  People,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  537 ;  also 
the  note  to  State  v.  Atchison,  dsc.  Bailroad  Co.,  8  Am.  St.  R.  179 ;  Angell  and  Ames 
on  Private  Corporations,  cc.  19,  20,  21. 

6  Per  Bigelow,  C.  J.     Buttrick  v.  Lowell,  83  Mass.  174. 

7  McKay  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  9  Htm  (N,  Y.)  401,  at  403,  affd.  74  N.  Y.  619,  where  a 
policeman,  in  pursuance  of  the  city  regulations,  shooting  at  a  dog  supposed  to  be  mad. 

"       tly  handled  his  pistol  as  to  shoot  tne 


in  the  public  streets,  so  ncj 

sued  the  city ;  but  was  held  not  entitled  to  recover. 

V.  City  of  Paris,  31  Am.  St.  R.  69. 


plaintiff,  who 
To  the  same  effect  is  Whilfield 
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officers,   with  such  powers  and  duties  as  the  statute  confers  upon 
them,  and  the  doctrine  of  Respondeat  superior  is  not  appUcable,"^ 

Further,  where  the  poUce  are  under  the  control  of  commissioners,  Control  of 
not  only  are  the  city  authorities  not  Uable,  but  neither  are  the  poUce  ^^^^;^^       j 
commissioners,  for  the  negUgence  of  any  member  of  the  force.^    This  dpai  corpora- 
freedom  from  liability  may  be  placed  on  either  of  two  grounds.     First,  tion  nor 
the  commissioners  are  appointed  "  to  perform  a  public  service  not  l^}^^p  ^^- 
peculiarly  local  or  corporate,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  principle  just  uabie  for 
stated.  Secondly,  because  there  isnomore  relation  of  master  andservant  negligence  of 
in  the  case  under  consideration  than  between  an  officer  and  the  men  of  ^©naoe™  of 
his  regiment ;  or  than,  at  common  law,  there  is  between  the  managing 
director  of  a  railway  and  the  platelayers  or  pointsmen  engaged  on  it. 

The  English  case  of  Stanbury  v.  Exeter  Corporaiiov?  turned  on  a  Sianbury  v. 
somewhat  minute  examination  of  the  not  plain  sections  of  a  long  and  ^"^^  ^^' 
compUcated  Act  of  Parliament.     The  distinction,  however,  aimed  at  ^^  *^'*' 
is  clear  between  officers  appointed  to  carry  out  duties  by  the  local 
authority  and  in  subordination  to  them,  and  officers  appointed  (it  is 
immaterial  by  whom)  to  carry  out  duties  in  conjunction  with  the 
local  authority.     For  the  acts  of  the  former  in  the  scope  of  their 
employment  the  local  authority  is  liable,  in  the  latter  it  is  not.     Wills,  Wills,  J. 's, 
J.,*  approves  the  principle  of  the  American  cases :   "  If  the  duties  to  ^^^. 
be  performed  by  the  officers  appointed  are  of  a  public  nature  and  have 
no  peculiar  local  characteristics,  then  they  are  really  a  branch  of  the 
pubhc  administration  for  purposes  of  general  utihty  and  security  which 
afEect  the  whole  kingdom  ;  and  if  that  be  the  nature  of  the  duties  to 
be  performed  it  does  not  seem  unreasonable  that  the  corporation  who 
appoint  the  officer  shall  not  be  responsible  for  acts  of  negUgence  or 
misfeasance  on  his  part."    Yet  up  to  this  no  such  principle  has  been 
accepted  in  EngUsh  cases. 

The  test  in  America  may  be  all  right ;  in  England  it  is  merely  Criticised, 
an  evasion  of  the  issue,  which  surely  is  whether  the  officers  (whatever 
the  duties  they  perform)  are  made  accountable  to  the  local  authority. 
The  test  in  this  class  of  cases  is  the  same  as  in  ordinary  cases  where  the 
matter  in  dispute  is  whether  the  relation  is  that  of  employer  and 
employed  who  "  has  put  the  agent  in  hip  place  to  do  that  class  of  acts  ?  "^ 
To  arrive  at  the  answer  to  this  four  questions  are  to  be  answered  : 

(1)  Between  whom  is  the  employment  for  service  made  ? 

(2)  By  whom  is  payment  of  wages  made  ? 

(3)  Who  has  the  power  to  discharge  ? 

(4)  And  most  important  of  all,  whose  orders  is  the  employed 

bound  to  obey  ?  "• 
In  the  United  States  cases  so  much  stress  is  laid  on  the  distinction  "  Public 
between  "  public  duties  "  and  "  private  or  corporate  powers  "  that  ;|"tif8  [^^f 
definitions  of  these  terms  as  enunciated  in  a  recognised  United  States  corporate^" 
authority  may  here  be  noted.     *'  Public  duties,"  it  is  said,*^  "  are,  in  powers  " 

distinffuished. 
I  Cp.  BuUrick  v.  City  of  Lowell  HSMq»b,  172,  followed  McClcavev.  Cify  of  Moncton, 
32  Can.  S.  C.  R.  106.  2  AUv^Uer  v.  Mayor,  <fcf.  of  Baltimore,  31  Md.  462. 

3  (1905)  2  K.  B.  838.  At  4  Local  Gov.  R.  65.  there  is  a  note  that  should  bo  looked 
at.  En^ver  v.  The  King  (1906),  3  C.  L.  R.  (Australia)  9(i9.  Winterbottom  v.  Tjondon 
Police  Commissioners  (1901),  1  Ont.  L.  R.  549,  distinguishing  Heaketh  v.  City  of 
Toronto,  25  Ont.  A.  R.  449.  Ante,  241.  4  L,c.  843. 

6  Barwick  v.  En/jH^h  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Ex.,  per  Willes,  J.,  266. 

6  Swainson  v.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  372. 

7  Hart  v.  City  of  Bridgeport,  13  Blatchf.  (U.  S  Cirj.  Ct.)  293.  The  general  prineiple 
is  investigated  by  Marshall,  C.J.,  Fowle  v.  Common  Council  of  .AUwandria,  3  Peters 
(U.  S.)  409. 
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general,  those  which  are  exercised  by  the  State  as  a  part  of  its  sovereignty 
for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  public,  and  the  discharge  of  which  is 
delegated  or  imposed  by  the  State  upon  the  municipal  corporation." 
"  Private  or  corporate  powers  are  those  which  the  city  is  authorised  to 
to  execute  for  its  own  emolument  and  from  which  it  derives  special 
advantage,  or  for  the  increased  comfort  of  its  citizens,  or  for  the  well 
ordering  and  convenient  regulation  of  particular  classes  of  the  business 
of  its  inhabitants,  but  are  not  exercised  in  the  discharge  of  those 
general  and  recognised  duties  which  are  undertaken  by  the  government 
for  the  universal  benefit."  Duties  of  the  former  kind  are  duties 
of  preserving  the  peace  and  protecting  property ;  of  the  latter  the 
right  to  make  sewers,  to  provide  gas  and  water,  to  establish  parks,  or 
to  build  markets. 

In  the  MetropoUtan  PoUce  District  there  is  plainly  no  more  than  a 
personal  UabiUty  attaching  to  any  member  of  the  MetropoUtan  police 
force  for  negUgence  in  his  office  ;  since  the  force  is  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department,^  and  the  superior 
officers  are  not  employers  ;  while  the  Crown,  which  is  the  employer, 
cannot  be  sued  in  tort.* 

In  the  counties  the  control  of  the  pohce  is  mainly  regulated  by  the 
County  PoUce  Acts,  of  which  the  principal  are  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  93,  and 
3  &  4  Vict.  c.  88.^  By  sec.  6  of  the  earlier  of  these  Acts  the  chief 
constable  has  the  power  of  appointment  and  dismissal  of  petty  con- 
stables ;  so  that  an  action  against  the  county  justices  as  the  super- 
intending power  is  excluded  by  their  want  of  power  of  control,  even 
if,  on  other  grounds,  a  liabiUty  might  be  estabUshed.  Between  the 
chief  constable  and  the  petty  constable  the  relation  is,  as  we  have  seen, 
no  more  than  that  between  a  manager  with  full  powers  and  the  staff  he 
supervises. 

The  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  1882,*  Part  ix.  Pohce,  provides  for 
the  appointment  of  constables  in  boroughs  by  a  watch  conmiittee, 
appointed  by  the  council.  Sec.  191  requires  that  any  constable  shall 
obey  *'  all  such  lawful  commands  as  he  receives  from  any  justice 
having  jurisdiction  in  the  borough,  or  in  any  county  in  which  the 
constable  is  called  to  act."^  Thus  neither  in  the  corporation,  nor  in  the 
watch  committee,  nor  in  the  justices,  nor  yet  in  the  chief  constable, 
do  those  quaUties  inhere  which  are  necessary  to  be  found  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  a  relation  raising  a  legal  liabiUty.® 

1  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  44 ;  2  &  3  Vict.  cc.  47,  71  ;  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  2. 

2  Whil/ield  v.  Lord  Le  Despencer,  2  CJowp.  754  ;  Tobin  v.  The  Queen,  16  C.  B.  N.  S. 
310.     Ante,  219. 

•J  There  arc  numerous  amending  and  extending  Acts  which  are  to  be  found  in  the 
official  Index  of  Statutes,  and  see  Sched.  5  of  the  Police  Act,  1890  (63  &  54  Vict, 
c.  45).  4  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50. 

6  Sec.  192  refers  to  a  supervision  by  the  Secretary  of  State.  Neglect  or  yiolation 
of  duty  by  a  constable  is  punishable  on  conviction  by  two  justices  with  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  £10:  Sec.  16,  To\*ti  Police  Clauses  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  89). 

8  The  rule  of  Bespondcat  fiuperior  is  based  upon  the  right  which  the  employer  has 
to  select  his  servants,  to  discharge  them  if  not  competent  or  skilful  or  well-behaved,  and 
to  direct  and  control  them  while  in  his  employ.  This  rule  has  no  application  to  a  case 
in  which  the  powers  do  not  coexist:  Maximilian  v.  Mayor,  rfrc,  of  New  York,  62 
N.  Y.  160.  Officers  of  the  fire  department  of  a  municipality  have  been  held  to  be  in 
the  same  category  as  the  police,  Burrill  v.  Citij  of  Augusta,  78  Me.  118.  For  other 
officers  in  the  same  ])osition,  e.g.,  overseers  of  the  poor,  assessors  and  collectors  of 
taxes,  see  the  cases  cited  by  Allen,  C.J.,  Tiiidlcy  v.  City  of  Salem,  137  Mass.  174.  A 
medical  officer  of  health  was  held  not  a  servant  of  a  corporation  in  Forsyth  v.  Canniff, 
20  Ont.  R.  478.  Evana  v.  Liverpool  Corporation  (1906),  1  K.  B.  160.  The  treasurer 
of  a  borough  is  not  a  servant  of  the  Council ;  he  owes  a  duty  to  and  stands  in  a  fiduciary 
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The  point  has  not  arisen  in  any  English  reported  case,  but  in  America  No  action 
it  is  cleariy  established  that  no  action  lies  against  a  policeman  at  the  ^^j^^^  * 
suit  of  any  private  person  for  injury  sustained  by  his  negligence,  ^y^prfvate^ 
because  the  duty  of  the  policeman  is  not  to  individual  members  of  the  person  for 
community  but  to  his  superiors  only.     Cooley,  J.,  instances  the  case  ^nonfeasance. 
of  the  policeman  who  *'  goes  to  sleep  on  his  beat,  and  a  robbery  is 
committed  which  would  not  have  been  committed  had  he  kept  awake 
and  attended  to  his  duty.     Yet,  although  the  municipaUty  whose 
officer  he  is  may  punish  him  for  this  neglect  of  duty  by  a  deprivation 
of  his  office  or  otherwise  as  provided  by  law,  he  is  not  answerable  for 
the  damages  suffered  by  the  person  robbed.     There  is  no  privity 
between  them  ;  he  is  the  officer  of  the  city,  and  not  of  the  citizen."^ 

When  an  action  is  brought  against  a  corporation  for  the  negligent  Onus  of 
exercise  of  their  powers,  a  question  often  arises  as  to  what  state  of  the  ^f^^"^*^^ 
facts  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  negligence  against  the  charged  with 
defendant  corporation.  Where  the  matter  is  one  of  which  res  ip^a  negligence. 
loquitur,  there  is  no  difficulty.  But  it  may  happen  that  the  mere 
existence  of  the  thing  complained  of  is  not  actionable  without  proof 
of  some  default  on  the  part  of  the  corporation.  If,  for  example,  a 
duty  were  imposed  on  a  corporation  to  clear  away  street  refuse  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  it  is  deposited  on  a  street ;  and  the  evidence 
merely  points  to  the  existence  of  refusal  at  a  definite  point  of  time, 
without  any  indication  whether  it  had  been  long  on  the  street  or  only 
just  placed  there,  the  emus  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  discharged, 
since  the  facts  are  equally  consistent  with  liability  or  non-UabiSty. 
In  this  case,  in  America,  the  rule  adopted  is  that  it  is  necessary  to 
bring  home  to  some  of  the  officers  of  the  corporation  actual  notice  of 
the  circumstances  relied  on  to  establish  default  prior  to  the  happening 
of  the  accident ;  or  to  affect  them  with  implied  knowledge  by  showing 
the  circumstances  to  have  been  sufficiently  notorious  for  it  to  be 
reasonable  to  fix  the  corporation  with  notice  of  them ;  in  this  latter 
case  the  jury  will  be  warranted  in  concluding  that  the  circumstances 
can  only  be  explained  by  attributing  them  to  negfigence.  This  rule 
has  been  adopted  in  the  Canadian  Courts,*  but  the  point  does  not 
appear  to  have  come  up  directly  for  decision  in  any  English  reported 
case. 

Previously  to  the  passing  of  the  PubUc  Authorities  Protection  Act,  Public  Autho- 
1893,^  the  cases  as  to  the  notice  of  action  required  under  various  "**fp  ^^* 
general  public  Acts  were  numerous,  important,  and  conflicting.     By  igoi 
that  Act  the  sections,  requiring  notice  of  action  to  be  given  or  proceeding 
to  be  begun  in  any  particular  place  or  within  any  particular  time,  or 
making  special  provisions  as  to  costs  or  authorising  a  pleading  of  the 
general  issue,  contained  in  more  than  one  hundr^  Acts,*  including 
the  Highway  Act,  1835,  the  MetropoUs  Management  Acts,  1855  & 
1862,  and  the  PubUc  Health  Act,  1875,  are  repealed,  and  an  uniform 
mode  of  procedure  is  substituted. 

relation  to  the  burgesses  as  a'body :   A,-Q.  v.  De  Winton  (1906),  2  Ch.  106,  116.     As 
to  county  tieasurer  :  Eeg  v.  Saunders ,  24  L.  J.  (M.  C.)  45,  48. 

1  Thompson,  Negligence,  §  6392. 

2  Town  of  PorOnnd  v.  Orifilhs,  11  Can.  S.  C.  R.,  per  Gwynne,  J.,  344 ;  Castor  v 
Uxbridge,  39  U.  C.  Q.  B,  1 13, 127.  The  law  on  the  subject  of  valid  by-laws  is  summarised, 
in  1  Woodd.  Lee.  496-500.  "  A  by-law,*'  says  Sir  George  Treby  in  his  argument  in 
the  King  v.  The  City  of  London,  quoting  Hobart,  C.J,,  to  a  corporation  "  is  a  mind  a« 
reason  is  to  a  man,  but  it  hath  no  moral  mind,"  8  How.  St.  Tr.  1134. 

3  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  61. 

*  See  the  schedule  to  the  Act. 
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Dublin 
Corporation, 
(1907)  2  LR. 
27. 


Cerlior-ari, 


1.  No  action/  prosecution,  or  proceeding^  will  lie  against  any 
person  for  any  act  done  in  intended  execution^  of  any  public  statutory 
duty,  or  for  any  alleged  neglect  thereunder,*  unless  commenced  within 
six  months  after  the  occurrence  of  the  event  from  which  it  takes  its 
rise  ;  or  in  the  case  of  a  continuing  damage*  within  six  months  after  its 
cessation.* 

2.  Where  the  defendant  succeeds  he  is  entitled  to  costs  to  be  taxed 
as  between  solicitor  and  chent.' 

3.  Where  the  action  is  for  damages  the  defendant  may  plead 
tender  of  amends®  before  action,  or  may  make  a  payment  into  court. 
If  no  more  is  recovered^  than  is  tendered  or  paid  the  plaintiff  is  not  to 
recover  any  costs  incurred  subsequent  to  the  tender  or  payment ;  but 
the  defendant  is  to  have  his  costs  subsequent  thereto  as  between 
sohcitor  and  cUent.^®  This  provision  does  not  affect  the  costs  of  an 
injunction. 

^  This  includes  actions  where  an  injunction  is  asked  for,  see  s.  1  sub.-s.  (c.)  (and  thus 
supersedes  the  law  laid  down  in  Flower  v.  Low  Leuion  Local  Board,  5  Ch.  D.  347)  ; 
Chapman  v.  Auckland  Union,  23  Q.  B.  D.  294  ;  and  all  actions  in  the  Chancery  Division, 
Harrop  v.  Mayor  of  Ossett  (1898),  1  Ch.  625,  or  elsewhere,  so  long  as  the  action  is 
brought  against  any  one  for  an  act  done  in  pursuance  or  execution  or  intended  execu- 
tion of  any  Act  of  Parliament :  The  Ydun  (1899),  P.  236  ;  and  extends  even  to  the 
working  by  a  municipality  of  a  tram  system  under  statutory  powers,  Parker  v.  London 
County  Council  (1904),  2  K.  B.  501  ;  but  not  to  the  case  of  a  contractor  doing  work 
for  his  own  profit  which  a  public  authority  has  been  authorised  to  do :  Kent  County 
Council  V.  Folkestone  Corporation  (1905),  1  K.  B.  620.  It  covers  an  ordinary  action 
for  personal  negligence;  Lyles  v.  SotUhend-on-Sea  Corporation  (1905),  2  K.  B.  1» 
but  not  the  breach  of  a  private  contract  entered  into  in  contemplation  of  a  public 
duty;  Sharpington  v.  Fulham  Guardians  (1904),  2  Ch.  449;  Clarke  v.  Lewisham 
District  Council,  19  Times  L.  R.  62  ;  nor  yet  a  breach  of  duty  by  any  company  per- 
forming duties  of  public  authority,  but  also  earning  profit  for  its  proprietors,  e,g.,  a 
railway  company:  A,-0.  v.  Margate  Pier  and  Harbour  Co.  (1900),  1  Ch.  749.  In  libel, 
statements  in  a  resolution  dismissing  a  schoolmaster  upon  which  he  founded  an  action 
against  the  School  Board,  were  held  within  the  Act ;  Reid  v.  Blidand  School  Board, 
17  Times  L.  R.  626.  Officers  of  a  local  board  acting  under  orders  to  vindicate  a  right 
of  highway  are  held  protected  in  an  action  for  trespass  brought  against  them ;  (rreen- 
well  V.  Howell  ( 1900),  1  Q.  B.  535.  An  action  in  rem  is  not  within  the  Act ;  The  Butns 
(1907)  P.  137;  applying  The  Lonjford,  14  P.  D.  34;  nor  is  one  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  and  for  work  and  labour,  Mi' ford  Docks  v.  District  Council,  65  J.P.  483. 

2  /.(?.,  applications  under  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  44,  for  mandam^us,  prohibition,  or  certiorari, 
not  made  by  a  department  of  the  Government.  The  time  for  moving  these  writs  is 
limited  by  the  Act  to  six  months  ;  and  the  law  as  stated  in  the  Queen  v.  Mayor,  d;c.  of 
Sheffield,  It.  R.  6  Q.  B.  652,  is  now  altered,  except  in  the  case  of  a  certiorati  to  justices. 

3  Clothier  v.  Webster,  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  790.  The  intention  is  no  defence  on  the  merits* 
Sd7ncs  V.  Judge,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  724. 

4  Jdliffe  V.  Wallasey  Local  Board,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  62. 

6  The  calculation  of  the  six  months  runs  from  the  time  of  the  legal  injury ;  Offin 
V.  Rochford  Rural  District  Connzd  (1906),  1  Ch.  342.  The  prolonged  effect  of  an  injury 
is  not  a  continuance  of  the  act  causing  damage ;  Carey  v.  Metropolitan  Borough  of 
Bermondsey,  20  Times  L.  R.  2  ;  Markey  v.  Tdworth  Joint  Isolation  Hospital  District 
Board  {im)),  2  Q.  B.  454  ;  WiUiams  v.  Mersey  Docks  <Cr  Harbour  Board  (1905),  1  K.  B. 
804;  Spittal  v.  Glasgow  {Corporation  of),  6  Fraser  828;  PoUey  v.  Fordham  (1904J, 
2  K.  B.  345  ;  Turley  v.  Daw,  22  Times  L.  R.  231. 

6  Crumbie  v.  Wallsend  Local  5oa?d  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  503. 

7  Avery  v.  Wood  (1891),  3  Ch.  115;  Andrews  v.  Barnes,  39  Ch.  D.  133.  The 
general  law  applies  to  the  plaintiff's  costs,  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  44,  s.  5 ;  R.  S.  C.  1883, 
Order  Ixv.  r.  1.  Reeve  v.  Gibson  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  652  ;  Hasker  v  Wood,  54  L.  J.  (Q.  B.) 
419.  8  Davys  v.  Richardson,  21  Q.  B.  D.  202. 

9  "  Recover  "  in  clause  (c)  of  sec.  1,  means  recover  by  judgment,  or  by  consent 
order  ;  Smith  v.  North' each  Rural  Council  (1902),  1  Ch.  197. 

10  The  discretionary  power  under  Order  Ixv.  r.  i.  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  his  costs 
is  not  taken  away  by  this  provision :  Bosiock  v.  Ramsey  Urban  District  Council  (190O), 
2  Q.  B.  616 ;  and  the  Act  does  not  apply  to  appeals  :  Fielden  v.  Morley  Corporation 
(1900),  A.  C.  133.  No  special  direction  is  needed  for  the  defendant  to  t-ake  advantage 
of  the  Act:  North  Metropolitan  Tramuxiys  Co.  v.  London  County  Council  (1898), 
2  Ch.  146.  A  consent  order  dismissing  an  action  with  costs  is  equivalent  to  a  judgment  ; 
Shaw  V.  Herefordshire  County  Council  (1899),  2  Q.  B.  282 ;  but  see  Aird  v.  SchoU  Board, 
9  Fraser  22. 
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4.  Where  the  defendant  is  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  not  afforded 
"  sufficient  opportunity  of  tendering  amends  "  before  the  commence- 
ment of  proceedings,  the  court  may  award  costs  against  the  plaintiff 
as  between  solicitor  and  client. 

The  provision  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  sec.  4,  that  where  notice  of  6& evict, 
action  is  required,  such  notice  shall  be  given  one  calendar  month,  at  c  97,  s.  4, 
least,  before  any  action  shall  be  commenced,  remains  unrepealed  and  t^^^  *^ 
operative  so  far  as  local  and  personal  acts  are  concerned.  local  and 

Before  leaving  the  subject  of  corporations  the  peculiarity  of  their  personal  acts 
position  as  to  estoppel  should  be  noticed.     A  private  person  n^ay^^^^j^ 
always  preclude  himself  from  assertinjg  his  legal  rights  by  conduct  on  Estoppel, 
which  others  have  acted  based  on  the  assumption  that  he  has  not  such 
rights  or  has  abandoned  them.     A  body  exercising  public  rights  or 
statutory  powers  cannot  forgo  them  either  implicitly  or  explicitly. 
The  rights  with  which  it  is  clothed  are  not  for  its  own  benefit ;   and 
it  cannot  be  permitted  in  any  way  to  act  adversely  to  the  purposes  of 
its  creation.     This  has  been  established  law  since  Fairtitk  v.  Gilbert,^  FairOtle  v. 
Turnpike  trustees  by  their  Act  had  power  to  erect  toU -houses  and  to  ^*^^^* 
mortgage  the  tolls.     They  mortgaged  the  houses.     The  mortgagees 
brought  ejectment.     The  trustees  objected  that  their  act  was  uUra 
vires.    The  plaintiff  then  said  they  were  estopped  from  taking  the 
point,   having  concurred  in   the   conveyance.     The   King's   Bench 
decided  against  him.     "  In  general  the  party  granting  is  estopped  by 
his  deed  to  say  he  had  no  interest ;   but  that  general  principle  does 
not  apply  in  this  case,  where  the  trustees  are  not  acting  for  their  own 
benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  pubUc."     "  Besides  there  is  a  still 
further  reason  why  the  trustees  should  not  be  estopped  ;  for  this  is  a 
pubUc  Act  of  Parliament,  and  the  Court  are  bound  to  take  notice  that 
the  trustees  under  this  Act  had  no  power  to  mortgage  the  toll-houses." 
The  law  thus  laid  down  was  accepted  in  In  re  Companies  Acts,  Ex  parte  Greai  North 
Watson.^    While  in  Great  NoHh  Western  Central  Ry,  Co.  v.  Charlebois  ^  ^^^^ 
the  Privy  Council  gave  their  sanction  to  the  a  fortiori  position  :    "  a  q^  ^      ^' 
company  cannot  do  what  is  beyond  its  legal  power  by  simply  going  into  Charlebois. 
Court  and  consenting  to  a  degree  which  orders  that  the  thing  shall  be 
done."    And  in  Islington  Vestry  v.  Homsey  Urban  Council^  the  Court  of  Idington 
Appeal  affirmed  the  proposition  that  a  public  body,  with  public  duties,  ^^  ^' 
and  with  rights  and  powers  conferred  upon  them  to  enable  them  to  u^n^ 
discharge  those  duties,  are  not  estopped  from  enforcing  a  right  to  put  Council. 
an  end  to  what  they  have  permitted,  and  even  encouraged  and  agreed 
to  allow. 

1  2  T.  R.  169.  2  21  Q.  B.  D.  301. 

8  (1899)  A.  C.  1 14,  124.  .  4  (1900)  1  Ch.  695,  705. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

HIGHWAYS,  TURNPIKES,   CANALS,   ETC. 


Definition. 


Various 
kinds  of 
highways. 


What  consti- 
tutes dedica- 
tion. 


I.  Highways. 

A  fflGHWAY  in  English  law^  is  the  largest  expression  to  designate  a 
public  way,  and  includes  all  roads,  bridges  (not  being  county  bridges), 
carriage-ways,  cartways,  horseways,  bridle-ways,  foot- ways,  causeways, 
churchways,'  and  pavements,  and  is  a  way  open  to  all  the  King's 
subjects,  and  not  to  a  hmited  number  only.* 

1  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  8.  5.  Probably  the  earliest  record  of  the  construction  of 
straight  highways  is  of  those  made  by  King  Archelaus  of  Macedonia,  and  noted  by 
Thucydides,  bk.  ii.  100,  dSoin  eitdelas  fre^f,  k.t.X.  This  Archelaus  is  the  patron  of 
Euripides  and  the  tyrant  whose  crimes  are  recounted  by  Plato  in  the  Gorgias,  §  59. 
The  law  of  highways  in  the  Civil  Law  is  to  be  found  in  D.  43,  tt.  7-13. 

8  The  King  v.  Richards,  8  T.  R.  634.  In  law,  public  rivers  are  highways  :  Mayor 
of  Colchester  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339,  373.  "  The  right  of  navigation,"  says  Lord 
Hatherley,  C,  in  OrrEivingv.  Cclqvhcmn,  2  App.  Cas.  846,  "  is  simply  a  right  of  way." 
"  The  bed  of  all  navigable  rivers  where  the  tide  flows  and  reflows,  imd  at  all  estuaries 
or  arms  of  the  sea,  is  by  law  vested  in  the  Crown.  But  this  ownership  of  the  Oown 
is  for  the  benefit  of  the  subject,  and  cannot  be  used  in  any  manner  so  as  to  derogate 
from  or  interfere  with  the  right  of  navigation,  which  belongs  by  law  to  the  subjects 
of  the  realm."  "  The  grant  by  the  Crown  of  any  part  of  the  bed  or  soil  of  this  estuary 
[at  Whitstable]  below  low-water  mark,  whether  for  a  fishery  or  not,  must  by  the 
common  law  have  been  subject  to  the  public  right  of  navigation,  of  which  the  right 
to  anchor  is  an  essential  part,  that  no  property  can  be  claimed  in  the  soil  except 
subject  to  this  over-riding  right "  :  per  Lord  Westbury,  C ,  Gann  v.  Free  Fishers  of 
Whitst-able,  11  H.  L.  C.  207,  209.  As  to  placing  a  permanent  obstruction,  Ea^em 
Counties  Ry.  Co.  v.  Darling,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  821 ;  Rex  v.  Lord  Orosvenor,  2  Stark.  (N.  P.), 
511.  A  **  railway  is  a  public  highway  to  be  used  in  a  particular  mode.  A  footway 
can  be  used  only  for  foot  passengers  and  not  by  others,  yet  it  is  certainly  a  public 
highway  :  per  Holroyd,  J.,  The  King  v.  Severn  and  Wye  Ry.  Co.,  2  B.  &  Ali  648.  In 
Gibbon,  Law  of  Dilapidations  (2nd  ed.),  298,  it  is  said  :  "  A  way  merely  leading  to  a 
church,  a  village,  or  a  private  house,  and  therefore  not  useful  to  the  public  generally, 
is  not  a  highway."  For  this  proposition  Kalherine  Austin's  case,  1  Vent.  189,  is  cited : 
"  An  indictment  was  found  against  her  that  she  vi  ei  armis  a  certain  part  of  the  King's 
highway  leading  from  ShorSiitch  Church  to  Stoke  Newington,  through  Hogsdon, 
postibus  et  repagulis  inclusit,  &c"  The  true  bearings  of  the  proposition,  however, 
appear  clearly  in  Thrower's  case,  1  Vent.  208  :  "  He  was  indicted  at  the  sessions  of  the 
peace  at  Ipswich  for  stopping  communem  viam  pedestrem  ad  ecclesiam  de  Whitby." 
Hale,  C.J.*s,  judgment  \b  reported  as  follows  :  "  If  this  were  alleged  to  be  communis 
via  pedestris  ad  ecclesiam  pro  parochianis,  the  indictment  would  not  be  good,  for  then 
the  nuisance  would  extend  no  further  than  the  parishioners,  for  which  they  have  their 
particular  suits ;  but  for  aught  appears  this  is  a  common  footway,  and  the  church  is 
only  the  terminus  ad  quern,  and  it  may  lead  further ;  the  church  being  expressed  only 
to  ascertain  it,  and  it  is  said  ad  commune  nocumenium  "  ;  but  see  the  definition  in 
5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  5,  set  out  in  the  text.  In  Young  v.  Cuthbertson,  1  Macq. 
(H.  L.  Sc.)  456,  458,  Lord  Cran worth,  C,  said:  "  If,  indeed,  Starleybum  had  been 
a  mere  private  house  to  which  the  public  had  been  in  the  habit  of  going  from  Burnt- 
island, and  retiurning  back  again,  I  believe  the  case  would  not  have  propeny  come  within 
the  description  of  a  public  right  of  way  ;  for  the  owner  might  destroy  the  house  and 
shut  up  the  way,  and  then  there  would  be  an  end  of  it.     But  here  the  risht  of  way 

'  It  is  1 


extended  further."     In  Bourke  v.  Davis,  44  Ch.  D.  122,  Kay,  J.,  says  : 


[  argued 
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Prima  facie  a  road  that  leads  from  one  public  place  to  another  is  a 
highway.^  It  may  not  be  repairable  by  the  local  authority  ;^  neverthe- 
less the  public  may  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  it  although  not  bound  to 
repair  it.* 

Each  parish  ought  of  common  right  to  repair  the  highways  within  LiabHity  of 
its  boundaries.*    Before  1836  any  road  dedicated  to,  and  used  by  the  pa-rishto 
pubUc,  became  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large.^ '^^*"^* 
The  Highway  Act,  1835,*  added  a  condition  that  the  parish  should  not 
be  compellable  to  repair  a  road  so  dedicated,  "  unless  a  variety  of 
things  were  done,  one  of  which  is  that  it  shall  be  made  in  a  substantial 
manner,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  surveyor."'    Notwithstanding 
this,  a  road  may  still  be  a  highway,  though  it  is  not  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large.® 

By  an  Act  in  the  time  of  Queen  Mary®  the  care  of  highways  was  Various  statu- 
entrusted  to  two  surveyors  for  each  parish.     This  Act  was  made  ^^,^'^^*- 

TTl  ATI  ifl. 

perpetual  ^®  and  continued  in  force  till  1767.^^  The  Act  at  present  in 
force  by  which  the  powers  and  duties  of  surveyors  of  highwaj^  are 
defined  and  regulated  is  that  just  alluded  to,  the  Highway  Act,  1835.^^ 

that  o,ctUde  sac  may  be  a  highway.  That  is  so  in  a  street,  in  a  town,  into  which  houses 
open,  and  which  is  repaired,  sewered,  and  lighted  by  the  public  authority  at  the 
expense  of  the  public.  Lord  Cranworth  instances  Connaught  Place  which  opens  into 
the  Edgeware  Road,  Young  v.  Cuihbertson,  1  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  466,  and  see  Rugby 
Charity  v.  Merryioeather,  11  East  375  n.  But  I  am  not  aware  that  this  law  has  ever 
been  applied  to  a  lone  tract  of  land  in  the  country  on  which  public  money  has  never 
been  expended."  Bugby  Charity  v.  Merry vxather  is  discussed,  3  Kent,  Comm.  460. 
The  true  principle  is  said  to  be  that,  if  there  be  no  other  evidence  of  a  grant  or  dedica- 
tion than  the  presumption  arising  from  the  fact  of  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the 
owner,  the  period  of  twenty  years  applicable  to  incorporeal  rights  would  be  required 
as  the  period  of  limitation.  Other  evidence  of  intention  may  shorten  the  period,  or 
explicit  and  unequivocal  acts  of  dedication  may  do  so.  As  Halo,  C.J.,  says,  in  the 
case  cited  above,  Katherine  Austin's  caaCy  "  'Tis  a  matter  of  fact,  and  much  depends 
upon  common  reputation.  If  it  be  a  public  way  of  common  right,  the  parish  is  to 
repair  it,  unless  a  particular  person  be  obliged  by  prescription  or  custom."  Though 
it  is  law  that  a  cul  de  sac  may  be  a  highway,  a  dedication  will  not  be  presumed  from 
the  mere  transit  of  passengers  to  see  a  view  at  the  end,  or  some  object  of  interest  there. 
The  main  consideration  is,  has  public  money  been  expended  in  maintenance.  An 
owner  who  has  allowed  the  expenditiu-e  of  public  money  on  a  road  on  his  estate  cannot 
afterwards  be  permitted  to  claim  it  as  a  private  road  :  A.-O.  v.  Antrobus  (1905),  2  Ch, 
188,  207.  For  the  difference  between  English  and  Scotch  law  in  constituting  a  public 
right  of  way,  see  per  Lord  Blackburn,  Mann  v.  Brodie,  10  App.  Cas.  385.  As  to  what 
is  a  "street,"  and  how  it  differs  from  a  highway  under  the  Public  Health  Act  (1875), 
see  per  Jessel,  M.R.,  Taylor  v.  Oldham  Corporation,  4  Ch.  D.  408 ;  Maude  v.  Baildon 
Local  Board,  10  Q.  B.  B.  394  ;  Robinson  v.  Barton  Eccles  Local  Board,  8  App.  Cas.  798  ; 
Mayor  of  Portsmouth  v.  Smith,  10  App.  Cas.  364.  For  "  way  of  necessity  "  see  Mr, 
Holmes's  note,  3  Kent,  Comm.  (12th  ecL),  424 ;  Richards  v.  Kessick,  67  L.  J.  M.  C.  48 ; 
Hilly.  Wallasey  Local  Board  (1894),  1  Ch.  133 :  a  private  road  is  a  street  within  ss.  16 
and  54  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875. 

1-  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  Campbell  v.  Lang,  1  Macq.  (H.  L,  Sc.)  451 ;  Young  v. 
CuMertson,  1  Macq.  (H.  L  Sc.)  465,  467. 

2  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  23. 

8  Roberts  v.  Hunt,  15  Q.  B,  17. 

4  Rex  V.  Ragley,  12  Mod.  409 ;  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Ashby  FolviUe,  L.  R, 
1  Q.  B.  213,  where  it  is  doubted  whether  in  point  of  law  a  parish  could  be  bound  by 
prescription  to  repair  highways  in  another  parish.  As  to  repair  of  highways  by  the 
inhabitants  of  a  particular  district  within  a  parish,  The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Eccles- 
field,  1  B.  &  Aid.  348  ;  The  Queen  v.  RoUeit,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  469. 

5  Reg  V.  Tithing  of  Westmark,  2  Moo.  &  Rob.  306 ;  Rex  v.  Hudson,  2  Str.  909. 

6  6  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  23. 

7  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Dukinfield,  4  B.  &  S.,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  172. 

8  Roberts  v.  Hunt,  15  Q.  B.  17. 

9  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  8. 

10  29  Eliz.  c.  5,  s.  2,  repealed  42  &  43  Vict.  c.  59. 

11  7  Geo.  IIL  c.  42,  s.  57,  repealed  13  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  s.  83,  repealed  5  &  6  Will.  IV 
0.  50,  8.  1. 

12  6  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  6  of  which  provides  for  surveyors  being  elected  by  the 
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In  the  Metropolis,  the  district  boards  and  vestries  have  the  powers  of 
surveyors  conferred  on  them  by  the  Mettopolis  Management  Act,  1855.* 
By  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,*  every  urban  authority  is  to  be  the 
surveyor  of  highways  in  its  district.  By  the  Highway  Act,  1862,*  in 
highway  districts  the  powers  of  surveyor  of  highways  were  vested  in 
the  highway  boards.  Now  by  the  Local  Government  Act,  1894,* 
highway  boards  are  abolished,  and  the  district  council  for  any  rural 
district  has  transferred  to  it  the  powers,  duties,  and  liabilities  of  any 
highway  authority  within  its  district ;  and  the  rural  district  council 
is  constituted  surveyor  of  highways.^  In  all  the  above  cases,  where  the 
powers  of  the  surveyor  vest  in  local  authorities,  the  surveyor  appoint-ed 
by  the  local  authority  is  the  officer  to  perform  the  duties  that  attach 
to  the  surveyor  under  the  Highway  Act,  1835.® 

We  have  already  seen'  that  an  action  does  not  lie  for  an  injury  arising 
merely  from  non-repair  of  a  highway ;  because  the  liability  was  in 
the  parish,  and  at  common  law  no  action  could  be  maintained  against 
it.®  An  indictment  might  be  preferred  against  the  inhabitants  of  a 
parish  or  township  for  non-repair  of  a  highway,  or  against  the  in- 
habitants of  a  county  for  the  non-repair  of  a  bridge  f  though  it  does 
not  Ke  against  their  officers.^"  This  UabiUty  to  repair  continues 
notwithstanding  any  agreement  with  the  owners  of  houses  alongside 
a  highway  to  do  the  repaiirs.^^  As  between  the  parish  and  the  owners 
there  is  the  liabiUty  on  the  contract.*^ 

By  the  Tramways  Act,  1870,^*  the  Tramway  Company  are  made  in 
the  fust  instance  the  persons  taking  the  care  and  guardianship  of  the 
highway  within  the  hmits  of  their  undertaking,  but  their  authority 
is  subordinate  to  that  of  the  road  authority,  conformity  to  whose 
directions  discharges  their  obUgation.^* 

Formerly  justices  of  assize  and  of  the  peace  might  have  presented 
highways  which  were  out  of  repair  ;  now,  by  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s. 
99,  it  is  not  lawful  to  take  any  legal  proceedings  by  presentment 
against  the  inhabitants  of  any  parish  or  other  person  on  account  of  any 
highway  being  out  of  repair. 

Section  94  of  that  Act  substitutes  a  method,  by  which,  on  the 
oath  of  a  credible  witness  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  a  sunmions  may 
be  issued  requiring  the  surveyor  or  other  person  chargeable  with  the 
repairs  to  appear  before  the  justices  at  special  highway  sessions.     The 

inhabitants  ;  and  s.  11  for  their  appointment  by  justices  in  certain  events.  Ab  to  the 
attendants  with  which  this  power  in  justices  must  be  exercised,  sec  Regina  v.  BeM 
and  others,  5  D.  &  L.  40. 

1  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  96. 

2  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  144.  3  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  61. 
4  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  26. 

6  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  144,  incorporated  in  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  26,  sub-s.  1. 
«  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  144.  ?  Supra,  298. 

8  Russell  V.  Men  of  Devon,  2  T.  R.,  per  Lord  Kenyon,  672. 

»  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  I,  c.  77,  s.  3  ;  The  Queen  v.  Birmingham  and  Oloucester  Ry.  Co.. 
3  Q.  B.  223. 

10  The  King  v.  Dixon,  12  Mod.  198. 

11  The  King  v.  The  Mayor,  dsc.  of  Liverpool,  3  East  86. 

12  The  Queen  v.  Ashby  Fdinlle,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  213  ;  Bundle  v.  Hearle  (1898),  2  Q.  B.  83. 
IS  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  78,  fs.  28,  29,  55 ;   AUdred  v.  West  Metropolitan  Tramways  Co. 

(1891).  2  Q.  B.  39S,  followed  in  Barnett  v.  Poplar  Corporation  ( 1901),  2  K.  B.  319.  Beyond 
the  right  to  lay  down  and  maintain  their  grooved  rails  on  the  pubhc  streets,  and  to 


use  them  for  their  trams,  the  right  of  a  tramways  company  is  not  exclusive,  and  it 
may  not  use  its  lines  so  as  to  make  a  nuisance  :  Ogslon  v.  Aberdeen  District  Tramways 
Co.  (1897),  A.C.  HI,  118;   distinguished  in  City  of  Montreal  v.  Monireal  Street  jfy. 


(1903),  A.C.  482. 
u  Dublin  United  Tramways  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald  (1903),  A.  C.  99. 
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justices  may  then  either  themselves  inspect  the  highway,  or  appoint 
some  competent  person  to  do  so  ;  and  may^  on  the  hearing  of  the 
summons  convict  the  surveyor  or  person  chargeable  in  any  penalty 
not  exceeding  £5,  and  such  further  sum  as  would  defray  the  estimated 
expenses  of  putting  the  highway  in  repair ;  to  which  purpose  it  is 
to  be  applied. 

By  the  following  section,  if  the  obligation  to  repair  is  disputed,  a  indictment, 
bill  of  indictment  may  be  preferred. 

There  is  also  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  information.  This  is  in  the  Information, 
discretion  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  ;  which  will  never  give  leave 
to  file  an  information,  for  not  repairing  a  highway,  unless  it  appear 
that  the  grand  jury  have  been  guilty  of  gross  misbehaviour  in  not 
finding  a  bill.  A  reason  why  this  method  should  be  resorted  to  but 
rarely  is  that  the  fine  set  on  conviction  upon  an  information  cannot 
be  expended  in  the  repair  of  the  highway,  whereas  on  an  indictment 
it  is  always  so  expended.^ 

The  condition  of  a  highway  must  constitute  a  nuisance  at  law  before 
the  remedy  by  indictment  is  available. 

A  ruisance  has  been  defined  to  be  an  offence  against  the  public,  Definition  of 
either  ly  doing  a  thing  which  tends  to  the  annoyance  of  all  the  King's  nuisance, 
subjects,  or  the  neglecting  to  do  a  thing  which  the  common  good 
requires.^    Kindersley,  V.C.,  in  SoUau  v,  De  Held,^  is  more  lengthy  to  Kindersley, 
the  same  effect.     He  says  :    "  To  constitute  a  public  nuisance,  the  J^;^',!'^  j)^ 
thing  must  be  such  as,  in  its  nature  or  in  its  consequences,  is  a  nuisance  ijdd, 
— an  injury  or  a  damage,  to  all  persons  who  come  within  the  sphere  of 
its  operation,  although  it  may  be  so  in  a  greater  degree  to  some  than  it 
is  to  others.    For  example,  take  the  case  of  the  operations  of  a  manu- 
factory, in  the  course  of  which  operations  volumes  of  noxious  smoke,  or 

1  The  justices  may,  notwitkstanding  the  report,  exercise  a  discretion  whether  to 
convict  or  not :  Regina  v.  Ixtrd  JRadnor,  4  Jur.  460,  s.  c.  sub  nom.  Re/jitm  v.  Jtutticcs 
of  WUtSy  8  Dowl.  Prac.  Cas.  717. 

2  Rex  V.  8ie.i/ning,  Sayer  92 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Highways  (G).  Mandamus  will  not 
lie  :  Th^  Queen  v.  Truatces  of  Oxford  and  Witney  Turnpike  RcKid%  12  A.  &  E.  427. 

3  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  1,  c.  75,  s.  1.     Nuisances  may  be  thus  divided  : — 

Nuisance 

_   _j 

t  ""  I 

Wilful  Not  wilful 

I  \ 


III  I 

Pure  Act  done  Pure  accident —  Negligent — ».e.,  wheel 

trespass.  in  assertion.  i.e.,  wheel  coming  off  a  coming  off  a  cart,  which 

of  a  right.  cart,  where  all  reason-  had  not    been   properly 

able  precautions  have  seen  to  and  blocking  the 

been     adopted,    and  highway, 

blocking  the  highway. 
With  the  whole  class  of  "  wilful  "  nuisances  we  have  nothing  to  do  ;  and  of  the  "  not 
wilful  '*  our  concern  with  the  species  "  piu-e  accident  '*  is  merely  incidental.  Our 
inquiry  is  with  those  acts  which  are  "  negligent  "  in  the  proper  meaning  of  the  term — 
where,  that  is,  there  is  absence  of  some  care  that  ought  to  have  been  taxen.  Obstruc- 
tions, it  is  manifest,  may  be  common  to  all  th^e  four ;  though  the  proper  scope  of  a 
treatise  on  Negligence  is  to  consider  any  act  done  without  the  amount  of  care  required 
in  the  class  of  acts  of  which  it  is  a  case,  or  any  act  omitted  to  be  done  in  a  class  where 
an  obligation  to  act  is  imposed.  The  first  statute  on  public  nuisances  is  12  Ric.  H 
c.  13  (repealed  19  &  20  Vict.  o.  64) ;  Reeves,  Hist,  of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  iii.  212. 
4  2  Sim.  (N.  S.)  142 ;  Rogers  v.  Elliott,  146  Mass.  349,  4  Am.  St.  R.  316,  is  like 
Sottau  v.  De  Held  in  its  facts,  with  the  exception  that  Rogers  brought  an  action  for 
injuries  caused  by  the  defendant's  ringing  the  church  bell  for  the  usual  services.  The 
ground  was  that  he  was  suffering  from  sunstroke,  and  the  annoyance  of  the  bell  was 
intolerable.  Martin  v.  Nutkin,  2  P.  Wms.  266,  injunction  enforcing  an  a:reement  not 
to  ring  "the  five  o'clock  bell." 
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of  poisonous  effluvia  are  emitted.  To  all  persons  who  are  at  all  within 
the  reach  of  those  operations  it  is  more  or  less  objectionable,  more  or  less 
a  nuisance  in  the  popular  sense  of  the  term.  It  is  true  that,  to  those  who 
are  nearer  to  it,  it  may  be  a  greater  nuisance,  a  greater  inconvenience, 
than  it  is  to  those  who  are  more  remote  from  it ;  but,  stiU,  to  all  who 
are  at  aU  within  the  reach  of  it,  is  more  or  less  a  nuisance  or  an 
inconvenience." 

Pollock,  C.B., in  Bam/ord  v.  Turnley,^  did  not  think  that "  nuisance," 
for  which  an  action  will  lie,  is  capable  of  any  general  legal  definition. 
What  is  a  nuisance  must  at  all  times  be  a  question  of  fact  with  reference 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  "  Most  certainly  in  my  judgment 
it  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  legal  proposition  or  doctrine,  that  anything 
which,  under  any  circumstances,  lessens  the  comfort  or  endangers  the 
health  or  safety  of  a  neighbour,  must  necessarily  be  an  actionable 
nuisance.  That  may  be  a  nuisance  in  Grosvenor  Square  which  would  be 
none  in  Smithfield  Market,  that  may  be  a  nuisance  at  midday  which 
would  not  be  so  at  midnight,  that  may  be  a  nuisance  which  is 
permanent  and  continual  which  would  be  no  nuisance  if  temporary  or 
occasional  only." 

Knight  Bruce,  V.C,  in  Walter  v.  Selfe,^  defined  a  "  nuisance  " 
as  "  an  inconvenience  materially  interfering  with  the  ordinary  comfort 
physically  of  human  existence,  not  merely  according  to  elegant  or 
dainty  modes  and  habits  of  living,  but  according  to  plain  and  sober 
and  simple  notions  among  the  English  people."^ 

It  is  a  nuisance  to  suffer  ditches  along  a  highway  to  be  foul,*  to 
suffer  boughs  of  trees  growing  near  the  highway  to  overhang  it  so  as  to 
incommode  the  passage,^  to  dig  a  ditch  or  make  a  hedge  across  a 
highway,  or  to  do  any  act  whatever  that  renders  it  less  commodious 
to  the  pubhc*  Every  contracting  or  narrowing  of  a  highway'  is  a 
nuisance  ;  and  generally  any  act  or  omission  whereby  the  convenience 
of  the  way  becomes  lessened.® 

The  care  of  a  highway  is  the  business  of  the  surveyor  of  highways 
for  the  district  in  which  the  highway  is  situated.  The  functions  of 
surveyor  of  highways,  which  were  originally  exercised  by  an  individual 
have  by  various  Acts  of  ParUament  come  to  be  vested  in  the  local 
administrative    bodies,  who    appoint    officers  by  whom  the  actual 

1  3  B.  &  S.  79.  2  4  Do  G.  &  S.  322. 

8  This  was  approved  in  Tod  Heailey  v.  Benham,  40  Ch.  D.  80,  per  Cotton,  L.J.. 
94,  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  98.  Under  the  Nuisances  Removal  Act,  1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  c. 
121),  8.  8,  it  was  decided  that  a  nuisance  must  be  something  injurious  to  health, 
O,  W.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Bishop,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  550.  See  now  the  enumeration  of  nuisances 
in  Public  Health  (London)  Act,  1891  (54  &  65  Vict.  c.  76),  s.  2.  This  pro- 
vision does  not  apply  to  public  sewers :  Fulham  Vestry  v.  London  County  Council 
(1897),  2  Q.  B.  76.  In  Malton  Local  Board  v.  Malton  Farmers  Trading  Co,,  4  Ex. 
D.  302,  Stephen,  J.,  held  that  under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1876  (38  &  39  Vict, 
c.  65),  8.  114,  nuisance  was  not  confined  to  matters  injmious  to  health.  This  was 
followed  in  Banbury  Urban  Sanitary  Authority  v.  Page,  8  Q.  B.  D.  97,  with  reference 
to  s.  47 ;  and  in  Bishop  Auckland  Sanitary  Authority  v.  Bishop  Auckland  Iron  Co,, 
10  Q.  B.  D.  138,  with  reference  to  s.  91.  Nuisance  \mder  29  &  30  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  19, 
includes  an  overcrowded  house  though  occupied  by  one  family  only :  The  Guardians 
of  the  Rye  Union  v.  Payne,  44  L.  J.  M.  C.  148.  See  Norris  v.  Barnes,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  537, 
and  the  two  succeeding  cases ;  also  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act,  1891  (64  &  66 
Vict.  c.  76),  8.  4  sub-s.  3  (c).  4  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  i.  c.  76,  s.  149. 

5  Ibid.  See  6  &  6  Wai.  IV.  c.  60,  s.  72  ;  Walker  v.  Horner,  1  Q.  B.  D.  4 :  suffering 
the  branches  of  trees  to  grow  over  a  highway  is  not  a  wilful  obstruction  within  the 
sec.  The  cases  on  "  wilful  obstruction  **  under  s.  72  are  collected  in  OvUy  v.  Smith, 
12  Q.  B.  D.  121.  6  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  i.  o.  76,  ss.  144,  146. 

7  1  Russell,  Oimes  (6th  ed. ),  474 ;  but  see  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  61,  for  the  sommafy 
remedy.  s  Wellbeloved,  Highways,  440. 
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duties  of  the  office  are  performed,  acting  as  servants  of  the  local 
authority.^ 

The  common  law  rule  by  which,  whenever  it  pleased  the  owner  of  Highway  re- 
land  to  dedicate  land  as  a  highway  to  the  public,  it  became  the  duty  pairable  by 
of  the  parish  to  maintain  it,  has  been  altered  by  statute  ;^  so  that  now  can^be 
no  road  shall  be  deemed  a  highway  repairable  by  the  parish  unless  three  constituted 
months'  notice  be  given  to  the  surveyor  of  the  intention  to  dedicate  ;  without  com- 
and  unless  such  proposed  road  be  substantially  made  to  his  satisfaction  Jtatuto^* 
and  that  of  two  justices,  who  are  to  view  and  certify,  and  whose  cer-  formalities, 
tificate  is  to  be  enrolled  at  the  next  sessions.     The  surveyor,  on  receipt 
of  the  notice,  is  to  call  the  district  Council,®  and,  if  they  deem  the  new 
road  not  of  sufficient  utiHty,  the  question  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
next  special  sessions  for  the  highways.*    Save  in  this  way  no  liabiUty 
can  be  imposed  on  a  parish  contrary  to  its  wishes,  though  the  road 
may  be  used  by  the  public,  and  rights  over  it  acquired  adversely  to  the 
owner,^  apart  from  any  sanctions  whatever. 

**  A  positive  obstruction  of  or  nuisance  on  a  road,  whether  caused  Liability  of 
by  a  surveyor  of  highways  or  any  other  person,  would  no  doubt  render  h^g^TO^s^^ 
responsible  the  person  who  caused  the  obptruction  or  nuisance  ;  but,  under  6  &  6 
looking  at  the  statute  [5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50]  and  the  course  of  legisla-  Will.  IV. 
tion,"  Pollock,  C.B.,  was  *•  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Legislature  never  °*  ^' 
intended  to  make  a  surveyor  of  highways  personally  responsible  at 
the  hazard  of  a  jury  finding  him  guilty  or  not  guilty  of  negUgence  in 
not  repairing  the  road."* 

The  local  authority  exercising  the  office  of  surveyor  of  highways, 
or  the  surveyor  of  highways  himself,  where  the  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Acte  are  not  modified  by  the  later  legislation,  are  liable  for 
their  own  acts  or  the  acts  of  their  servants  in  the  execution  of  the 
duties  which  belong  to  the  office  of  surveyor  of  highwajrs,  subject  to 

1  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  c.  8,  and  22  Car.  2,  c.  12,  made  provision  for  choosing  two  surveyors 
for  a  year  to  amend  the  highways  leading  to  market  towns.  By  3  &  4  W.  &  M.  c.  12,  the 
justices  were  to  appoint  one,  two,  or  more  surveyors  out  of  a  list  of  inhabitants  of  each 
district  furnished  oy  the  inhabitants,  of  those  who  have  £10  per  annum  in  their  own 
or  their  wife's  right,  or  £100  personal  estate,  or  farm  £30  per  annum, "  or  if  no  such," 
"  of  the  most  sufficient."  By  13  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  this  last  enactment  was  varied  by 
providing  that  the  constables  and  householders  assessed  to  public  rates  shall  name 
ten  inhabitants  qualified  aa  fabove,  from  whom  the  justices  are  to  choose  if  they 
think  them  qualified  ;  if  not,  from  other  substantial  inhabitants  or  occupiers  of  lan^ 
living  within  three  miles  of  the  place  in  the  country.  Then  came  the  Highway  Act, 
1836  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50),  which  at  present  regulates  the  office  of  surveyor  of  highways, 
subject  to  the  vesting  of  the  office  in  local  bodies  by  18  &  19  Vict.  o.  120,  s.  96,  38  &  39 
Vict.  c.  65,  s.  144,  and  66  &  57  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  26. 

2  5  &  6  Will  IV.  c.  60,  B.  23. 

3  66  &  67  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  25. 

*  The  Queen  v.  Justices  of  Derbyshire,  E.  B.  &  E.  69 ;  T?ie  Queen  v.  Bagge  and 
Another,  44  L.  J.  M.  C.  45. 

6  jTAe  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Leake,  5  B.  &  Ad.  469,  approved  in  The  Orand  Junction 
Canal  Co,  v.  Petty,  21  Q.  B.  D.  273  (where  the  public  had  the  use  of  a  towing-path  as 
a  footpath),  on  the  ground  that  to  permit  such  an  user  was  not  inconsistent  with  its 
statutory  use  by  the  company  aa  a  towing-path. 

6  Young  v.  Davis  (1862),  7  H.  &  N.  771,  Ex.  C5h.  2  H.  &  C.  197.  Under  the  High- 
way Act,  1835  (5  &  6  WiU.  IV.  c.  60),  ss.  61-54,  the  surveyor  may  take  materials  for 
the  repair  of  the  highways  in  his  district  in  the  manner  therein  specified.  By  s.  66, 
if  he  makes  holes  in  getting  materials  he  shall  cause  them  to  be  fiUed  in  or  fenced.  In 
case  of  neglect  after  specified  notices,  he  may  be  fined  a  sum  not  exceeding  £10,  and 
every  surveyor  within  twenty-one  days  of  his  appointment  is  required  to  fill  up  or 
secure  existing  holes  under  penalty  of  lOs.  for  every  default.  By  the  Public  Health 
Act,  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  66),  s.  265,  the  local  authority  and  their  officers  are  protected 
from  personal  liability.  There  is  o,  similar  section  in  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act, 
1891  (64  &  55  Vict.  o.  76),  s,  124. 
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the  general  rules  of  law  that  are  to  be  observed  in  questions  arising 
between  master  and  servant.* 

The  distinction  between  a  surveyor  appointed  by  an  urban  sanitary 
authority  under  section  189  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  and  the 
surveyor  of  highways  appointed  under  the  Highway  Act,  1835,  must 
be  borne  in  mind  ;  since  it  is  only  in  respect  of  ministerial  acts  that 
the  former  officer  can  act  as  surveyor  of  highways.  The  real  surveyor 
of  highways  is  the  urban  sanitary  authority  which  appoints  him. 
Foreman  v.  Blackbum,  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  Foreman  v.  Mayor  of  Canterbury ^^ 

c^^^h^  thus  distinguishes  between  them  :  The  local  Board  of  Health  "  would 
B?«jkbum'  ^o*  ^^  liable  simply  because  they  were  surveyors  of  highways  ;  but 
J.,di8tin.  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  which  would  relieve  them  merely  because 
guishes  be-  ^j^gy  yf^r^  surveyors  from  habihty  which  they  would  otherwise  incur, 
surveyo/of  I^  ^^  ordinary  case,  where  the  surveyor  of  highways  is  acting  for  a 
highways  township  or  parish,  he  would  be  clearly  Uable  for  any  act  of  las  own 
miderthe  personal  negligence.  There  is  nothing  to  reUeve  him  from  that.  If 
Act  and?he  ^®  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^'^  stones  in  the  road  in  such  a  way  as  has  been  described  ' 
surveyor  to  he  would  be  personally  liable  for  the  negUgence.  If  he  was  himself 
*^th^T  *^^  master  of  the  servants,  he  would  be  equally  responsible  for  their 
imdorthe  negligence.  But  in  fact,  and  in  practice,  the  surveyor  never  is  the 
Public  Health  master  of  the  persons  who  are  employed  on  the  roads.  There  is  no 
^^^'  matter  of  law  that  would  prevent  him  being  so.     If,  by  any  arrange- 

ment he  made  with  the  parish,  he  took  upon  himself  to  do  the  work 
by  his  servants,  he  would  be  responsible  for  those  servants,  though 
he  was  surveyor  of  the  highways.  But,  that  being  an  unusual  and 
uncommon  state  of  things,  it  would  require  distinct  proof  to  show  that 
the  persons  who  left  the  stones  in  that  position  were  his  servants,  they 
generally  being  the  servants  of  the  parish,  and  the  parish  being  a  body 

1  Alston  V.  Scales  (1832),  9  Bing.  3,  under  13  Geo.  HI.  c.  78.  By  5  &  6  WiU.  IV. 
0.  50,  8.  69,  a  surveyor  who  removes  an  obstruction  without  a  conviction  by  justices 
acts  at  his  peril ;  Keane  v.  Reynolda,  2  E.  &  B.  748.  Cp.  White  v.  Feast,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B. 
363  ;  Denny  v.  Thwaites,  2  Ex.  D.  21. 

2  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  216,  under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict  c.  63).  See 
Adamft  v.  Lakeman,  E.  B.  &  E.  615,  as  to  non-liability  of  an  assistant  surveyor,  under 
5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  8.  44,  to  a  penalty  on  the  ground  that  such  liability  attacheb 
only  to  the  statutory  surveyor  of  highways ;  Tucker  v.  Axbridge  Highway  Board, 
5  Times  L.  R.  26.  It  is  clear  that  "  any  individual  who  is  specially  injured  by  the 
obstruction  has  by  common  law  a  right  to  remove  that  which  unlawfully  causes  a 
special  injury  to  him.  But  a  private  individual  has  no  right  to  remove  an  obstnicticn 
which  causes  no  special  injury  to  him,  but  which  is  simply  an  obstruction  to  the  road 
as  regards  the  public  in  general  as  distinguished  from  the  individual " :  per  Jessel, 
M.R.,  Bagahaw  v.  Buxton  Local  Boards  1  Ch.  D.  224.  This  case  was  considered  in 
Denny  v.  Thwaites,  2  Ex.  D.  21,  where  a  surveyor  of  highways  took  up  and  removed 
a  drain  and  brickwork  belonging  to  the  respondent  which  formed  a  nuisance  and 
obstruction  to  the  highway.  For  this  the  smveyor  was  convicted  by  justices  acting 
under  The  Malicious  Damage  Act,  1861  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97),  s.  62,  for  committing 
"  damage,  injury  and  spoil  "  upon  the  respondent's  property.  He  appealed,  and  the 
Exchequer  Division  held  that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  a  private  individual  "  but  the  surveyor  of  highways  having  a  control  over  and  an 
interest  in  the  drains  laid  for  carrying  oflf  the  w^ater,  and  that  in  dealing  bond  fide 
with  the  drains  he  was  not  guilty  of  wilful  or  malicious  damage."  As  to  the  respond- 
ent's rights  it  was  added  that  "  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  only  had  a  qualified 
property  in  the  drains,  &c.,  subject  to  the  exercise  by  the  surveyor  of  his  control  over 
them."  As  to  damage  done  "  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  "  of  the 
Public  Health  Act,  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  see  s.  308.  Nutter  v.  The  Ataington 
Local  Board  of  Health,  4  Q.  B.  D.  375,  affirmed  in  H.  L.  43  L.  T.  710,  is  a  decision  under 
the  corresponding  sec.  in  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848.  The  extent  to  which  a  surveyor 
of  highways  ia  entitled  to  interfere  with  the  soil  is  considered  in  Coverdale.  v.  CharUon^ 
4  Q.  B.  D.  104,  explained  in  B(dls  v.  Vestry  of  St.  George's,  Souihwatk,  14  Ch.  D.  786 ; 
Finchley  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Finchley  Urban  Council  (1903),  1  Ch.  437,  and  post,  366. 

a  By  the  side  of  a  road  without  light 
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which  cannot  be  sued.  But  when  it  is  a  local  board  who  are  acting  as  Local  board 
surveyors,^  the  state  of  things  is  in  general  the  other  way.  The*°*^«*® 
persons  who  are  employed  as  labourers  to  mend  the  highway  are  in  ^'^^^y®^* 
general  servants  of  the  local  board ;  although  the  local  board  of 
health  are  a  body  who  might  very  well  contract  with  a  contractor, 
yet  they  are  a  body  who  generally  do  the  work  themselves,  that 
*s,  by  their  servants,  and  pay  those  servants.  Therefore,  generally 
speaking,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  those  who  actually  do  the  work,  when 
it  is  done  by  a  local  board  of  health  as  surveyors,  are  servants  of 
the  local  board  of  health.  .  .  .  The  37th  section  of  the  Pubhc  Health 
Act,  1848,  requires  the  local  board  of  health  to  appoint  a  surveyor  and 
other  persons  named  as  officers  and  servants  ;  and  at  the  end  of  the 
section  it  is  said  that  they  may  dismiss  at  pleasure  all  the  officers  and 
servants  except  the  surveyor,  and  the  surveyor  is  not  to  be  dismissed 
without  the  approval  of  "the  General  Board  of  Health.^  That  being  so, 
it  would  be  a  question  to  consider  whether  the  surveyor  whom  they 
are  thus  required  to  appoint,  and  whom  they  are  not  allowed  to  dismiss 
at  pleasure,  is  in  relation  of  servant  to  them  in  such  a  way  as  that, 
if  the  matter  were  being  done  by  the  surveyor,  and  the  cause  of  the 
mischief  were  the  negUgence  of  the  surveyor,  the  local  board  of  health 
would  be  responsible  for  his  negUgence."*  The  distinction  pointed  out 
is  of  considerable  importance  in  determining  Uability  in  these  cases. 

Pendlebury  v.  Greenhalgh*'  and  Taylor  v.  Greenhalgh,^  arising  out  of  Pendlebury  v. 
the  same  accident  and  on  identical  facts,  with  decisions  pointing  ^^^2?^*^' 
different  ways,  are   yet   reconcilable  and  consistent  with  ForenumQ^^gj^^f^^^* 
V.  Mayor  of  Canterbury  and  with  each  other. 

An  assistant  surveyor  appointed  under  the  Highway  Act,  1835*, 
neglected  to  fence  and  to  Kght  a  road,  during  the  alteration  of  the 
level  of  the  highway ;  and  an  accident  happening  he  was  held  Uable 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Pendlebim/  v.  Greenhalgh  ;  the  case  was 
discriminated  from  Taylor  v.  Greenhalgh^  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  on  the  fact  of  "  personal  interference."  Lord  Cairns  says  : 
"  Although  the  conclusion  at  which  this  Court  has  arrived  does  not 
agree  with  that  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  difference  is  not  so 
much  a  difference  on  any  point  of  law  as  a  difference  between  the  view 
taken  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  facts,  and  the  view  which  this 
Court  takes  of  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  case."  Taylor  v.  Greenhalgh 
in  the  Queen's  Bench,  was  decided  on  the  authority  of  Foreman  v. 
Mayor  of  Canterbury,''  and  on  a  finding  of  the  jury,  that  "  the  defendant 
did  not  personally  interfere  in  doing  the  work,  or  in  directing  the 
road  to  be  left  in  such  a  condition  as  it  was  left." 

The  principle  underlying  these  cases  is  the  distinction  between  the  Principle  of 
liability  of  a  surveyor  appointed  to  carry  out  the  ministerial  duties  *^®  cases. 

1  I.e.,  under  the  Public  Health  Acts  or  under  the  Metropolis  Management  Acts. 

2  Now  by  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  189,  where  no  portion  of  the  salary  is  paid  out  of 
moneys  voted  by  Parliament,  such  officers  are  removable  at  pleasure. 

8  See  DUtrtct  of  Columbia  v.  McEUigott,  117  U.  S.  (10  Davis)  621.  HardetutU  v. 
Bielby  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  709,  decides  that  a  surveyor  under  6  &  6  Will  IV.  c.  50,  s.  66, 
could  not  be  convicted  for  having  "  caused  the  stones  to  be  laid  on  the  highway,"  or 
''  allowed  them  to  remain  at  night  upon  the  highway,"  so  as  to  cause  danger,  who  gave 
general  directions  as  to  the  repairing  the  road  to  a  person  who  gave  orders  to  the 
carter  who  placed  them  there.  ♦  (1875)  1  Q.  B.  D.  36. 

ft  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  487,  reversed  24  W.  R.  311,  as  indistinguishable  from  Pendlebury 
V.  Oreenh/Ugh.  The  effect  of  this  reversal  was  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  the  distinguishing  inference  of  fact  could  not  in  fact  be  drawn,  not  that  the 
decision  was  wrong  if  the  inference  could  be  drawn.  * 

6  6  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  60.  7  L.  R  6  Q.  B.  214. 
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of  the  surveyor  of  highways,  and  the  highway  authority  itself.  The 
one  is,  prima  facie,  liable  only  for  his  personal  acts  or  defaults  ;  the 
other,  for  all  acts  done  in  the  exercise  of  its  powers  by  those  to  whom  it 
has  entrusted  them  under  the  ordinary  Umitations  existing  in  the  law  of 
master  and  servant  or  contractor  and  contractee.  The  surveyor 
acting  u^ider  the  orders  of  a  highway  board,  who  does  an  act  which  is 
unlawful,  cannot  justify  it  because  it  was  done  by  the  orders  of  the 
highway  board  ;  but  he  is  personally  liable  for  his  act  ;^  on  the  other 
hand,  he  is  absolutely  protected  when  conforming  to  any  orders  of  the 
Board  within  the  scope  of  their  duties.* 

Reid  V.  Darlington  Highway  Board^  points  the  other  aspect  of  the 
matter  to  that  which  was  most  prominent  in  Pendlebury  v.  Greenhalgh. 
A  highway  board  instructed  their  surveyor  to  employ  a  certain  con- 
tractor to  do  work,  which  work  was  accordingly  undertaken  by  the 
contractor,  and  carried  on  without  further  intervention  of  the  surveyor. 
On  an  accident  happening,  through  leaving  material  unlighted  on 
the  road  at  night,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  fix  either 
the  surveyor  or  the  board  with  liability.*  Had  the  surveyor  been  the 
statutory  officer  under  the  Highway  Act,  or  had  the  action  been 
brought  against  the  urban  authority  under  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875, 
s.  ifi,  the  mere  fact  of  non-intervention,  otherwise  than  to  set  in 
motion  some  other  agency,  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  rebut  the 
presumption  of  responsibility.  It  would  then  have  been  necessary; 
for  the  exoneration  of  the  defendant,  that  the  work  should  have  been 
let  out  to  a  contractor,  and  that  there  should  have  been  no  duty  on  the 
defendants  to  see  that  reasonable  care  and  skill  were  used  in  the 
execution  of  the  work,  or  that,  there  being  such  duty  on  them,  it  was 
performed.*  "  By  whom,"  said  Lord  Cairns  in  Pendlebury  v.  Green- 
halgh,^  "  was  the  fencing  and  Ughting  to  be  supplied  ?  The  defendant, 
no  doubt,  might  have  stipulated  that  the  man  supplying  the  labour 
should  supply  the  light  or  fencing.  The  contract,  we  are  informed, 
was  not  in  writing,  and  we  must  take  it  that  the  labour  alone  was 
contracted  for.  If  the  defendant  did  not  contract  for  the  fencing  or 
Ughting,  then  the  duty  of  fencing  and  lighting  remained  in  the  defen- 
dant, for  which  he  remained  responsible." 

Akin  to  this  portion  of  the  subject  are  the  cases  of  Hyams  v.  Webster'^ 
and  Smith  v.  West  Derby  Local  Board}  In  the  former  an  action  was 
brought  against  a  contractor  for  that,  having  under  his  contract 
opened  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  sewer,  he  had  so 
negligently  done  the  work  that  the  plaintifi's  horse  stumbled  in  a  hole, 
and  thereby  the  plaintifE  sustained  injury.  The  jury  found  that  the 
hole'was  a  natural  subsidence,  thus  negativing  negligence  in  the  filling 
in.*'.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench*  held  that,  as  between  the  defendant 
and^the  public,  the  defendant's  obligation  ceased  as  soon  as  he  had 
properly  reinstated  the  road  ;  and  that  it  then  became  the  duty  of  the 
surveyor  of  highways  to  look  after  its  subsequent  repairs,  whether 

1  Mm  V.  Hawker,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  309 ;  L.  R.  10  Ex.  96. 

2  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  61,  b.  16. 

3  41  J.  P.  681. 

4  An  action  under  very  Bimilar  circumstances  brought  against  the  contractor  is 
Blake  v.  Thirst,  2  H.  &  C.  20. 

6  Hughes  v.  Percival,  8  App.  Cas.  443.  «  1  Q.  B.  D.  36, 41. 

7  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  264,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  138. 

8  3  C.  P.  D.  423. 

9  Omsiderable  stress  was  laid  in  the  course  of  the  oaso  upoA  19  ft  19  Yiott  C  120. 
8S.  110,  111,  135,  aad  on  25  AQd  96  Vict.  o.  102,  s.  33. 
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its  defective  condition  arose  from  subsidence  or  from  ordinary  wear 
and  tear.  This  was  upheld  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  the  ground 
that  all  responsibility  to  the  public,  in  excess  of  that  of  properly 
reinstating  the  road  at  the  completion  of  the  work,  is  on  the  parish. 

In  Smith  v.  West  Derby  Local  Boctrd,^  the  action,  on  similar  facts,  Smith  v. 
was  brought  against  the  local  board.     To  the  objection  that  "  how  V^^^^^ 
the  subsidence  was  caused  is  not  known,"  it  was  answered  :    "  We  ^ 

cannot  go  into  the  qtuintum  of  evidence  ;  but  I  think  there  were  facts 
from  which  negligence  might  and  ought  to  have  been  inferred.  The 
trench  was  so  improperly  filled  in  that  a  subsidence  of  from  12  to  15 
inches  took  place — a  thing  not  likely  to  occur  by  fair  wear  and  tear 
if  the  earth  had  been  properly  consolidated." 

The  mode  of  expressing  the  reasons  for  this  decision  is  certainly  not  Decision 
logical.  The  question  to  be  solved  is  whether  the  admitted  existence  of  conflidered. 
a  certain  condition  of  things  can  more  probably  be  referred  to  an 
artificial  antecedent,  from  which  negligence  is  the  inference,  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  to  the  mere  operations  of  Nature,  from  which  an  inference 
of  negligence  is  not  to  be  drawn.  The  solution  is  : — because  the  condi- 
tion arises  from  the  artificial  antecedent — "  the  trench,"  says  the 
learned  judge,  "  was  so  improperly  filled  " — ^therefore,  "  there  was 
evidence  that  the  work  of  fiUing  in  the  trench  had  been  negligently  and 
improperly  done."  That  is,  by  assuming  an  efiect  to  be  due  to  negli- 
gence, negligence  in  the  cause  is  made  inevitable.  The  whole  difficulty 
'of  the  case  arose  from  the  absence  of  material  to  make  this  induction  of 
negligence  from.  Nevertheless,  the  decision  seems  unexceptionable, 
and  in  accordance  with  other  authorities.^  The  law  being  that  a 
statutory  duty  is  imposed  on  the  highway  authority  to  see  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  highway,  the  highway  authority  is  liable  for  any 
falling  short  in  the  discharge  of  tlas  statutory  duty,  through  acts 
of  their  own  or  acts  authorised  by  them.  Where,  then,  a  trench  is 
made  in  a  roadway  and  filled  in,  but  subsequently  a  subsidence  shows 
itself  in  the  very  place  where  the  excavation  had  been  made,  and  not 
accounted  for  by  any  other  theory,  a  state  of  things  has  arisen  from 
which  an  inference  that  the  cause  was  the  interference  with  the  highway 
is  more  consistent  with  probability  than  the  assumption  of  a  mere 
unaccountable  operation  of  Nature  ;  and  the  jury,  or,  in  the  case  in 
point,  the  county  court  judge,  must  say  whether  the  inference  will  be 
drawn.^  If  the  jury  or  the  judge  will  draw  the  inference,  then  a  state 
of  facts  is  presented  that  points  to  misfeasance,an  imperfect  execution  of 
a  work  that  must  be  perfectly  carried  out,  and  not  mere  nonfeasance, 
the  gradual  and  natural  decay  of  a  highway  whose  want  of  repair  is 
merely  the  effect  of  user  and  of  the  operations  of  the  forces  of  Nature.* 

It  has  been  noted*  that  for  certain  purposes  a  railway  is  a  highway —  RaUway 

with  a  limited  dedication.     In  Gleeson  v.  Virginia  Midland  Rd,  Co}  highway. 

Duty  con- 

1  3  C.  P.  D.  423  ;  Meding  v.  Veatiy  of  8L  Mary,  Ntwington,  10  Times  L.  R.  64         sidered  in 

2  E.g.,  Gray  v.  PvUen,  5  B.  &  S.  970.  that  point  of 
»  Cp.  Blackburn,  J.'s,  charge  to  the  jury  in  Hall  v.  Brxatcl  {Mayor  of),  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  view 

322,  with  Trower  v.  Chadwick,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  334,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  I,  which  are  reconciled  Qlee^  v. 
by  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  in  Fairbroiher  v.  Bury  Rural  Sanitary  Authority,  37  W.  R.  644,  V'tr^tnia  * 
on  the  groimd  that  in  the  earlier  case  negligence  was  aUeged,  while  in  the  latter  it  Midland 
was  not  J2«  ^o. 

♦  Burrows  v.  Commissioners  of  Stuxrs  of  the  City  of  London,  4  Times  L.  R.  262 ; 
Bull  V.  Mayor  of  Shareditch,  19  Times  L.  R.  66.  Whyler  v.  Bingham  Local  Board 
(1901),  1  K.  B.  46  has  been  noticed,  ante, 

6  Ante,  332. 

6  140  U.  S.  (33  Davis)  442,  wheie  Virginia  Central  Rd.  Co.  v.  Sariger,  16  Grattan 
(Va.)  230, 237,  is  cited  as  establishing  that "  as  accidents  as  frequently  arise  from  obstruc- 
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the  duty  of  keeping  the  side  banks  secure  was  considered  ;  and  Lamar, 
J.,  after  citing  Tarry  v.  Ashton^  and  Kearney  v.  L,  d  B.  Ry,  Go.y^  is 
reported  as  saying  :  "  If  such  be  the  law  as  to  persons  who,  for  their 
own  purposes,  cause  projections  to  overhang  the  highway  not  con- 
structed by  them,  a  fortiori  must  it  be  the  law  as  to  those  who,  for  their 
own  purposes  of  profit,  undertake  to  construct  the  highway  itself 
and  to  keep  it  serviceable  and  safe,  yet  who  allow  it  to  be  practically 
overhung  from  considerations  of  economy  or  through  negUgence." 
This  liabihty  must,  moreover,  be  taken  subject  to  the  considerations 
pointed  out  in  Sathitary  Commissioners  of  Gibraltar  v.  Orfila,^  referring 
to  Blackburn,  J.'s,  canon  of  construction  in  the  Mersey  Docks  v.  Gibb^ 
"  in  the  absence  of  something  to  show  a  contrary  intention,  the  Legis- 
lature intends  that  the  body  the  creature  of  the  statute,  shall  have 
the  same  duties,  and  that  its  funds  shall  be  rendered  subject  to  the 
same  liabilities  as  the  general  law  would  impose  on  a  private  person 
doing  the  same  thing ;  "  that  where  the  duty  of  maintaining  works 
remains  in  reality  in  some  superior  body,  and  those  sued  are  merely 
those  through  whom  the  administration  may  be  conveniently  carried  on, 
they  are  subject  to  no  UabiUty  in  respect  thereof. 

The  amount  of  repair  required  to  be  done  to  a  highway  may  vary. 
The  earliest  case  on  the  point  is  RegitM  v.  Inhabitants  of  Cluworth.^ 
As  reported  in  Salkeld,  the  proposition  is  laid  down  that  the  inhabitants 
of  a  parish  are  not  bound  to  put  the  road  in  a  better  condition  than  it 
has  been  kept  in  time  out  of  mind  ;  but  they  are  bound  to  put  it  in 
such  condition  as  it  has  usually  been  in  when  at  its  best.  In  Modem 
Reports  and  in  Holt  the  proposition  is  limited  to  the  case  of  one  bound  to 
repair  by  prescription.  In  that  case  it  is  evident  that  the  hability 
arising  from  custom  must  be  Umited  by  custom.  This  may  be  in- 
ferred from  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Henley,^  where  Patteson,  J.,  ruled 
that  it  is  not  enough  that  a  road  is  as  good  as  ever  it  was  or  as  it  usually 
had  been,  but,  if  the  necessities  of  the  pubUc  require  it,  the  parish  are 
bound  to  convert  it  from  a  green  road  to  a  hard  road.  This  direction 
was  afterwards  upheld  by  the  Queen's  Bench,'  where,  however,  in 
an  incidental  allusion  to  Regina  v.  Inhabitants  of  Cluworth^^  Bowen, 
L.J.,  appears  to  approve  the  decision  that  "  at  conmion  law  the 
i)bligation  of  the  parish  does  not  extend  beyond  the  reparation  of  the 
existing  road."  If  this  be  so,  in  progressive  districts  under  the  common 
law,  the  roads  must  have  been  a  serious  drag  on  the  enterprise  of  the 
community.  So  far  as  the  reason  of  the  thing  goes  Rex  v.  Henley 
appears  the  better  opinion.     But  there  is  further  authority. 

The  case  of  Manley  v.  St,  Helen's  Canal  and  Ry,  Co.^  is  inconsistent 
with  the  narrower  view.  Martin,* B.,  said  :  "  I  agree  with  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  that,  if  we  were  now  discussing  what  kind  of  bridge  it 

tionfl  on  the  track,  as  perhaps  from  any  other  cause  whatever,  it  would  seem  to  follow, 
obviously,  that  there  is  no  one  of  the  duties  of  a  railroad  company  more  clearly 
embraced  within  its  warranty  to  carry  their  passengers  safely,  as  far  as  human  care 
and  foresight  will  go,  than  the  duty  of  employing  the  utmost  care  and  diligence  in 
guarding  their  road  against  such  obstructions,*'  i.e.  as  are  created  by  rocks  from  the 
side  sliding  down  on  the  track. 

1  1  Q.  B.  D.  314.  2  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  759. 

3  16  App.  Cas.  412.  4  L.R.  1  H.  L.  110. 

6  1  Salk.  369,  6  Mod.  163,  Holt  (K.  B.)  339. 

6  10L.T.  (0.  S.)110. 

7  Leek  Improvement  Commisaumers  v.  Justices  of  Stafford,  20  Q.  B.  D.  797. 

8  1  Salk.  369. 

»  2  H.  &  N.  840. 
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ought  to  be,  I  should  say  a  bridge  suitable  to  the  present  state  of  society. 
I  have  no  doubt  that,  when  this  bridge  was  built,  the  place  near  it 
was  a  small  village  ;  now  it  has  thousands  of  inhabitants ;  and  to  hold 
that  the  same  bridge  which  would  suffice  formerly  will  do  so  now, 
when  the  place  has  become  a  great  manufacturing  town,  would  be 
utterly  contrary  to  reason  and  good  sense.  Courts  of  law  must  look 
at  these  matters  with  reason  and  common-sense,  and  these  tell  us  that 
undertakings  of  this  sort  must  be  conducted  so  as  to  meet  the  exi- 
gencies of  society.  Is  it  fitting  then  that,  in  the  town  of  St.  Helen's, 
there  should  be  a  bridge  which,  when  opened,  as  it  may  be,  at  any  hour 
of  the  day  or  night,  shall  leave  a  gulf  in  the  highway  entirely  without 
protection  ?  That  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  all  persons  would 
concur  that  the  only  verdict  they  could  have  found  was  that  which  they 
have  found.  Had  they  found  the  contrary,  I  should  have  dissented 
from  their  verdict,  and  thought  it  a  fit  one  to  set  aside."  These 
remarks  were  made  where  the  liabiUty  of  a  oonmiercial  company  was 
being  considered.  But  it  will  not  readily  be  supposed  that  the  state  of 
repair,  which  the  authorised  highway  authorities  are  to  maintain 
throughout  their  districts,  would  be  fixed  on  a  laxer  principle  than 
that  which  governs  with  commercial  companies  in  progressive  neigh- 
bourhoods. 

The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Devon^  is  only  apparently  in  opposition  The  King  v. 
to  this  decision.  The  indictment  there  alleged  that  a  bridge  was  so  Inhabitants 
narrow  that  the  King's  subjects  could  not  pass  without  danger.  The  ^^  ^«*^»- 
distinction  between  this  and  the  former  case  was  pointed  out  by 
Abbott,  C.J.,^  to  be  that  to  hold  the  defendants  liable  for  the  narrow- 
ness of  the  bridge  would  be  "  adding  to  the  bridge  something  which 
did  not  exist  before,"  and  not  merely  charging  them  for  a  shortcoming 
in  maintaining  it  in  efficient  condition.  "  And,"  he  goes  on  to  say, 
"  if  we  should  lay  down  the  law  to  be  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  county 
may  be  compelled  to  widen  a  bridge,  I  am  utterly  unable  to  see  why 
we  should  not  be  called  upon  to  say  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish 
are  bound  to  widen  a  pubUc  high  road  ;  and  the  inconvenience  arising 
from  such  a  rule  is  obvious.  The  inhabitants  of  a  parish,  as  such, 
have  no  power,  except  by  Act  of  Parliament,  to  purchase  at  their 
own  expense  land  for  the  purpose  of  widening  a  road  ;  and,  if  they 
could  be  compelled  to  buy  land  for  such  a  purpose,  I  do  not  see  why 
they  should  also  be  compelled  to  buy  houses." 

"  I  always  direct  juries,"  says  Wills.  J,®  "  on  the  basis  that  the  Standard  of 
standard  of  a  road  authority's  duty  must  vary  from  time  to  time  as  ^^^    .    , 
the  traffic  becomes  greater  and  more  burdensome."*  dutyTanable. 

Neither  is  Manley  v.  St,  Helens  Canal  and  Ry.  Co.  inconsistent  with.  Rex  v.  In- 
Rex  V.  Inhabitants  of  Landulph,^  where  Patteson,  J.,  directed  the  jury  ^^^^^1 

1  (1825)  4  B.  &  C.  670.  This  case  seems  to  have  come  before  the  Court  by  reason 
of  a  dictum  of  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Bex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Cumberland^  6  T.  R.  194,  that, 
if  a  bridge  had  become  of  insufficient  width,  the  burden  of  widening  it  must  be  borne 

•  by  those  bound  to  repair  it.  Regina  v.  Inhabitants  of  Stretford^  2  Ld.  Raym.  1169, 
where  Holt,  C.  J.,  cited  Duncomb's  case,  Cro.  Car.  360,  holding  that  enclosing  the  land 
adjoining  to  the  highway  would  draw  up  Jii  the  owner  of  the  land  the  charge  of  repair- 
ing the  highway :  Neeld  v.  Hendon  Urban  Diatrict  Council,  81  L,  T.  405,  406. 

2  4  B.  &  C.  677. 

3  Mayor,  dsc.  of  Chichester  v.  FosUr  (1906),  1  K.  B.  176. 

4  A,'Q,  V.  ScoU  (1905),  2  K.  B.  168,  where  the  cases  are  cited. 

6  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  393  ;  in  the  note  to  this  report  several  cases  on  the  law  arc  collected. 
As  to  this  case,  but  on  another  point,  see  per  Mellor,  J.,  Bridgwater  Trustees  v.  Bootle- 
eum-Linacre,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  4 ;  and  per  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  McCannon  v.  Sinclair, 
2  £.  &  E.  56. 
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that,  if  they  thought  it  proved  by  the  evidence  that  the  want  of  repair 
arose  from  the  nature  of  the  spot  over  which  the  alleged  road  passed, 
it  would  be  absurd  to  require  the  parish  to  do  repairs  which  from  the 
nature  of  things  must  always  be  rnefEectual. 
Highway  If  a  highway  be  overflowed  or  out  of  repair  passengers  may  justify 

out  of  repair ;  going  on  the  adjoining  land  :^  that  is  if  the  way  is  public,  but  not  if  it 

when  neigh-      •         ^    •      .  t     xi_     i^lx  ^i.         •  •    i.x  1  ^i. 

bouring  land  ^^  ^  private  way.  In  the  latter  <3ase  there  is  no  nght  to  go  on  the 
may  be  used,  adjoining  land.  This  is  because  the  owner  of  a  private  way  may  himself 
be  bound  to  repair,  and  the  impassable  state  of  the  way  may, be  the 
result  of  his  own  neglect.  Where  the  road  is  pubUc  the  general 
good  is  paramount  to  private  convenience.  If,  however,  the  grantor 
of  a  private  way  obstruct  it,  the  grantee  may  go  extra  viam  over  the 
grantor's  land,  and  there  is  no  obligation  on  him  to  enter  upon  litiga- 
tion ;  since  he  is  entitled  to  take  the  simplest  remedy  in  his  power.* 
Rights  of  A  public  officer,  it  was  said  in  a  Privy  Council  Appeal  from  lower 

pubhc  officer   Canada,  suing  on  behalf  of  the  public  may  sustain  an  action  by  proof 
that  the  nuisance  in  respect  of  which  he  sues  has  been  erected  on  land 
over  which  the  public  have  rights  of  passage  which  are  interfered  with 
by  the  erection  complained  of.     He  need  not  prove  actual  damage 
to  the  pubhc  ;  proof  of  the  infringement  of  a  right  is  sufficient.  Although 
the  pubhc  officer  may  interfere  if  he  chooses,  he  is  not  in  all  cases 
bound  to  do  so.  If  then  in  any  case  he  refuses  to  interfere,  an  individual 
sufEering  damage  is  not  prejudiced  in  his  private  rights  by  the  refusal 
of  the  public  officer.     Neither,  on  the  other  hand,  does  a  refusal  by  the 
pubhc  officer  to  act  supersede  the  necessity  of  proof,  by  the  plaintiff 
in  a  private  action,  that  he  has  sustained  injury  special  to  himself, 
and  beyond  that  which  he  suffers  as  a  member  of  the  pubhc.     The 
right  on  behalf  of  the  pubhc  and  the  right  of  action  of  the  individual 
are  entirely  separate  and  have  no  mutual  dependence  whatsoever.* 
Negligence  in        Any  member  of  the  pubhc  can  be  negligent  in  respect  of  the  user  of 
Wghway.^*  *    a  highway,  as  well  as  the  authority  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  it ; 
and  we  proceed  to  consider  those  heads  of  neghgence  which  refer 
specially  to  the  user  of  highways,  and  which  occur  independently  of 
the  statutory  duties  of  surveyors  of  highways. 
No  action  for         It  was  very  early  determined  that  no  action  will  he  for  merely 
person^^^pLs-  ^^^^^^ng  a  private  person  passing  along  a  highway.     The  reason  is 
ing  along  a      that  the  effect  would  be  indefinitely  to  multiply  suits.     In  lieu  of  action, 
highway.         the  remedy  is  by  indictment.*    To  entitle  a  private  plaintiff  to  maintain 
an  action  he  must  show  a  particular  damage  suffered  by  himself  over 
and  above  that  suffered  by  the  other  subjects  of  the  realm.* 

1  Taylor  v.  Whitehead,  2  Doug.  745.  Com.  Dig.  Chimin,  (a)  Highway  (a  1).  By 
the  eighth  table  of  the  lege/i  Duodecim  Tabvlanim  roadfi  were  requiied  to  be  eiffht  feet 
wide  and  double  at  comcra  ;  while  travelleis  were  allowed  to  drive  over  the  adjoining 
land  if  the  load  was  bad. 

2  Selby  V.  NeiUefold,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  111. 

3  Brawn  v.  Ougy,  2  Moore  P.  C.  C.  (N.  S.)  341,  cited  and  approved  BeU  v.  Corpora- 
(ion  of  Qtiebec,  6  App.  Cas.  95.  In  England  the  only  public  officer  to  take  action  is  the 
Attomey-Geneial,  and  his  presence  is  required  where  a  decree  in  the  case  would  bind 
public  rights,  Sampson  v.  Smith,  8  Sim.  272 ;  but  his  concurrence  is  not  necessary 
where  the  plaintiff  is  suing  upon  an  alleged  private  right,  or  upon  a  public  right 
where  he  sustains  special  damage  :  Boyce  v.  Paddington  Borough  Council  (1903), 
1  Ch.,  per  Buckley,  J.,  114,  affirmed  (1906)  A.  C.  1. 

*  Pain  V.  Patrick,  3  Mod.  289 ;  b.c.  svb  nom.  Paine  v.  Partrich,  Carthew,  191 ; 
B.C.  sub  nom.  Payne  v.  Pattfidge,  1  Shower  (K.  B.)  265,  1  Salk.  12 ;  Vin.  Abr.  Chimin 
Common  (D)  2,  where  the  early  authorities  on  "  particular  damage  "  are  collected  ;  per 
Vaughan,  C.  J.,  Thomas  v.  SorreU,  Vaugh.  330,  335,  341. 

6  Caledonian  By.  Co.  v.  Walker*s  Trustees,  7  App.  Cas.  259.  As  to  consequential 
damage,  see  Bigg  v.  Corporation  of  London,  L.  R.  15  Eq.  376.     The  owner  of  a  fcary 
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For  the  necessity  to  prove  special  damage  where  a  private  suit 
is  brought,  an  early  and  leading  authority  is  Iveson  v.  Moore.^    The  iveaany. 
plaintiff,  the  owner  of  a  colUery,  was  obliged  to  take  carts  and  waggons  Moore. 
along  a  highway  almost  daily,  but  by  reason  of  the  highway  being 
obstructed  he  was  hindered  in  his  business.     The  King's  Bench  were 
divided.  Holt,  C.J.,  and  Eokeby,  J.,  considered  that  no  action  would 
he  in  respect  of  the  obstruction,  because  the  plaintiff  sustained  no  more 
particular  damage  than  any  other  of  the  King's  subjects,  who  all  had 
the  same  right  to  pass  this  way ;   Gould,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
action  would  he,  "though  he  agreed  that  an  action  would  not  he  for  No  action  for 
a  public  nuisance  without  special  damage,  for  avoiding  •multiplication  public 
of  suits,  and  therefore,  in  tlus  case,  if  the  plaintiff  had  concluded  only  ^^[^houT 
per  auod  his  carts  or  carriages  could  not  pass,  it  would  not  have  lain  special 
nor  nave  been  maintainable,  yet  he  was  of  opinion  that  some  special  damage, 
damage  appears  to  be  done  to  the  plaintiff  by  this  stoppage  of  the  way, 
which  is  not  common  to  the  rest  of  the  King's  subjects ;    and  this 
appears  in  the  'per  quod,  the  business  of  which  is  to  close  the  action 
and  show  the  cause  of  it."^    Turton,  J.,  thought  that  the  application 
being  to  arrest  judgment,  the  defect,  if  any,  was  cured  by  verdict. 
No  decision  was  pronounced,  though  on  the  case  being  subsequently 
argued  before  the  justices  of  the  Common  Pleas  and  the  barons  of  the 
Exchequer,^  they  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  action  lay. 

The  operative  consideration  probably  was  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  merely  casually  impeded  in  his  going  along  the  highway,  but 
an  additional  element  of  expense  was  imported  into  his  business  by 
the  delay  occasioned  by  the  impediment.  The  language  of  the  judges 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  is  that  "  the  plaintiff  did  necessarily  suffer 
an  especial  damage  more  than  the  rest  of  the  King's  subjects."* 

In  WinterhoUom  v.  Lord  Derbi^  the  subject  of  obstructing  the  wirUerbottom 
passage  of  the  highway  was  carefully  considered.     The  true  principle  ▼•  l^d 
governing  is  said  to  be  "  that  he  and  he  only  can  maintain  an  action  ^?''^y- 
for  an  obstruction  who  has  sustained  some  damage  peculiar  to  himself, 
his  trade,  or  calling.    A  mere  passer-by  cannot  do  so,  nor  can  a  person 
who  thinks  fit  to  go  and  remove  the  obstruction.  To  say  that  they  could 
would  really  in  effect  be  to  say  that  any  of  the  Queen's  subjects  could." 

To  this  statement  of  the  law  may  be  added — ^that  a  person  injured 
by  an  obstruction  may  remove  it,  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  enjoy  his 
rights,  but  only  if  its  continuance  does  him  a  special  injury  ;  and  he 
must  remove  it  in  the  manner  by  which  the  least  mischief  is  caused. 
After  a  judicial  decision  has  been  given  that  an  obstruction  exists, 

cannot  maintain  an  action  for  loss  of  traffic  caused  by  a  new  highway,  by  bridge  or 
ferry  made  to  provide  for  a  new  traffic  :  Hopkins  v.  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  224 ; 
followed  in  Dibden  v.  Skirrow,  (1907)  1  Ch.  437;  Gowcs  Urban  Council  v.  Southampton, 
<kc  Steam  Packet  Co.,  (1905)  2  K.  B.  287. 

1  1  Ld.  Raym.  486.  Maynell  v.  Saltmarsh,  1  Keb.  847,  was  cited,  where  it  was 
held  sufficient  spNecial  damage  to  show  that,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  obstruction 
of  a  way,  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  carrying  his  corn,  whereby  it  was  injured  by  rain. 
See,  too,  Blagrave  v.  Bristol  Waierioorks  Co.,  1  H.  &  N.  369 ;  Reeves,  Hist,  of  Eng. 
Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  iv.  384.  Y.  B.  27  H.  Vni.  27,  pi.  10.  Cp.  Lib.  Ass.  27  E.  111. 
133,  pi.  6.  2  1  Ld.  Raym.  489. 

8  1  Ld.  Raym.  495,  12  Mod.  267,  under  name  of  Jeveaon  v.  Moore.  Cp.  Qreadey  v. 
Codling,  2  Bing.  263. 

*  Lord  Penzance  sajrs  in  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  McCarthy,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
263 ;  "  In  Ashby  v.  WhiU,  1  Sm.  L  C.  (4th  ed.),  185,  212  (?),  the  language  was  *  still  if 
any  person  have  sustained  a  particular  damage  beyond  that  of  his  fellow  citizens,'  &c. 
The  judges  do  not  say  a  damage  of  a  different  kind  or  description  from  that  suffered  by 
other  suDJects,  but  *  more  than  *  or  *  beyond  '  their  fellow  citizens." 

6  L.  R.  2  Ex.,  per  Kelly,  CB.,  322. 
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What  inter- 
ferences with 
a  hiffhway 
the  Jaw 
regards. 


Right  of  a 
frontager  to 


Right  of 
crossing  land 
to  bathe  in 
the  sea 


denied  by  the 
King's  Bench. 
Beat,  J. 'p, 
dissent. 


the  right  to  remove  it  attaches  to  that  body  or  person  who  is  entitled 
to  represent  the  public,  although  no  special  statutory  power  may  be 
given  for  the  purpose.^ 

The  next  inquiry  is  to  ascertain  the  various  interferences  with  a 
highway  which  in  law  are  held  to  create  obstructions.^  To  this  end 
it  is  necessary  to  notice  the  chief  cases  decided  vrith  reference  to 
obstructing  highways  ;  not,  however,  neglecting  the  caution  given 
by  Brett,  J.,^  that  "  To  maintain  an  action  for  damage  caused  by  that 
which  is  a  public  nuisance,  the  damage  must  be  particular,  direct,  and 
substantial." 

The  right  gf  a  frontager  to  access  to  his  property  from  the  highway- 
is  a  different  right,  and,  as  far  as  it  is  a  right  of  a  man  to  step  on  his 
own  land,  a  higher  right  than  that  of  a  mere  passenger  to  pass  to  and  fro 
on  a  highway.^    An  obstruction  of  access  to  premises  is  in  itself 

1  Bagshaw  v.  BuxUm  Local  Board,  1  Ch.  D.  220.  See  Denny  v.  Thwaiies,  2  Ex, 
I).  21. 

8  What  constitutes  an  obstruction  was  discussed  in  A.  O.  v.  Terry,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  423 ; 
OuUy  V.  Smith,  12  Q.  B.  D.  121  ;  Fearnley  v.  Ormaby,  4  C.  P.  D.  136 ;  Walker  v. 
Horner,  1  Q.  B.  D  4  ;  Wood  v.  Eeson,  9  Can.  S.  C.  R.  239.  The  question  of  what  is  a 
defect  in  a  highway  was  treated  at  length  in  Pratl  v.  Inhabitants  of  WeynunUh^  147 
Mass.  245,  9  Am.  St.  R.  691.  In  Roberts  v.  Rose,  35  L.  J.  Ex.  63.  in  the  Ex.  Ch., 
Blackburu,  J.,  said :  "  When  a  person  seeks  to  justify  his  having  interfered  with  the 
property  of  another  for  the  purpose  of  abating  a  nuisance,  he  may  be  justified,  if  the 
other  be  a  wrongdoer,  but  only  in  so  far  as  his  interference  was  necessary  for  the 
purpose.  And  we  agree  with  the  Court  below  that  in  abating  a  nuisance,  if  there  be 
two  ways  of  doing  it,  that  way  must  be  chosen  by  which  the  lesser  mischief  will  be 
done.  We  are  also  agreed  that  where,  in  the  alternative  way  of  abating  a  nuisance, 
there  may  be  some  wrong  done  to  the  property  of  an  innocent  person  or  to  the  public, 
that  mode  cannot  be  adopted."  See  Dimes  v.  Petley,  15  Q.  B.  276 ;  Arnold  v.  Hoi- 
brook,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  06,  where  the  cases  on  the  right  to  deviate  when  the  use  of  footway 
becomes  foundrous,  are  collected.  There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  removing 
an  obstruction,  which  has  been  wrongfully  placed  in  the  highway,  and  making  good 
by  a  permanent  structure  the  result  of  mere  nonfeasance  on  the  part  of  those  charged 
with  the  duty  of  repairing.  Where  there  is  no  right  to  repair  there  can  be  no  duty  to 
repair:  CampbcU  Davys  v.  Uoyd  (1901),  2  Ch.  518.  In  Y.  B.  22,  E.  IV.  8,  pi.  24, 
the  defendant  justified  in  trespass,  by  reason  of  a  custom,  that  they  which  plough 
may  turn  their  plough  upon  the  land  of  another,  and  that  for  necessity ;  and  it  was 
held  good.  In  Mitten  v.  Faudrye,  Poph.  161,  the  case  is  put  of  a  man  driving  cattle 
through  a  town,  one  of  which  8tra3rs  into  a  house,  and  the  owner  of  the  stray  goes  in 
after  it.  The  owner  does  not  thereby  commit  a  tresi>a8R.  Cp,  Tillett  v.  Ward,  10 
Q.  B.  D.  17.  3  Benjamin  v.  Storr,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  407. 

4  The  Queen  v.  Prait,  4  E.  &  B.  vS60 ;  Lade  v.  Shepherd,  2  Str.  1004;  BlundeU 
V.  CatteraU,  5  B.  &  Aid.  268 — right  of  going  over  land  to  bathe  in  the  sea.  The 
celebrity  of  the  decision  in  BlundeU  v.  CatteraU,  and  the  discussion  it  has  under- 
gone, may  perhaps  warrant  a  note  on  the  subject.  The  plaintiff  was  the  loid  of  a 
manor  bounded  on  one  side  by  the  River  Mersey,  who  by  grant  from  the  Crown 
held  the  shore  to  low- water  mark.  The  defendant  was  a  servant  at  an  hotel  fronting 
the  shore,  the  proprietor  of  which  kept  bathing  machines.  The  plaintifi  sued  for 
trespass  in  driving  ona  of  these  machines  across  the  foreshore  with  a  visitor  at  the 
hotel  for  the  purpose  of  bathing.  The  defendant's  case  was  that  there  wsu»  a  common 
law  right  for  all  the  King's  subjects  to  bathe  on  the  seashore,  and  to  pass  over  it 
for  that  purpose  on  foot,  and  with  horses  and  carriages.  Abbott,  C.J.,  Holroyd 
and  Bayley,  JJ.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  coidd  lecover ;  Best,  J.,  dissented.  His 
dissent  was  based  on  three  separate  lines  of  argument.  First,  on  authority.  Brac- 
ton,  1.  1,  c.  12,  B.  6,  was  cited  for  the  proposition — Riparum  eiiam  usus  ptAlicua 
est  de  jure  gentium,  sicut  ipsius  flumivis.  The  majority  of  the  Court  denied  this 
authority,  on  the  ground  that  Bracton  had  not  quoted  merely,  but  interpolated 
hit  doctrine  from  the  civil  law.  Secondly,  that  as  the  s6a  is  the  highway  of  the 
world,  free  access  to  it  is  of  great  importance.  To  this  the  answer  was,  admitting 
the  fact,  it  is  irrelevant,  since  the  question  at  issue  is  not  the  importance  of  getting 
to  the  highway  of  the  sea,  but  the  right  of  traversing  the  plaintiff's  land  without 
his  permission.  Thirdly — and  on  this  point  the  very  words  of  Best,  J.,  at  278, 
must  be  given  :  "  By  bathing,  those  who  live  near  the  sea  are  taught  their  first 
duty — namely,  to  assist  mariners  in  distress.  They  acquire,  by  bathing,  confidence 
amidst  the  waves,  and  learn  how  to  seize  the  proper  moment  for  giving  their  assis- 
tance." This  argument  "  of  public  convenience  "  the  majority  of  the  Court  met 
with  the  rejoinder  that  the  greatest  public  convenience  is  that  the  lights  of  priyate 
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actionable,  as  being  the  infringement  of  a  right  in  property ;  and  it 
is  therefore  not  necessary  to  show  special  damage,  which,  we  have  seen, 
is  required  to  be  proved  where  the  action  is  for  the  obstruction  only 
of  a  public  highway.^  The  owners  of  a  *'  roadside  property,"  to  adopt 
the  term  used  by  Wood,  V.C.,  in  Attorney-General  v.  Thames  Con- 
servatorSy^  have  "  the  public  right  of  passing  and  repassing  along  the 
highway,"  possessed  by  all  subjects  of  the  realm  who  have  occasion 
to  use  the  highway ;   and  in  addition,  a  right  to  enter  their  houses 

property  should  be  assured ;   though  it  is  obvious  that  the  proposition  laid  down 
by  tne  learned  dissentient  judge  is  somewhat  wide  and  vague  as  applied  to  the  case 
of  an  hotel  vLsitor  bathing  from  a  machine.      In    Hall's  Essay  on  the  Rights  of  g^^]]  £ssay 
the  CJrown  in  the  Seashores  of  the  Realm  (Stuart  Moore's,  3rd  ed.),  833,  a  vigorous  qj^  ^^g  Rights 
rally  is  made  to  support  the  judgment  of  Best,  J.,  and  to  question  the  decision,  of  the  Crown 
The  argument  may  be  summarised :    First,   the  books  are  silent.     When  that  j^  ^j^^  g^j^. 
happens  it  may  be  from  the  clearness  of  the  right  which  has  never  been  disputed,  shores  of  the 
The  case  of  bathing  is  one  of  these  cases.     Secondly,  the  right  was  a  customary  Realm  sup- 
right.     Thirdly,  the  authority  of  Bracton,  joined  with  the  known  habits  of  men  ports  Best" 
to  bathe  and  swim  long  prior  to  written  codes,  should  have  been  held  to  establish  j'^  dissent, 
the  right.     Fourthly,  though  Roman  and  English  law  do  differ  on  some  points, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  this  is  one ;    and,  as  fishing  and  bathing  are  analogous, 
and  they  agree  in  that,  there  is  an  inference  that  they  agree  in  the  common  right 
of  bathing.     To  this  it  may  be  answered  :    First,  that  the  case  of  bathing  is  not  Reasons 
one  of  the  cases  from  the  silence  of  the  books  as  to  which  the  ri^ht  may  be  pre-  alleged  con- 
sumed ;    and  that,  if  a  reason  were  needed,  the  existence  of  such  a  right  would  sidered. 
presume  a  limitation  to  private  ownership  {Fitch  v.  BatoUng,  2  H.  Bl.  393).  Secondly, 
that  a  general  custom  cannot  exist ;   a  local  custom  wae  shown  not  to  exist ;   and 
a  common  law  right,  without  positive  evidence  of  its  existence,  is  not  to  bs  pre- 
sumed.    Thirdly,  that  "  the  known  habits  of  men  to  bathe  and  swim  long  prior 
to  written  codes  "  is  not  proved,  and  it  is  doubtful  if  it  could  be  proved ;    but, 
could  it  be  proved,  it  would  be  irrelevant,  even  with  the  authority  of  Bracton; 
which  is  confessedly  drawn  from  the  civil  law,  while  the  land  laws  of  England  are 
based  on  the  feudal  law — an  antagonistic  system.     Fourthly,  there  is  no  more 
similarity  between  a  right  to  bathe  and  a  right  to  fish  than  between  a  right  to  kill 
wild  animals  not  game  and  a  right  to  exercise  oneself  on  a  man's  close.     A  right  of 
fishing  in  the  sea,  or  a  right  of  taking  shell-fish,  does  not  necessarily  involve  a  right 
to  cross  a  man's  land,  while  a  right  to  go  a<;ross  it  to  bathe  does  ;    and  the  only 
authority  adduced,  "  that  fishers  who  fish  in  the  sea  may  justify  their  going  upon 
the  land  adjoining  to  the  sea,  because  such  fishing  is  for  the  commonwealth  and 
for  the  sustenance  of  all  the  kingdom  "  (Fitzh.  Abr.  Barre,  03  ;    Y.  B.  8  E.  IV.  18, 
pi.  30,  per  Dan  by,  C.J..  19),  makes  it  clear  that  there  is  a  diffeience  between  the 
right  to  bathe  and  the  right  to  fish,  by  the  reason  it  gives  for  the  goodness  of  the 
right  of  fishery,  that  it  is  for  the  commonwealth  and  for  the  sustenance  of  all  the 
kingdom— ;a  reason  not  applicable  according  to  the  ordinary  use  of  language  to  a 
claim  of  a  right  to  bathe.     Further,  this  passage  was  interpreted  by  Holroyd,  J.,  Customes. 
to  refer  to  a  particular  custom  ;  and  in  Bro.  Abr.  Customes,  46,  it  appears  that  the 
doctrine  laid  down  was  on  a  question  which  arose  upon  a  custom  oi  drying  nets. 
But,  apart  altogether  from  the  reasoning,  the  decision  in  BlundeU  v.  CatteraU  exists, 
has  been  acted  on,  and  is  generally  regarded  as  settling  the  law ;  which,  did  not  the 
decision  settle  it,  would  probably  have  to  be  settled,  as  it  is,  on  reasoning  similar 
to  that  of  the  majority  of  the  Court.     Liandvdno  Urban  Council  v.  Woods  (1899), 
2  Ch.  705 :   Brinekman  v.  MaUey   (1904),  2  Ch.  313.     In  Bex  v.  Crunden,  2  Camp. 
89,  it  was  held  to  be  an  indictable  offence  for  a  man  to  undress  on  the  beach  and 
to  bathe  in  the  sea  near  inhabited  houses  from  which  he  might  be  distinctly  seen. 
This  was  followed  in  TAc  Queen  v.  Weliard,  14  Q.  B.  D.  63.    The  Roman  law  is  thus 
stated  :    Litiorum  quoque  usus  jmbticus  juris  gentium  esi,  sictU  ipsius  maris  ;    et 
6b  id  quibuslibet  liberum  est  casam  ibi  imponere,  in  qua  se  recipiani,  sictU  reiia  siceare 
et  ex  mare  dedticere.     Proprietas  autem  eorum  potest  irUellegi  nuUius  esse,  sed  ejusdem 
juris  esse,  eujus  et  mare  et  qua  subjacent  mari,  terra  vel  harena  :  Inst.  2,  1,  5.     The 
Crown's  right  to  the  foreshore  is  traced   to  D.  43,  8,  3:   Littora  in  quce  populiis 
Bomanus  imperium  habet  populi  Bomani  esse  arbiiror  (Celeus). 

^  "  It  is  well  established  law  that,  where  there  is  a  public  highway,  the  owners 
of  land  adjoining  thereto  have  a  right  to  go  upon  the  highway  from  any  spot  on 
their  own  land  "  :  Marshall  v.  UUeswater  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Q.B.,  per 
Blackburn,  J.,  172 ;  Bose  v.  Groves,  5  M.  &  G.  613 ;  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers*  Co.,  1 
App.  Cas.  662,  reversing  the  Court  of  Appeal,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  679 ;  Bourke  v.  Davis, 
44  Ch.  D.  110.  In  the  United  States  the  right  of  access  of  a  riparian  owner  does 
not  differ  from  that  of  the  public  at  large,  and  the  Legislature  may  shut  it  off  with- 
out making  compensation  :   Thayer  v.  New  Bedford  Bd.  Co.,  125  Mass.  253. 

2  1  H.  &  M.  31. 
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from  the  highway,^  and  "  a  reasonable  right  of  accessr,  they  have  a 
reasonable  right  of  stopping,  as  well  as  of  going  and  returning  in  the  use 
of  the  highway."^    But,  as  was  laid  down  by  the  King's  Bench  in  The 
The  King  Y.     King  V.  Ru88eU,^  "  the  primary  object  of  the  street  was  for  the  free 
RusaeU.  passage  of  the  pubUc,  and  anything  that  impeded  that  free  passage 

without  necessity  was  a  nuisance.  That,  if  the  nature  of  the  defend- 
ant's business  [in  the  case  before  the  Court,  that  of  a  waggoner  J  were 
siich  as  to  require  the  loading  and  unloading  of  so  many  more  of  his 
waggons  than  could  conveniently  be  contained  within  his  own  private 
premises,  he  must  either  enlarge  his  premises  or  remove  his  business 
to  some  more  convenient  spot." 

Lindley,  M.R.,  paraphrases  this  passage  thus  ^  '^  It  comes,  in 
substance,  to  this — ^that  in  a  case  of  doubt  or  difficulty,  the  private 
reasonable  right  of  a  householder  to  carry  on  his  business  must  yield 
to  the  pubUc  right  of  user  of  the  street.  If  the  public  right  of  user  is, 
in  fact,  so  obstructed  that  it  cannot  be  used  to  the  extent  which  the 
law  requires,  then  the  private  right  must  give  way,  and  it  is  no  answer 
to  say  that  the  defendants  can  go  on  using  this  street  in  a  way  which 
is  reasonable  looking  to  their  interests  alone."  The  assumption  made 
is  that  the  defendant  has  no  more  rights  than  any  other  person  in  the 
street.  If  he  happen  to  be  the  dedicator  of  the  street  and  dedicated 
it  subject  to  an  obstruction,  the  law  is  otherwise ;  whatever  the  public 
inconvenience  they  have  to  submit  to  it,  since  the  dedicator  has  granted 
to  them  a  portion  of  his  property  which  they  have  chosen  to  take, 
while  the  rest  remains  his.* 
Rex  V.  CroM,  In  Rex  V.  Cross?  where  defendant  was  indicted  for  causing  coaches 
to  remain  an  imreasonable  time  in  the  pubUc  highway  near  Charing 

1  Lyon  V.  Fishmongers*  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  676;  North  Shore  By.  Co.  ▼.  Pum, 
14  App.  Cas.  619 ;  The  Queen  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  358, 
explained  by  Lord  Chelmsford  in  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  McCarthy,  L.  R. 
7  H.  L.  258  ;  W,  H.  Chaplin,  Ltd.  y.  Mayor  of  Westminster  (1901),  2  Ch.  329 ;  Bost 
y.  Gloves,  5  M.  &  G.  613.  As  to  the  distinction  between  the  right  of  access  from 
a  riyor  to  a  riparian  frontage  and  the  right  of  nayigation,  see  BeU  v.  Corporation  of 
Quebec,  5  App.  Cas.  84.  There  is  no  common  law  right  to  tow  on  the  banks  of 
ancient  nayigable  riyers  ;  Ball  y.  Herbert,  3  T.  B.  253.  Braoton,  Lib.  1,  c.  12,  s.  6, 
says  the  law  of  England  is  identical  with  the  Ciyil  Law:  Biparum  etiam  usus 
publicus  est  de  jure  gentium  sicut  ipsius  fluminis.  Itaque  Tiavcs  ad  cas  applicarr, 
funes  arboribus  ibi  ruUis  religarc,  onus  aliquid  in  his  reponere  cuivis  liberum  est,  sicuti 
per  ipsum  fluvium  navigare ;  scd  proprietas  earum  est  iUorum  quotum  prcediis 
adhaerent.  Cp.  Inst.  2,  1,  2-4.  Bipa  ea  putatur  esse  quce  plenissimum  flumen  eon- 
tinei,  D.  43,  12,  3,  §.  1.     The  ruling  of  Holt,  C.  J.,  at  Nisi  Prius,  to  the  same  effect 

ia  Young  y. ,  1  Ld.  Baym.  726,  is  rejected  by  Lord  Kenyon,  C.J.,  in  Ball  v. 

Hetbert,  where,  also,  the  incongruity  of  Sir  Matthew  Hale*s  opinion  in  his  Z>e  Jure 
Maris,  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  85-87,  that  indiyiduals  had  a  right  to  a  tow-path  for 
towing  yessels  up  and  down  riyers  on  making  a  reasonable  compensation  to  the 
owner  of  the  land  for  the  damage,  is  exposed.  Callis,  Sewers,  74,  says :  "  I  cannot 
more  aptly  compare  a  bank  of  the  sea,  or  of  a  nayigable  riyer,  than  to  a  highway, 
for  that  the  property  thereof  is  to  him  whose  ground  is  next  adjoining  and  the 
use  thereof  is  common  to  all  men,  and  the  power  thereof  the  king  hath  by  his  lavrs, 
ptoprietas  domino,  ilsus  populo,  potestas  regi."  Homer  y.  Whitechapel  Board  of 
Works,  55  L,  J.  Ch.  289,  is  the  case  of  interference  with  access  to  a  market. 

2  Original  Hartlepool  Collieries  Co.  y.  Oibb,  6  Ch.  D.  721 ;  Bamuz  y.  Southend 
Local  Board,  67  L.  T.  169. 

s  (1805)  6  East,  430.  Begina  y.  ChitUnden,  15  Cox  C.  C.  725,  the  case  of  a 
traction  engine.  See  Brown  v.  Eastern  and  Midlands  By.  Co.,  22  Q.  B.  D.  391, 
where  a  heap  of  rubbish  was  placed  on  defendants*  land,  the  Court  of  Appeal  held 
eyidence  admissible  that  many  other  horses  theui  the  plaintiff's  had  ahied  at  it, 
with  a  yiew  of  showing  that  it  was  a  nuisance. 

*  A.'O.  y.  Brighton,  <fcc.  Supply  Association  (1900),  1  Ch.  281. 

6  Fisher  v.  Prowse,  2  B.  &  S.  770.  Cp.  Bobertson  v.  Bristol  Corporation  (1900), 
2  Q.  B.  198. 

6  3  Camp.  227. 
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Cross,  "every  unauthorised  obstruction  of  a  highway,"  says  Lord 
Ellenborough,  "to  the  annoyance  of  the  King's  subjects,  is  an  indictable 
offence.  Upon  the  evidence  given,  I  think  the  defendant  ought  clearly 
to  be  found  guilty.  The  Bang's  highway  is  not  to  be  used  as  a  stable- 
yard.  It  is  inunaterial  how  long  the  practice  may  have  prevailed 
for  no  length  of  time  will  legitimate  a  nuisance."  And  on  the  following 
day,  in  a.  subsequent  case,  he  said  :  ^  "If  an  unreasonable  time  is  ^^^  v.  Jones, 
occupied  in  the  operation  of  delivering  beer  from  a  brewer's  dray  into 
the  cellar  of  a  publican,  this  is  certainly  a  nuisance.  A  cart  or  waggon 
may  be  unloaded  at  a  gateway;  but  this  must  be  done  with  promptness. 
So  as  to  the  repairing  of  a  house  ; — ^the  pubUc  must  submit  to  the  in- 
convenience occasioned  necessarily  in  repairing  the  house  f  but  if  this 
inconvenience  is  prolonged  for  an  unreasonable  time,  the  pubhc  have 
a  right  to  complain,  and  the  party  may  be  indicted  for  a  nuisance. 
The  rule  of  law  upon  the  subject  is  much  neglected,  and  great  advan- 
tages would  arise  from  a  strict  and  steady  appUcation  of  it.  I  cannot 
bring  myself  to  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the  present  defendant.  He  is 
not  to  eke  out  the  inconvenience  of  his  own  premises  by  taking  in  the 
public  highway  into  his  timber  yard ;  and  if  the  street  be  narrow, 
he  must  remove  to  a  more  commodious  situation  for  carrying  on  his 
business." 

The  King  v.  Moore?  was  to  the  same  effect.  The  obstruction  The  King  v. 
was  caused  by  a  crowd  collecting  on  the  highway  to  watch  pigeon-  ^^^^ 
shooting  on  the  defendant's  enclosed  grounds.  "  If  a  person,"  says 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,  "  collects  together  a  crowd  of  people  to  the 
annoyance  of  his  neighbours,  that  is  a  nuisance  for  which  he  is  answer- 
able ;  "  and  in  reply  to  the  argument  that  the  defendant  was  not 
liable  for  the  collection  of  people  whom  it  was  not  his  intention  to 
assemble,  Littledale,  J.,  points  out  that  though  not  the  defendant's 
object  to  assemble  a  crowd,  "  if  it  be  the  probable  consequence  of  his 
act,  he  is  answerable  as  if  it  were  his  actual  object."* 

"  There  is  no  doubt,"  says  Park,  J.,  summing  up  in  a  well-known  Rex  v. 
case,*  "  that  a  tradesman  may  expose  his  wares  for  sale  ;  but  he  must  ^«'^»^- 
do  it  in  such  a  way  as  not  by  so  doing  to  cause  obstruction  in  the  public 
streets."    The  obstruction  need  not  be  physical;  to  cause  people  to 
assemble  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  is  enough.     There  are,  however,  police 

1  Bex  V.  Jones,  3  Camp.  231 ;   Harris  v.  Mottbn,  3  Ex.  D.  268 ;    Wilkins  v.  Day, 
1  Q.  B.  D.  110. 

2  Herring  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  19  C.  B.  N.  8.  610.  There  is  a  custom 
in  the  City  of  London  authorising  the  Lord  Mayor  to  license  tho  erection  of  hoardings 
during  rebuilding  for  a  reasonable  time  :  Bradbee  v.  GhrisVs  Hospital,  4  M.  &  G.  714  ; 
Davey  v.  Wame,  14  M.  &  W  199 — a  ladder  placed  against  a  house  for  whitewashing 
is  not  a  hoard.  See  The  General  Paving  (Metropolis)  Act,  1817  (57  Geo.  III.  c.  xxix.), 
s.  75;  and  The  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1856  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120),  ss.  121- 
123 ;  The  Metropolis  Management,  &c.  Amendment  Act,  1882  (45  Vict.  c.  14),  s.  13  ; 
also  Towns  Improvement  Hauses  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  34),  ss.  79,  80 ;  WoodaU 
V.  NtUtaU,  8  Times  L.  R.  68,  where  the  contention  was  that  there  was  negligence  in 
placing  a  hoarding  close  to  a  tram  line  and  not  stopping  the  traffic  ;  Begina  v.  Com- 
tnissioners  of  Sewers,  Ex  parte  Brass,  22  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  682 ;  Hoare  v.  Kearley,  1  Times 
L.  R.  426,  where  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  said :  "  The  defendant  in  shoring  up  the  house 
in  question  had  done  what  hs^  been  a  perfectly  lawful  act,  as  it  had  been  sanctioned 
by  the  proper  authorities,  so  that  to  be  liable  at  the  present  action  he  must  be  shown 
to  have  been  cleatl  v  guilty  of  negligence,"  and  see  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Bex  v.  Ward, 
4  A.  &  E.  404 ;  and  per  Crompton,  J.,  Begina  v.  Justices  of  Bichmand,  2  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  373. 

3  3  B.  &  Ad.  188. 

*  Bellamy  v.  WeUs,  60  L.  J.  Cb.  166.  "  I  am  not  prepare^  to  say  that  it  was 
necessary  to  show  that  they  were  disorderly  persons  :  PaA,  J.,  Bex  v.  CwliUy 
6  C  &  P.  649,  -    *  ' 

6  iJciv.  Car^i/e,  6  C*  P.  648. 
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powers  for  dealing  with  such  cases,^  and  at  common  law,  when  the 
assembling  to  look  at  things  displayed  in  shop  windows  becomes  a 
nuisance  it  may  be  dealt  with ;  yet  the  widest  tolerance  in  matters  of 
this  kind  must  be  observed  in  the  interests  of  all  dwellers  in  commercial 
places,  where  the  rule  observed  would  be  that  applicable  to  a  market, 
not  to  the  quiet  surroundings  of  a  residence. 

In  Benjamin  v.  Ston^  access  to  plaintiff's  premises  was  obstructed 
for  an  unreasonable  time  and  in  an  unreasonable  manner  by  the 
defendants  loading  and  imloading  goods  into  and  from  vans  at  their 
premises  ;  so  that  the  plaintiff's  customers  were  prevented  from  coming 
to  his  shop,  and  he  suffered  a  material  diminution  of  trade.  An  action 
was  there  held  maintainable  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had 
sustained  a  particular  damage,  beyond  the  general  damage  to  the 
pubUc,  and  which  was  direct  and  substantial.  The  case  was  treated 
as  a  pubKc  nuisance  and  private  injury  resulting  therefrom,  and 
coming  under  the  principle  of  Iveson  v.  Moore?  and  Winterhattom  v 
Lord  Derby  ;^  but  it  could  no  less  securely  have  been  put  on  the  principle 
approved  by  Lord  Cairns,  C,  in  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers^  Compani^ — 
that  interference  with  a  private  right  is  in  itself  a  ground  of  action, 
even  though  it  does  not  amount  to  a  public  nuisance  accompanied 
by  particular  damage. 

The  action  of  the  defendants  must  be  reasonable ;  and  this  question 
of  what  is  reasonable  depends  upon  the  circumstances ;  with  regard 
to  them  the  observations  of  Jessel,  M.R.,  in  Original  Collieries  Co.  v. 
Gibbf^  are  entirely  in  point ;  as,  indeed,  they  also  are  with  regard  to 
the  rights  inherent  in  private  property  entithng  to  its  reasonable 
enjoyment :  "  You  cannot  lay  down  a  priori  what  is  reasonable. 
You  must  know  all  the  circumstances.  It  would  be  clearly  reasonable, 
for  instance,  if  a  wheel  came  off  an  omnibus  in  the  middle  of  a  highway, 
for  a  blacksmith  to  be  sent  for  to  put  the  wheel  on  the  omnibus  if  that 
were  the  easiest  mode  of  moving  it  out  of  the  way,  and  the  omnibus 
might  lawfully  stop  there  until  the  wheel  was  put  on,  in  order  to  take 
it  out  of  the  way,  if  that  were  the  best  mode  of  taking  it  out  of  the 
way,  and  a  reasonable  and  usual  mode.  Nobody  would  deny  that  if 
the  blacksmith  chose  to  carry  on  his  trade  of  repairing  omnibuses 
immediately  opposite  his  own  house,  and  for  that  purpose,  not  keeping 
any  one  omnibus  more  than  a  reasonable  time  for  lus  work,  he  kept 
omnibuses  opposite  his  house  or  shop,  or  smithy  door  for  that  purpose, 
that  would  be  an  obstruction  of  the  highway,  and  would  be  a  nuisance. 
You  must  look  at  the  circumstances.  So,  again,  it  is  perfectly  reason- 
able that  A  shall  put  his  carriage  before  his  house  door,  even  although 
it  may  overlap  his  neighbour's  door.  For  instance,  take  the  houses 
which  have  been  divided — houses  in  Portland  Place — that  is  a  familiar 
instance  to  me,  and  I  dare  say  to  most  of  us — where  two  doors  im- 
mediately adjoin.  It  is  impossible  to  draw  up  a  carriage  to  the  one 
without  overlapping  the  other.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  quite  a 
reasonable  thing  to  stop  a  carriage  there  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up 

1  Metropolitan  Police  Act,  1839  (2  &  3  Vict.  c.  47),  as.  52,  64,  subs.  9 ;  Town 
Police  Clauses  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  89),  s.  21. 

2  (1874)  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  400.  In  Mott  v.  Skodbred,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  22,  where  a  pubUc 
street  was  improperly  used  as  a  stable-yard,  it  was  held  by  Jessel,  M.R.,  that  the 
nuisance  to  the  neighbouring  houses  was  not  so  permanent  as  to  entitle  a  reversioner 
to  an  injunction. 

a  1  Ld.  Ravm.  486.  *  L.  R.  2  Ex.  316. 

6  1  App.  Caa.  662,  674.  e  5  Ch.  D.  721. 


CHAP.  IV.]     HIGHWAYS,  TUKNPIKES,  CANALS,  ETC.  351 

and  setting  down,  or  even  for  the  purpose  of  waiting  there  a  reasonable 
time.     But  suppose  the  neighbour's  carriage  comes  up  and  wants 
either  to  take  up  or  to  set  down,  it  would  be  monstrous  to  hold  that 
the  coachman  of  the  first  carriage  should  not  move  out  of  the  way. 
It  would  then  become  unreasonable.     When  he  sees  the  neighbour's  Rule  of  give 
carriage  coming  up,  he  is  bound  to  get  out  of  the  way,  and  he  commits  a  ^^^  **^®-   j 
private  nuisance  to  his  neighbour,  in  the  nature  of  a  public  nuisance, 
by  stopping  before  his  door  and  preventing  his  coming  up,  he  not  requirir^ 
to  stop  there.    In  that  case,  therefore,  if  he  persisted  in  doing  this  day 
after  day,  I  have  no  doubt  that  his  neighbours  might  bring  an  action 
against  him,  and  get,  no  doubt,  nominal  damages ;    but  nominal 
damages  would  estabUsh  the  right  and  carry  the  costs."     "  In  the  Disturbance 
same  way  it  is  not  unreasonable  that  your  neighbour  should  give  an  caused  by  ^^ 
evening  party  occasionally,  and  that  there  should  be  a  file  of  carriages  p^ty!'^ 
running  across  your  door  or  opposite  your  door.     But  it  would  be 
very  unreasonable  if  anybody  did  not  break  the  file  to  allow  your 
carriage  to  come  to  your  own  door,  and  still  more  unreasonable,  if, 
instead  of  giving  parties  occasionally,  as  people  do,  your  neighbour  were 
to  turn  his  house  into  an  assembly  room,  or  for  some  private  purpose, 
in  consequence  of  which  a  file  of  carriages  came  every  day  and  ob- 
structed the  carriage-way  to  your  house.     I  only  give  these  as  illustra- 
tions.   The  law  is  quite  clear.     The  question  of  reasonableness  has 
been  said  to  be  a  question  for  a  jury.     It  must  be  reasonable  user 
and  nothing  else."^ 

The  case  of  Fritz  v.  Hobson^  was  decided  in  strict  accordance  with  Fritz  v. 
these  principles,  although  Original  Hartlepool  Collieries  Co.  v.  Gibb,^  Hobson, 
was  not  referred  to  there.  Defendant  was  engaged  in  building  operations 
to  get  to  which  there  were  three  accesses — one  down  a  narrow  court, 
which  was  the  most  convenient,  and  which  the  defendant  largely 
engrossed  for  the  conveyance  of  building  material,  thus  causing 
damage  and  loss  to  the  plaintifi,  who  had  a  shop  in  the  court.  The 
defendant  asserted  '^  an  unqualified  and  absolute  right  to  approach 
the  area  of  building  operations  which  he  was  carrying  on  by  the  nearest 
road,  to  any  extent,  for  any  materials,  for  any  time,  and  without 
regard  to  the  plaintifi's  convenience  or  inconvenience."*  Pry,  J., 
disallowed  this  claim,  on  the  ground,  first,  that  the  private  right  of  the 
owner  of  a  house  adjoining  a  highway  to  access  from  his  house  to  the 
highway  must  not  be  interfered  with  by  an  unreasonable  use  of  the 
highway ;  and,  secondly,  on  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Benjamin 
V.  Storr,^  that  there  was  a  pubUc  nuisance,  with  particular,  direct, 
and  substantial  damage  to  a  private  individual. 

In  Regina  v.  Mathias,^  the  head  note  is  that  "  the  use  of  a  public  Regina 
footway  includes  that  of  a  perambulator  as  a  usual  accompaniment  ^-  ^(^i^s- 
of  a  large  class  of  foot-passengers,  if  of  a  size  and  weight  not  to  in- 
convenience other  passengers,  and  not  to  injure  the  soil,"  but  the 
report  of  Byles,  J.'s,  direction  to  the  jury  does  not  go  nearly  so  far. 
"  There  might  be  many  things  on  a  footway  which  ought  not  to  be  there, 
but  not  being  nuisances,  interfering  with  the  convenient  use  of  the  way 

1  See  per  Lord  Oan worth,  C,  in  A.-O,  v.  Sheffield  Gas  Consumers^  Co,  3  De  G.  M. 
&  G.,  339,  where  the  law  is  laid  down  in  the  same  manner,  and  with  almost  identical 
illustrations. 

2  14  Ch  D.  542. 

3  6  Ch.  D.  713.    See  BeU  v.  Corporation  of  Quebec,  6  App.  Cas.  84. 

4  14  Ch.  D.  552. 

*  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  400.  «  2  F.  &  F.  670. 
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by  passengers,  one  of  the  public  would  have  no  right  to  remove.  If 
you  should  think  that  this  perambulator  ought  not  to  have  been  there, 
but  that  it  did  not  amount  to  a  nuisance  to  the  way,  the  defendant, 
as  one  of  the  public,  had  no  right  to  remove  it."  "  My  direction  to 
you  is,  that  the  owner  of  the  soil  may  remove  anything  that  encumbers 
his  close,  except  such  things  as  are  usual  accompaniments  of  a  large 
class  of  foot-passengers,  being  so  small  and  light  as  neither  to  be  a 
nuisance  to  other  passengers  nor  injurious  to  the  soil."  "  If  you  are  of 
opinion  that  this  perambulator  comes  within  the  description  of  the 
things  as  to  which  I  have  just  directed  to  you,  you  will  find  for  the 
prosecution  ;  if  not,  for  the  defendant."  The  jury  could  not  agree 
and  were  discharged. 

Wood,  V.C.,  in  Walker  v.  Brewster,^  laid  down  that  the  collecting  a 
crowd  is  fully  established  to  be  a  nuisance  in  law  ;  and  "  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  a  populous  town  the  letting  off  fireworks  and  performance 
of  powerful  bands  will  collect  together  crowds  as  a  necessary  and  not 
merely  a  probable  consequence,"  and  so  a  fortiori  are  nuisances. 

Walker  v,  Brewster  was  distinguished  in  Inchbald  v.  Robinson^ 
— the  case  of  a  performance  at  a  circus  causing  inconvenience  to 
neighbouring  householders — on  the  ground  that  there  the  nuisance  was 
an  outdoor  performance  and  that  people  assembled  outside  the  groimd;* 
while  in  Inchbald  v.  Barrington  the  inconvenience  arose  from  the  per- 
formance itself.  "  The  plaintiff,"  said  Selwyn,  L.  J.,  "  cannot  complain 
of  the  temporary  crowding  occasioned  by  people  going  to  the  circus  or 
leaving  it ;  and  no  such  continuous  crowding  is  shown  as  to  justify 
the  interference  of  the  Court."  In  Barber  v.  Penley,^  North,  J.,  gave 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  '^  it  is  not  here  a  coming  to  and  going  from 
that  is  complained  of ;  it  is  the  nuisance  caused  by  those  who  intend 
ultimately  to  get  into  the  theatre  collecting  in  the  street  outside  the 
theatre  and  remaining  there,  which  is  quite  a  different  thing  from 
coming  to  or  going  from  it."^  With  regard  to  the  distinction  between 
outdoor  and  indoor  performances,  the  learned  judge  added :  "  If  a 
defendant  does  withiii  his  premises  what  causes  a  nuisance  outside,  it 
does  not  matter  whether  the  nuisance  is  caused  by  what  goes  on 
inside  being  actually  visible  outside  and  so  causing  the  crowd  to 
collect,  or  whether,  by  reason  of  what  is  going  on  or  what  is  about  to  go 
on  inside,  he  causes  the  crowd  to  collect.  It  seems  to  me  the  principle 
of  both  is  the  same,  though  the  application  is  somewhat  different.' 

It  is  obvious  from  what  Selwyn  and  Giffard,  L. JJ.,  say  in  InchbaJd 
V.  Robinson,  that  a  crowd  going  to  or  leaving  a  circus  may  collect  and 
continue  in  such  circumstances  and  numbers  as  to  create  a  nuisance. 
But  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  such  would  have  to  be  greater 
than  where  the  crowd  collected  for  some  less  justifiable  purpose. 

If  the  purpose  in  assembling  is  laudable  according  to  ordinary 
standards  of  judgment  there  would  be  more  reluctance  to  find  a 
nuisance  than  where  the  sense  of  the  majority  of  ordinary  people 
condemned  it.  The  crowd  thronging  to  church  to  hear  a  fashionable 
week-night  preacher  might  in  fact  be  a  nuisance  to  the  tradesmen  in 
the  road  leading  to  the  church,  but  it  is  hard  to  imagine  "  such. 


1  L.  R.  5  Eq.  34.  2  L.  R.  4  Ch.  388.  s  X.c  396. 

4  (1893)  2  Ch.  467,  Wagstnff  v.  The  Edison  BeU  Phonograph  Corporaifon,  10  Times 
L.  R.  SO. 

ft  Gp.  Jenkiw  v.  Jackson,  40  Ch.  D.  71,  where  the  head  iioto  oonluses  A  ^  B. 
See  as  to  Bub»e<|ueRt  stage  of  this^case  (1891)  1  Cb.  89. 
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continuous  crowding  "  "  as  to  justify  the  interference  of  the  Court," 
while  a  similar  assemblage  in  honour  of  a  '^  two-headed  nightingale  " 
might  not  escape  condemnation. 

The  user  by  costermongers  and  stallkeepers  of  the  sides  of  highways  Coster- 
for  the  carrying  on  of  their  business  at  common  law  is  an  infringement  monffers  and 
of  the  public  rights.    Any  costermonger  placing  goods  on  the  highway  "^^W-*®®?®"- 
for  a  period  longer  than  necessary  to  load  and  miload,  may  be  indicted 
for  a  nuisance  for  his  ofEence  against  the  public,  or  be  made  defendant 
to  an  action  by  any  private  person  whom  he  specially  injures.    The 
highway  is  for  the^  passage  to  and  fro  of  all  his  Majesty's  subjects. 
No  one  has  a  right  to  engross  anjr  portion  of  it.    Every  passenger 
has  a  right  to  the  whole  width  of  it,  subject  only  to  the  equal  right 
of  every  other  passenger.    The  common  law  has,  however,  been 
infringed  upon  by  various  special  Acts  in  some  cases,  for  the  more 
readily  vindicating  public  rights,  and,  in  the  case  of  costermongers,  so 
it  has  been  decided,  to  confer  exceptional  privileges. 

Michael  Angelo  Taylor's  Act^  the  Metropolitan  Police  Act,*  the 

1  The  General  Paving  (Metropolis)  Act,  1817  (67  Geo.  III.  c.  xxix),  as.  64,  65,  66. 
Summern  v.  HoOwm  District  Board  of  Works  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  612,  decides  that  while 
costermongers  carry  on  their  business  in  accordance  with  regulations  made  under  31 
Vict.  0.  6  (The  Metropolitan  Streets  Act  Amendment  Act,  1867),  s.  I,  they  are  exempt 
from  the  provisions  of  67  Geo.  III.  c.  xxix.  s.  66,  relating  to  street  obstructions. 
Lord  Coleridge  goes  even  further,  and  seems  to  regard  The  Metropolitan  Streets  Act, 
1867  (30  A  31  Vict.  c.  134),  as  "  inconsistent "  with  the  provisions  of  sec.  66  of  the 
earlier  Act.  This  opinion  is  apparently  based  on  the  principle  of  interpretation 
adopted  in  Forkseue  v.  Vestry  of  8L  Matihew,  Bdhnal  Green  (1891),  2  Q.  B.  170. 
It,  however,  overlooks  the  considerations  that,  in  that  case,  the  same  authority  was 
entrusted  with  cairving  out  the  provisions  of  both  Acts,  whereof  the  latter  excluded  the 
rights  allowed  under  the  former.  In  8ummers*s  case,  on  the  contrary,  different 
authorities  carry  out  each  Act ;  while  the  absence  of  contradiction  between  the-  provi- 
sions of  the  two  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  for  ten  years  previous  to  the  decision  in 
Summer's  ease^  the  police  acted  under  a  Police  Order  of  17th  April,  1882,  by  which 
**  obstructions  or  inconvenience  to  the  passage  of  the  public  by  the  habitual  practice 
of  depositing  on  the  footways,  or  other  part  of  the  street,  things  for  sale,"  is  left  to  be 
dealt  with  by  the  local  authoiity  under  the  powers  conferred  by  67  Geo.  III.  c.  xxix. ; 
while  the  like  contem^toranea  expositio  limits  the  scope  of  police  intervention  to  dealing 
with  casual  or  actual  obstruction,  in  short,  with  traffic  regulation.  Local  needs  were 
dealt  with  by  the  local  authority — the  vestry,  while  general  regulative  duties  were 
discharged  by  the  police.  The  scope  of  sec.  66  of  67  Geo.  III.  o.  xxix.,  is  indicated  by 
WyaU  V.  Qems  (1893),  2  Q.  B.  226.  Ooding  v.  Oreen  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  109,  has  a  distinct 
bearing  on  Lord  Coleridge's  views  on  "  inconsistency." 

What  constitutes  "  inconsistency  "  so  as  to  work  the  repeal  of  one  of  two  apparently  « Inccmsis- 
coexisting  provisions,  is  a  matter  of  such  importance  in  this  and  other  connections,  as  tency  '*  of 
to  excuse  a  note.  "  Repeal  by  implication  is  never  to  be  favoured  "  :  Dobbs  v.  Grand  oonourrent 
Junction  Waterworks  Co.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  per  Field,  J.,  168.  The  repugnancy  between  the  statutes, 
new  provision  and  a  former  statute  must  not  only  be  plain,  out  also  unavoidable : 
Foster's  case,  11  Co.  Rep.  66  b,  63  a,  1  Roll.  Rep.  91 ;  Thomby  d.  The  Duchess  of 
Hamilton  v.  Fleeiioood,  10  Mod.  118  arguendo  ;  Bacon,  Abr.  Statute  D.  Where  two 
sections  in  conflict  are  found  in  one  Act,  the  rule  Ib  "  the  general  enactment  must  be 
taken  to  affect  only  the  other  parts  of  the  statute  to  which  it  may  properly  apply  "  : 
Pretty  v.  8oUy,  26  Beav.,  per  Romilly,  M.R.,  610,  and  per  the  same  judge,  Dewinton 
V.  Brecon,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  604 ;  see  also,  per  Beet,  C.J.,  Churchiil  v.  Crease,  6  Bing.  180. 
The  rule,  where  two  Acts  are  to  be  read  together,  is  the  same  as  when  various  provi- 
sions occur  in  the  same  Act,  **  unless  there  is  some  manifest  discrepancy  malong  it 
necessary  to  hold  that  the  later  Act  has  to  some  extent  modified  something  found  in 
the  earlier  Act "  :  Canada  Southern  Bd.  Co,  v.  International  Bridge  Co.,  8  App.  Cas., 
per  Lord  Selbome,  727.  "  The  test  of  whether  there  has  been  a  repeal  by  implication 
by  subsequent  leflrislation,**  says  Smith,  J.,  Churchwardens,  dfC.  of  West  Ham  v.  Fourth 
city  Mutual  BuUding  Society  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  658,  "  is  this :  Are  the  provisions  of  a 
later  Act  so  inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  an  earlier  Act  that  the 
two  cannot  stand  together  ? "  This  inconsistency  then  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
expression  of  preference,  moral  or  political,  but  is  to  be  arrived  at  by  the  application  of 

«  2  A  3  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  64,  sub.-s.  6.  Under  sec.  72  of  The  Highway  Act,  1836  (6 
&  6  Will.  IV.  c.  60),  the  police  can  prosecute  for  obstiucting  a  highway  withm  the 
Metropolitan  area.    Back  v.  Holmes,  67  L.  J.  M.  C.  37. 
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Metropolitan  Streets  Act,*  and  the  Town  Police  Clauses  Act,  1847,* 
give  summary  means  for  enforcing  a  very  vigorous  control  over  high- 
ways in  urban  districts. 

By  the  Metropolitan  Streets  Act  (Amendment)  Act,  1867,^  however, 
costermongers  and  stallkeepers  in  the  London  district  are,  by  a  bene- 
ficent interpretation  of  the  special  legislation  applicable,  exempted 
from  all  interference,  so  long  as  they  conform  to  the  police  regulatioiiB 
made  under  the  Act.  So  soon  as  the  regulations  are  transgressed 
the  general  law  is  once  more  applicable  to  them. 

rules  of  law.  For  ezamide,  the  maxim  generalia  specialtbua  non  derogant  is  to  be  resided. 
"  Now,  if  anything,"  says  Lord  Selbome,  C,  Seward  v.  Vera  Cni2  (1884),  10  App.  Caa.  68, 
"  be  certain  it  is  this,  that  where  there  are  genera]  words  in  a  later  Act  capable  of  reaBon- 
able  and  sensible  application,  without  extending  them  to  subjects  specially  dealt^with 
by  earlier  legislation,  you  are  not  to  hold  that  earlier  and  special  legislation  indiroctly 
repealed,  altered,  or  derogated  from  merely  by  force  of  such  general  words,  without 
any  indication  of  a  particular  intention  to  do  so."  In  the  earlier  case  of  Oamett  v. 
^fa<2^(1878),  3 App.  Gas.  960,  Lord  Hatheiley  had  thus  stated  the  rule :  "An  Act 
directed  towards  a  special  object,  or  special  class  of  objects,  will  not  be  repealed  by 
a  subsequent  general  Act,  embracuig  in  its  generality  those  particular  objects,  unless 
some  reference  be  made  directlv  or  by  necessary  inference  to  the  preceding  Act." 
For  instances  of  the  working  of  this  principle,  see  Rex  y.  Poor  Law  CommisnanerM^ 
6  A.  fc  £.  1  ;  London  dt  BktehcaU  Ry.  Co,  v.  LimeKouM,  3  K.  &  J.  123 ;  TKorot  ▼. 
Adams,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  126 ;  Taylor  v.  Corporation  of  Oldham,  4  CSl  D.  410.  Loid 
Hatherley  had  previously,  in  Oreen  v.  The  Queen,  1  App.  Cas.  646,  said :  "  A  well- 
known  passage  from  Lord  Cioke  has  been  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Quain,  namely,  that 
you  €ure  not  to  do  away  with  existing  special  lights  by  general  affirmative  words. 
But  if  the  affirmative  words  are  clear,  plain,  and  precise,  and  the  two  things  will  not 
coexist,  or  stand  together,  then  I  apprehend  you  are  compelled  to  come  to  a  coa- 
struction,  which  is  a  sensible  con-^truction  in  itself,  and  also  a  natural  and  ordinary 
construction.  Finding  that  the  two  thin^  will  not  stand  tooether,  ^ou  are  compelled 
to  adopt  that  construction  which  the  plam  sense  of  the  woroB  requires."  "  If,  says 
Kay,  L.J.,  in  Millington  v.  Harwood  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  172,  "  a  subsequent  Act  does  not 
in  terms  repeal  a  previous  Act,  and  does  not  expressly  refer  to  that  Act,  we  must  find 
such  an  inconsistency  as  that  the  two  Acts  cannot  be  read  together."  This  principle  of 
law  was  firmly  established  so  far  back  as  1677 ;  as  may  be  seen  from  a  report  to  Sir 
Walter  Mildmay  by  Mr.  Justice  Manwood  of  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  the  con- 
struction of  certain  of  the  Popery  Acts,  printed  as  a  note  in  Froude,  aiaUxry  of  Eng- 
land, vol.  xi.,  88.  It  is  nowhere  more  aptly  stated  than  by  Pratt,  C.  J.,  Chapman  y^ 
Picl^3gillf2W\]B.  (K.  B.)  146 :  "  It  is  animiversal  rule  that  an  affirmative  statute  ia 
hardly  ever  repealed  by  a  subsequent  affirmative  statute  ;  for  if  it  is  possible  to  reconcile 
two  statutes  they  shall  both  stand  together. "  The  confficting  principle  is  illustrated  by 
Parry  v.  Croydon  Commercial  Gas  and  Coke  Co.,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  679,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  668. 
Reference  should  be  made  by  all  inquiring  into  this  subject,  to  Lord  Blackburn's  fall 
discussion  of  it,  in  Garnet  v.  Braileyy  3  App.  Cas.  966-969.  His  expression  is  (at  967) : 
"  Where  there  is  some  particular  law  standmg,  and  a  subsequent  enactment  has  general 
words  which  would  repeal  that  particular  law  or  particular  custom,  if  they  weie  taken 
in  all  their  generality,  yet,  nevertheless,  the  first  particular  law  is  not  to  be  repealed 
unless  there  is  a  sufficient  indication  of  intention  to  repeal  it.  It  is  not  to  be  repealed 
by  mere  general  words ;  the  two  may  stand  together ;  the  first,  the  particular  law 
standing  as  an  exceptional  proviso  upon  the  general  law."  The  now  obsolete  case 
(see  66  &  67  Vict  c.  61,  s.  2)  of  Graham  y.  Mayor,  dfC  of  NewcasOe-on-Tyne  (1893^ 

1  Q.  B.  643,  is  an  excellent  example  of  the  observance  of  the  principles  we  have  been 
discussing ;  Summers  v.  Holbom  DvUriei  Board  of  Works  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  612,  of  their 
violation.     In  Keep  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Mary,  Netoington,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  (1894), 

2  Q.  B.  624,  Lindley  and  Smith,  L.JJ.,  Kay,  L.J.,  dissenting,  held  that  the  Metro- 
politan Streets  Act  Amendment  Act,  1867  (31  Vict.  c.  6),  is  a  statutory  permission 
by  the  Legislature  to  costermongers,  street  hawkers,  or  itinexant  traders  to  carry  on 
their  business  in  the  way  in  which  they  invariably  do  carry  it  on,  provided  only  that 
they  comply  with  the  police  regulations.  Both  parties  to  this  appeal  were  probably 
agreed  that  the  Act  referred  to  gave  a  statutory  permission  to  the  costermongers. 
The  only  question  in  dispute  was  against  whom  ?  The  police  certainly.  The  lIJJ. 
assume  that  the  protection  is  against  the  parish  authorities  as  well.  It  is  curious  to 
note  in  Hansard,  under  3rd  December  1867,  that  the  responsible  minister  introducing 
the  Bill  in  the  House  of  Lords  speaks  of  it  as  intended  merely  to  restore  the  law  to 
what  it  was  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  earlier  in  the  year.  It  is  also  curious  to  note 
that  the  very  disparate  functions  of  the  police  and  the  local  authorities  seem  not  to 
have  been  present  to  the  minds  of  the  Lords  Justices. 

1  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  134.  s.  6. 

«  10  &  1 1  Vict.  s.  89, 8.  28.  8  31  Vict  c.  6,  s.  1. 
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In  some  of  the  costermongers'  cases  it  has  been  contended  that  the  OUtruction 
obstruction  caused  is  not  by  the  barrow  of  the  person  proceeded  ^  individual 
against,  but  by  reason  of  other  costermongers,  each  conforming  to  j^j^^aotf  * 
the  police  regulations,  congregating  round  him ;   and  that  in  these 
circumstances  there  is  no  UabiUty.     This  contention  is  disposed  of  James,  L. J., 
by  James,  L.  J.,  in  Thorpe  v.  BrumfUt.^     "  It  was  said  that  the  plaintiff  '^^^^  ^' 
alleges  an  obstruction  caused  by  several  persons  acting  independently  of    ^^f^' 
each  other,  and  does  not  show  what  share  each  had  in  causing  it.     It 
is  probably  impossible  for  a  person  in  the  plaintiff's  position  to  show 
this.    Nor  do  I  think  it  necessary  that  he  should  show  it.     The  amount 
of  obstruction  caused  by  any  one  of  them  might  not,  if  it  stood  alone,  be 
sufficient  to  give  any  ground  of  complaint,  though  the  amount  caused 
by  them  all  may  be  a  serious  injury.     Suppose  one  person  leaves  a 
wheelbarrow  standing  on  a  way  that  may  cause  no  appreciable  incon- 
venience, but  if  a  hundred  do  so,  that  may  cause  a  serious  inconvenience, 
which  a  person  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  way  has  a  right  to  prevent ; 
and  it  is  no  defence  to  any  one  person  among  the  hundred  to  say  that 
what  he  does  causes  of  itself  no  damage  to  the  complainant." 

In  the  United  States  the  law  negativing  any  power  of  the  local  Lioence  to 
authorities  to  grant  dispensations  from  the  operation  of  the  general  obstruct 
law  has  been  unambiguously  and  beneficially  laid  down.  In  Co?^en  v.  Cohen  v.  The 
Mayor,  dkc,  of  New  York?  the  "permits"  sometimes  "granted  hyOityofNew 
conmion  councils  of  cities,  or  by  other  bodies,"  are  declared  to  confer 
"  no  right  upon  the  party  who  obtains  "  them,  and  in  the  case  in 
question  were  held  to  impose  a  serious  liability  on  the  grantors.  There 
the  City  of  New  York  was  sued  for  damages  caused  to  the  plaintiff's 
intestate  by  the  falUng  on  him  whilst  walking  through  the  streets  of 
that  city,  of  a  pair  of  thills  attached  to  a  grocer's  waggon,  which  was 
stationed  in  the  street  under  a  permit  granted  by  defendants,  and  for 
which  they  were  paid.  The  fall  was  caused  through  the  wheel  of 
another  waggon  catching  that  of  the  grocer's  waggon  (the  street  being 
narrow).  The  Court  of  Appeals,  reversing  the  Court  below,  held  the 
city  liable ;  for  that  "  it  must  be  regarded  as  itself  maintaining  a 
nuisance  so  long  as  the  obstruction  is  continued,  by  reason  of,  and 
under  such  licence,  and  it  must  be  Uable  for  all  damages  which  may 
naturally  result  to  a  third  party  who  is  injured  in  his  person  or  his 
property  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  the  placing  of  such  obstruction 
in  the  highway."  The  city  authorities  are  co-operating  in  creating  a 
nuisance.  "  We  think,"  the  Court  said,  "  that  in  a  case  like  thas, 
where  no  obstruction  would  have  existed  but  for  the  wrongful  conduct 
of  the  defendant,  it  (the  city)  must  be  held  responsible  for  the  damage 
which  is  caused  by  reason  of  the  obstruction,  even  though  it  might  not 
have  happened,  if  the  licensee  had  been  careful  in  regard  to  the  manner 
in  which  he  exercised  the  assumed  right  granted  him  by  the  Ucensee."' 
Gray,  J.,  dissented,  considering  that  the  licence  given  by  the  city  to  do 
an  illegal  act,  was  not  enough  to  charge  them  for  the  damage  that  had 
resulted.  The  answer  to  this  view  is  that  the  giving  the  licence  in 
the  circumstances  constituted  an  integral  part  of  the  wrongful  act. 
The  illegaUty  was  not  in  the  way  the  licensed  act  was  done  but  in  the 
act  itself. 

1  L.  R.  8  Ch.  666.  Sadler  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.  (1896),  A.  C.  450,  which  is  discussed 
BuUock  V.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  76  L.  J.  K.  B.  127. 

«  113  N.  Y.  532 ;  10  Am.  St.  R.  606  ;  see  Speir  v.  Brooklyn,  139  N.  Y.  6.  As  to 
a  licence  given  by  local  authoritiefl  to  do  a  thing  which  is  done  negligently,  Wa04  ▼. 
Caledon,  19  Ont.  App.  69.  »  L.c.  538. 
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No  English  authority  has,  probably,  gone  so  far  as  to  let  out 
standing  places  in  the  streets.  Yet  many  refuse  to  interfere  with 
barrows  or  stalls  placed  there.  This  allowance  does  not  affect  the 
original  illegality  of  placing  stalls  in  a  highway ;  nevertheless  the 
local  authorities  are  not  thereby  rendered  liable  to  an  action  ;*  they  are 
merely  quiescent,  and  some  have  even  assigned  to  costermongers 
streets  where  they  may  ply  their  business  free  from  any  action  by  the 
local  authorities.^  The  New  York  authorities  had  co-operated  in  an 
illegal  act ;  the  English  position  is  one  of  mere  non-interference.  Active 
participation  in  an  illegal  obstruction  with  damage  resulting  therefrom, 
would,  in  England  and  in  America  aUke,  render  the  local  authority 
a  joint  tort  feasor  with  the  inmiediate  author  of  the  obstruction. 

Two  cases,  Harris  v.  Mobbs^  and  WiUcins  v.  Day,^  remain  to  be  con- 
sidered. In  each  of  .these  an  obstruction  was  left  on  the  roadside,  but 
.  not  (except  to  the  extent  of  a  few  inches  in  one  case)  on  the  metalled 
part ;  and  in  each  the  person  authorising  the  obstruction  was  held 
liable  to  one  sustaining  particular  damage,  on  the  ground  that  "  in 
the  case  of  an  ordinary  highway,  although  it  may  be  of  a  varying  and 
unequal  width,  running  between  fences  one  on  each  side,  the  right  of 
passage  or  way  prima  fade^  unless  there  be  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
extends  to  the  whole  space  between  the  fences,  and  the  public  are 
entitled  to  the  use  of  the  entire  of  it  as  a  highway,  and  are  not  confined 
to  the  part  which  may  be  metalled  or  kept  in  repair  for  the  more 
convenient  use  of  carriages  and  foot-passengers."^ 


1  Olossop  y.  Heslon  and  Ideworih  Local  Board,  12  Ch.  D.  102.  In  the  King  v. 
Smith,  4  £^p.  (N.  P.)  109,  Lord  Ellenborough  directed  an  acquittal  on  an  indictment 
for  a  nuisance  in  obstructing  a  highway,  where  it  appeared  there  had  been  a  twenty- 
iiye  years*  user  of  it  as  a  market  The  Chief  Justice  "  could  not  hold  a  man  to  be 
criminal  who  came  there  under  the  belief  that  it  was  such  a  fair  or  market  legally 
instituted.  If  the  fair  or  market  was  not  a  legal  one,  the  party  might  be  proceeded 
against  for  usurping  the  franchise."     The  user,  however,  must  be  without  interruption. 

2  Probably  without  regard  to  such  a  decision  as  Hawkins  v.  Robinson,  37  J.  P.  662, 
or  the  law  on  which  it  is  founded. 

»  (1878)3Ex.  D.  268. 

4  (1883)  12  Q.  B.  B.  110. 

8  Per  Martm,  B.,  in  Regina  v.  Tht  United  Kingdom  Electric  TelegrapkCo.,  9  Cox 
C.  C.  144,  and  adopted  by  Grompton,  J.,  176,  where  the  cases  are  collected ;  Rtgina 
V.  Train,  9  Ck)x  C.  C.  180.  Coverdale  v.  Charlton,  4  Q.  B.  D.  104,  explained  by  James. 
IxJ.,  in  Rolls  y.  Vestry  of  8l,  George,  SoiUhtpark,  14  Ch.  D.  796,  to  mean  "'that  the 
Board  had  only  the  surface,  and  with  the  surface  such  right  below  the  smface  as  was 
essential  to  the  maintenance  and  occupation  and  exclusive  possession  of  the  street, 
and  the  making  and  maintaining  of  the  street  for  the  use  of  the  public,"  was  followed 
in  Wandstporih  District  Board  of  Works  v.  United  Telephone  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  904. 
In  Baird  v.  The  Mayor,  dsc.  of  Tunbridge  Wells  (1894),  2  Q.  B.  867,  affirmed  in  H.  Ij. 
(1896),  A.  C.  434,  it  was  resolved  that  what  vested  was  "  the  surface  use  of  the  street 
and  nothing  more."  The  Public  Health  (London)  Act,  1891,  (54  &  55  Vict,  c  76^) 
•6.  44,  gives  a  power  to  the  sanitary  authority  in  London  to  provide  public  conveni- 
ences, and  Mayor  of  WestminsUr  v.  L,  &  N.  TV,  Ry.  Co,  (1905),  A.  C.  426,  decided  that 
'*  the  provision  of  the  statute  itself  contemplates  that  such  conveniences  should  be 
made  beneath  public  roads,  and  if  beneath  public  roads  some  access  underneath  the 
road  level  must  be  provided."  In  Finchlcy  Electric  lAght  Co.  v.  Finchley  Urban 
Council  (1903),  1  Ch.  437,  an  electric  light  company  carried  two  wires  across  a  road 
in  the  defendant's  district  at  a  height  of  thirty-four  feet,  which  the  defendants  cut. 
An  injunction  was  granted  by  the  0.  A.  on  the  ground  that  the  local  authority  had  no 
such  right,  even  though  the  defendants  had  taken  over  the  road  from  turnpike  trustees. 
Where  the  local  body  has  statutory  powers,  although  no  property  passes,  they  have 
a  riffht  under  their  statutory  powers,  e.g.,  to  erect  p<3es  for  electrical  purposes,  thons^ 
sunk  to  a  depth  of  six  feet;  Escott  v.  Mayor,  dec.  of  Newport  (1904),  2  K.  B.  369. 
In  Natumal  Tdephone  Co.  v.  Constables  of  St.  Peter  Port  (1900),  A.  C.  317,  the  wires 
were  not  alleged  to  be  outside  the  limits  of  the  street.  A.-O.  v.  Conduit  CdUiety  Co. 
(1895),  1  Q.  D,  301,  is  a  case  of  subsidence  of  a  highway  where  no  actual  damage  was 
done,  yet  held  the  parish  was  entitled  to  nominal  damages ;    and  the  Mayor,  d:c  of 
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Lord  Russell  of  Killowen,  C.J.,  in  Neeld  v^Hendon  Urban  Council^  Neddy. 
seemed  to  throw  doubt  on  this,  following  the  criticisms  of  Channell,  J.,  ^^|^ 
He  says  :  "  It  seems  to  me  very  difficult  to  give  assent  to  such  a  CouncU, 
general  proposition  as  this,  that,  under  all  conditions  where  you  find 
a  metalled  road  bordered  by  unmetalled  margins  and  beyond  the 
margins  by  hedges,  there  is  an  invariable  presumption  that  all  the 
space  between  the  hedges  is  highway ; "  and  Cozens  Hardy,  J.,  in 
Countess  of  Belmore  v.  Kent  County  Council^  cites  this  passage  in  - 
giving  judgment.  Joyce,  J.,  however,  in  Harvey  v.  Truro  Rural 
Council^  points  out  that  in  both  cases  the  facts  rebutted  the  pre- 
sumption, and  that  there  was  no  need  of  any  modified  proposition  of 
law  to  justify  them.  A  reference  to  the  report  of  Neeld's  case^  shows 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  this  was  so.  Smith, 
L.J.,  accepts  the  statement  of  Crompton,  J.,  in  the  United  Kingdom 
Electric  Telegraph  Co's  case  as  correct,  and  points  out  that  in  the  case 
before  him  there  was  "  abundant  evidence  "  "  to  destroy  the  primd 
facie  presumption ; "  while  Williams,  L.  J.,  says :  "  The  presumption  is 
that  primd  facie,  if  there  is  nothing  to  the  contrary,  the  public  right 
of  way  extends  over  the  whole  space  of  ground  between  the  fences  on 
either  side  of  the  road  ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  fences  may  primd  facie 
be  taken  to  have  been  originally  put  up  for  the  purpose  of  separating 
land  dedicated  as  a  highway  from  land  not  so  dedicated.  But  in  the 
case  of  the  waste  of  a  manor  there  is  another  obvious  reason  for  which 
fences  may  be  put  up,  namely,  to  separate  the  adjoining  closes  from 
the  waste." 

The  right  of  one  having  house  or  land  abutting  on  a  highway  to  Rights  of 
pass  from  his  property  to  the  highway  is,  on  the  authorities,^  beyond  owner  of 
question.    If  he  is  also  the  owner  of  the  soil  of  the  highway,  apart  from  ^Woh  abuto^ 
statutory  interference  with  his  rights,  he  is  entitled  to  prevent  any  on  a  highway, 
alteration  being  made  in  the  level  of  the  highway.*    If  he  is  not  the 
owner  of  the  soil  of  the  highway,  his  right  of  passage  becomes  merely 
a  consequence  of  the  dedication  of  the  highway  to  the  public.    If, 
then,  the  dedication  of  the  highway  is  at  a  certain  level,  the  house-  or 
land-owner  abutting  on  the  highway  has  a  right  of  access  at  that  level, 
so  long  as  it  is  preserved,  equally  with  the  rest  of  the  public.     In  the 
case  of  the  subsidence  of  the  highway,  since  he  has  no  right  to  the 
maintenance  of  any  particular  level,  he  has  no  right  to  have  the  road 
maintained  at  the  sunk  level,  and  consequently  no  right  of  his  is  infringed 
if  the  road  is  raised  to  the  height  it  was  previously  to  the  subsidence.' 

Wednetbury  y.  Lodge  Holes  CoUiery  Co.  (1905),  2  K.  B.  823,  fixed  these  damages  at  the 
cost  of  making  the  highway  as  commodious  as  before  to  the  public,  and  not  at  the  cost 
of  restoring  the  original  level,  but  was  reversed  in  C.  A.,  (1907)  1  K.  B.  78. 

1  81  L.  T.  406,  409.  "  The  right  of  the  public,"  says  James,  V.C,  Turner  v. 
Bingtoood  Highway  Board,  L.  R.  9  £q.  422,  "  is  to  have  the  whole  width  of  the  road 
preserved  free  from  obstructions,  and  is  not  confined  to  that  part  which  was  used  as  the 
via  triia.^* 

2  (1901),  1  Ch.  873.  8  (1903)  2  Ch.  638,  643. 
4  81  L.  T.  409,  410. 

ft  Jjyon  V.  Fishmongers  Company,  1  App.  Cas.  676.  Coppinger  v.  Sheehan  (1906) 
1  I.  R.  519 :  a  right  of  way  to  the  sea  for  the  purchase  of  navigation  avails  at  any 
state  of  the  tide,  and  includes  the  right  to  cross  the  foreshore. 

•  Ooodsony.  Bichardson,  L.  R.  9Ch.  221.  As  to  compensation  for  an  inte  ferenoe 
with  the  level  of  a  street,  see  The  Queen  v.  The  Wallasey  Local  Board  of  Health,  L.  R. 
4  Q.  B.  351  ;  the  point  as  to  tlio  ownershi])  of  the  soil  does  not  appear  to  have  arisen. 
SeUors  v.  Matlock  Bath  Local  Board,  14  Q.  B.  D  928 ;  Milward  v.  Bedditch  Local 
Board,  21  W.  R.  429. 

7  Burgess  v.  Northwich  Local  Board,  6  Q.  B.  D.  264. 
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"Supposing,"  says  Bramwell,  L.J./  "that  the  owner  of  property  adjoin- 
ing a  highway  is  not  the  owner  of  the  soil  in  the  highway,  I  do  not 
think  that  he  has  any  right  by  the  law  of  the  land,  to  have  the  road 
continued  at  a  particular  level.  It  may  be  a  great  inconvenience  to  him 
no  doubt  to  have  the  road  altered,  if  he  has  built  with  reference  to 
the  level  of  the  road ;  but  it  may  be  an  inconvenience  to  the  public 
not  to  have  the  level  altered,  and  I  do  not  know  that  he  has  any 
vested  right  in  the  road  remaining  at  that  level  to  the  inconvenience 
of  all  mankind." 

The  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  whole  width  of  a  highway,  we 
have  just  seen,  is  not  absolute,  but  prima  facie  only.  It  remains 
to  consider  in  what  respect  this  primd  fade  right  may  be  limited.  The 
general  rule  of  law  appUcable  is  laid  down  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the 
leading  cases  of  Fisher  v.  Prowse  and  Cooper  v.  Walher^^  "which 
explained  and  overruled  several  out  of  which  vague  notions  of  liabiUty 
have  sprung  up  :  "  "  The  law  is  clear  that  if,  after  a  highway  exists, 
anything  be  newly  made  so  near  to  it  as  to  be  dangerous  to  those 
using  the  highway — such,  for  instance,  as  an  excavation,  Barnes  v. 
Ward? — this  will  be  unlawful  and  a  nuisance ;  as  it  also  is  if  an  ancient 
erection,  as  a  house,  is  suffered  to  become  ruinous,  so  as  to  be  dangerous, 
Begina  v.  WaUs  ,-^  and  those  who  make  or  maintain  the  nuisance  in 
either  case  are  liable  for  any  damage  sustained  thereby,  just  as  much 
as  if  the  nuisance  arose  from  an  obstruction  in  the  highway  itself ;  but 
the  (Question  still  remains,  whether  an  erection  or  excavation  already 
existing,  and  not  otherwise  unlawful,  becomes  unlawful  when  the 
land  on  which  it  exists,  or  to  which  it  is  immediately  contiguous,  is 
dedicated  to  the  public  as  a  way,  if  the  erection  prevents  the  way  from 
being  so  convenient  and  safe  as  it  otherwise  woidd  be  ;  or  whether,  on 
the  contrary,  the  dedication  must  not  be  taken  to  be  made  to  the 
public,  and  accepted  by  them  subject  to  the  inconvenience  or  risk 
arising  from  the  existing  state  of  things.  We  think  the  latter  is  the 
correct  view  of  the  law.  It  is,  of  course,  not  obligatory  on  the  owner 
of  land  to  dedicate  the  use  of  it  as  a  highway  to  the  public.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  it  is  not  compulsory  on  the  pubUc  to  accept  the  use 
of  a  way  when  offered  to  them.  If  the  use  of  the  soil  as  a  way  is 
offered  by  the  owner  to  the  public  under  given  conditions,  and  subject 
to  certain  reservations,  and  the  public  accept  the  use  under  such 
circumstances,  there  can  be  no  injustice  in  holding  them  to  the  terms 
on  which  the  benefit  was  conferred.  On  the  other  hand,  great  in- 
justice and  hardship  would  often  arise  if,  when  a  pubhc  right  of  way 
has  been  acquired  imder  a  given  state  of  circumstances,  the  owner  of 
the  soil  shoidd  be  held  bound  to  alter  that  state  of  circumstances  to 
his  own  disadvantage  and  loss,  and  to  make  further  concessions  to  the 
public  altogether  beyond  the  scope  of  his  original  intention." 

The  greater  part  of  this  passage  was  incorporated  in  the  judgment  in 
Robbins  v.  Jones^ — "  The  Waterloo  Bridge  case^'*  By  reason  of  the 
construction  of  the  bridge,  a  high  causeway  was  made  as  an  approach, 
raising  the  level  of  the  roadway  considerably  above  the  old  road.  A 
row  of  houses  stood  on  the  original  level  of  the  ground,  running  parallel 

1  ^tt/fer  V.  Accriv/gimi  Local  Board,  4  Q.  B.  D.  375,  388. 

2  2  B.  &  S.  779  ;  Mercer  v.  Woodgate,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  26  ;  Bundle  v.  HeaHe  (1898), 
2  Q.  B.,  per  Lord  Russell  of  Killowen,  C.J.,  89.  Arnold  v.  Blaker,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  433,  states  the  law  of  a  limited  dedication.  Arnold  v.  Holbrooke  L.  R>  8 
Q.  B.96.  8  9C.  B.  392. 

4  1  Salk.  367.  »  ( 1863)  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  221. 
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to  the  causeway  and  road  leading  to  the  bridge,  but  leaving  a  space  of  "  Tfie 
more  than  seven  feet  between  the  houses  and  the  retaining  wall  of  the  WcUerloo 
causeway.     In  conseq,uence  of  the  construction  of  the  causeway,  the  ^'^^  <^^  * 
houses  were  divided  into  two  distinct  dwellings ;    having  one  door 
opening  upon  the  causeway,  and  connected  with  it  by  flagstones 
resting  at  one  end  upon  the  walk  of  the  houses,  and  on  the  other 
upon  the  retaining  wall  of  the  causeway,  and  having  at  intervals 
^ratings  fastened  into  the  flags ;   the  whole  formed  one  continuous 
footway,  which  had  become  dedicated  to  the  public,  and  was  used  as 
part  of  the  highway  for  foot-passengers.     The  door  of  the  lower  portion 
opened  on  the  old  road.     A  crowd  having  collected  on  the  flagstones 
and  grating,  a  portion  gave  way,  and  about  thirty  persons  were  thrown 
down  to  the  lower  level.     The  plaintifi's  husband  was  killed,  and  she 
brought  an  action  against  the  owner,  who  had  under-let.     The  judg- 
ment, though  delivered  by  Erie,  C.J.,  was  prepared  by  Willes,  J.^  Propoeitiona 
(who  presided  at  the  trial),  and  estabhshes  nine  propositions,  as  ®*^*^^'''^' 
follows  : 

1.  If  the  flagstones  and  grating  are  considered  a  private  way  to  the 
houses,  the  reversioner  is  not  liable,  but  the  occupier.* 

2.  If  the  flagstones  and  grating  constitute  a  public  way,  then  the 
gap  between  the  houses  and  the  retaining  wall  of  the  causeway  was 
not  made  by  the  defendant,  but  was  coeval  with  and  a  consequence  of 
the  construction  of  the  way.* 

3.  If  the  flagstones  and  grating  constitute  a  public  way,  the  pubUc 
has  to  repair,,  since  the  hability  is  attached  to  the  public  user,  not  to 
the  quantum  of  benefit  attaching  to  the  frontage.  The  benefit  was 
retained  by  the  proprietor,  not  conferred  on  him. 

4.  The  flagging  and  grating  in  the  case  before  the  Court  were  not 
used  by  the  occupier  of  the  house  otherwise  than  as  one  of  the  public, 
and  were  therefore  not  repairable  by  him. 

5.  The  more  or  less  artificial  character  of  the  flagging  or  grating 
did  not  make  it  more  or  less  a  way  to  be  repaired  by  the  parish.^ 
"  Whether  it  be  stone,  iron,  wood,  or  composition,  as  it  is  a  public 
way,  the  public  are  to  keep  it  in  repair,  and  not  the  person  who  dedicated 
it." 

1  15C.  B.  N.S.  223. 

s  "  A  landlord  who  lets  a  house  in  a  danserous  state  is  not  liable  to  the  tenant's 
customers  or  guests  for  accidents  happening  during  the  term  ;  ioc,  fraud  apart,  there 
is  no  law  against  letting  a  tumbledown  house ;  and  the  tenant's  remedy  is  upon  his 
contract,  if  any.  Tn  this  case  there  was  none,  not  that  that  circumstance  maKes  any 
difference  in  our  opinion  *' :  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  240.  Coupland  v.  Hardingham,  3  Camp. 
398,  first,  was  the  case  of  a  hole  adjoining  a  highway ;  secondly,  was  a  nuimnce  ; 
and  therefore  it  was  the  duty  of  the  occupier  to  fence  it.  "  If  the  landlord  at  the  time 
of  the  demise  knows  of  the  defect,  and  does  nothing  to  cause  it  to  be  remedied,  he 
may  be  liable  too.  But  I  doubt  very  much  whether,  if  the  burthen  of  repair  is  cast  * 
upon  the  tenant,  the  duty  of  the  landlord  does  not  altogether  cease  "  :  per  Brett,  J., 
Qwinnea  v.  Earner,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  661. 

s  In  Barnes  ▼.  Ward,  9  C.  B.  392,  the  hole  was  made  by  defendant.  The  law  in 
the  United  States  on  this  point  differs  from  the  English  law.  There  a  duty  exists  on 
the  part  of  the  highway  authority  to  erect  guards  or  barriers  along  the  margin  of  the 
'  travelled  portion  of  the  highway,  or  even  along  the  external  portion  of  the  highway, 
and  if  a  person  using  the  highway  is  injured  through  the  absence  of  such  protection 
he  may  lecover  against  the  authority,  even  though  the  injury  was  received  outside 
the  limits  of  the  lughwav ;  Httdaon  v.  Marlborough,  164  Mass.  218.  In  one  case  the 
excavation  which  caused  the  accident  was  eleven  feet  from  the  highway ;  Ivory  v. 
De^rporik,  116N.  Y.  476. 

4  "  The  exceptions  to  the  liability  of  the  parish  have  been  known.  They  aie 
custom,  prescription,  tenure,  and  inclosure  while  it  lasts.  Have  we  authority  to  add 
flagging  and  grating  ?  "     15  C.  B.  N.  S.  241. 
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6.  A  cellar  flap  differs  because  it  is  worn  out  for  the  benefit  of  the 
occupier  of  the  cellar  to  which  it  is  the  door,  and  it  "  may  be  con- 
sidered as  a  trap  in  its  nature  and  essence,  unless  it  be  kept  shut."^ 

7.  A  ruinous  buUding  adjoining  a  highway  differs,  because  what  is 
insufficient  here  is  part  of  the  highway  itself. 

8.  A  concealed  danger  differs,  because — 

(a)  The  existence  of  the  gap  must  have  been  known  to  all 

passers ; 
(6)  It  would  not  have  been  a  danger  had  the  parish  maintained 

and  repaired  the  flagging  and  grating  ; 

(c)  The  defendant  did  not  erect,  and,  as  it  was  a  highway,  could 

not  have  removed,  the  structure  ;  and 

(d)  In  the  absence  of  fraud  a  highway  may  be  dedicated  with 

a  dangerous  obstruction  on  it ;  e.g.,  in  Fisher  v.  Prowse, 

9.  The  grant  of  a  way  casts  on  th^  grantee,  and  not  on  the  grantor, 
the  duty  to  maintain  and  repair,  with  a  right  to  enter  on  the  grantor's 
land  to  do  all  acts  necessary  for  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  it.' 

The  obligation  of  one  maintaining  an  excavation,  an  area,  for 
example,  adjacent  to  a  highway,  is  independent  of  negUgence;  it  is 
an  absolute  obligation.  The  excavation  unprotected  is  unlawful, 
a  nuisance  and  indictable.  The  occupier  has  to  maintain  a  fence  or 
other  protection  for  those  using  the  highway.  His  duty  is  "  to  prevent 
its  becoming  defective,"  and  he  is  subject  "  to  all  risks  of  injury  that 
may  be  done  to  it  by  strangers  or  trespassers." 

The  prima  facie  right  of  the  public  to  use  the  whqle  width  of  a 
highway  is  further  limited  to  the  right  of  passage  over  it,  and  the 
owner  continues  in  the  possession  of  all  other  rights  of  ownership  not 
inconsistent  therewith,^    This  is  clearly  shown  by  Vestry  of  St.  Mary, 

1  Hamilton  v.  Vestry  of  St,  Oeorge,  Hanover  Square,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  42  ;  the  judgmeat 
in  which  is  identical  with  the  case  put  in  Bobbins  v.  Jones,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  242 :  **  We 
may  refer,  by  way  of  illustration  only,  to  the  case  of  one  of  the  squares,  where  the 
footway  at  one  side  consists  of  large  flags  reaching  from  the  outer  wall  of  the  area 
to  the  outer  wall  of  the  cellar.  There  the  upper  part  of  the  flag  forms  the  way,  and 
the  lower  part  of  the  same  flags  forms,  as  we  are  told,  the  ceiling  of  the  cellar.  Who 
is  to  maintain  and  repair  the  flagged  way  ?  We  apprehend  the  public,  who  walk  upon 
it  and  wear  it  out,  without  which  it  might  last  an  indefinite  time."  Lawrence  v. 
Jenkins,  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  274.  This  case  is  one  of  a  prescriptive  obligation  to  maintain 
a  fence,  but  the  right  of  the  public  to  the  free  enjoyment  of  the  highway  cannot  be 
stated  lower  than  the  right  of  on^  landowner  as  against  his  neighbom  who  owes  him 
the  duty  to  maintain  a  fence;  Braithtoaite  v.  WaUon,  5  Times  L.  R.  331.  Oellar 
arches  were  held  not  to  be  part  of  the  road  in  Thompson  v.  Sunderland  Qas  Co.,  2 
Ex.  D.  429.  In  Warner  y.  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works,  63  J.  P.  471,  plaintiff, 
while  driving  along  a  road,  passed  under  a  bridse  whose  entrance  was  higher  than  its 
exit,  and  his  head  coming  into  contact  with  the  oridge  he  sustained  injury,  but  he  was 
held  disentitled  to  recover  on  proof  that  the  bridge  was  in  the  same  condition  when  it 
was  dedicated. 

2  The  authorities  are  collected  Gale,  Law  of  Easements  (Gibbon's,  6th  ed.),  628  el 
seqq.,  citing,  inter  alia,  Pomfrei  v.  Bycroft,  1  Wm«.  Saund.  322  a ;  1  Notes  to  Saunders, 
666 ;  "by  common  law,  he  who  has  the  use  of  a  thing  ought  to  repair  it,"  Taylor  v. 
Whitehead,  2  Doug.,  per  Lord  Mansfield,  749 ;  Bdl  v.  Twentyman,  1  Q.  B.  766 ;  Lord 
Egremont  v.  Pvlman,  M.  &  M.  404.  See  also  Colebeck  v.  Oirdler's  Company,  1  Q.  B.  D. 
234 ;  and  Corporation  of  London  v.  Biggs,  13  Ch.  D.  798,  wheie  the  limitation  to  a  way 
of  necessity  was  stated  to  be  that  it  was  to  be  only  such  a  way  ad  will  enable  the  own^ 
of  the  close  to  enjoy  it  in  its  then  state  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  the  enclosing  land, 
and  not  as  a  right  of  way  for  all  purposes.  As  to  "  way  of  necessity,"  3  Kent,  Gomm. 
(13th  ed.)  424  cum  notis, 

3  In  the  King  v.  Bussell,  6  B.  &  C.  666,  the  judge  at  the  trial  charged  the  jury 
that  if  they  thought  an  erection  on  a  highway — in  this  case  the  River  Tyne— wae  for  a 
public  purpose  and  produced  a  public  benefit,  and  if  the  erections  were  in  a  reasonable 
situation,  and  a  reasonable  space  was  left  for  the  passage  of  vessels  on  the  river,  they 
should  acquit  the  defendants.  ^,  On  motion  for  a  new  trial,  Holroyd,  J.,  was  of  opinion 
the  direction  was  good,  and  Bayley,  J.,  who  tried  the  case,  adheied  to  the  opinion  he 
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Nemngton  v.  Jacobs}    The  respondent  was  the  owner  of  premises  in  Vestty  of 
Newington  Causeway,  to  whom  the  vestry  had  refused  permission  to  ^-  ^ory, 

had  expressed  to  the  JTiry>t  the  trial :  but  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,  dissented.  In  j^^^  " 
The  King  v.  Ward,  4  A.  &  £.  384,  the  King's  Bench  unanimously,  and  with  the 
concurrence  of  LittJedale,  J.,  who  had  refrained  from  the  previous  decision,  dissented 
from  The  King  v.  Russell,  which  had  been  _previou8ly  reflected  on  in  The  King 
▼.  Pease,  4  B.  &  Ad.  30.  See  A.-Q.  v.  Terry,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  423,  426,  n.  In 
Wdsh  V.  Wilson,  101  N.  Y.  254,  64  Am.  R.  698,  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  Right  to  load 
removing  merchandise  from  his  store  in  the  city  of  New  York,  laid  skids  from  a  ^jSi  unload 
iTuck  aorots  the  sidewalk  to  the  steps.  Plaintiff  attempted  to  pass  round  them,  merchandise 
but  fell  and  was  injured.  Judiraient  having  been  given  for  defendant,  was  affirmed  across  the 
on  appeal.  Earl,  J.,  saying :  "  The  defendant  had  the  right  to  place  the  skids  across  footpath, 
the  sidewalk  temporarily  foi  the  purpose  of  removing  the  cases  of  merchandise.  Every 
one  doing  business  along  a  street,  in  a  populous  city,  must  have  such  a  right,  to  be 
exercised  in  a  reasonable  manner  so  as  not  to  unnecessarily  encumber  and  obbtruot 
the  sidewalk.  When  the  plaintiff  found  this  obstruction  in  her  pathway,  she  had  the 
option  either  to  wait  a  couple  of  minutes,  or  to  cross  the  street  and  pass  upon  the 
other  sidewalk,  or  to  pass  round  the  truck  in  the  street,  or  to  take  the  way  she  selected. 
The  defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  furnish  her  a  safe  passage  way  around  the  ob- 
struction."  This  case  was  quotml  in  the  later  case  of  Jochem  v.  IMnnson,  57  Am.  R.  298, 
where  the  leading  English  cases  were  also  cited  and  approved.  In  the  judgment, 
which  was  on  facts  not  dissimilar  from  those  in  the  case  just  cited,  it  was  said  :  "  The 
primary  object  of  a  public  street  in  a  city  is  for  public  traveL  The  same  is  true  of  a 
public  sidewalk.  Neither  may  be  always  wholly  restricted  to  such  use.  Business 
men  and  their  employees  must  have  access  to  and  from  their  places  pf  business,  and 
ao  must  their  customers.  Dealers,  and  especially  wholesale  dealers,  in  the  crowded 
portion  of  a  great  city,  as  here,  must  moreover  have  an  opportunity  for  receiving  and 
shipping  goods  more  or  less  bulky  and  ponderous,  and  often  in  the  original  packages. 
Such  reception  and  shipment  of  goods  must  necessarily  at  times  more  or  less  hinder  or 
obstruct  travel  upon  public  sidewalks  and  even  upon  public  streets.  The  right  to  so 
hinder  or  obstruct  is  oy  no  means  absolute  or  continuous.  It  is  at  most  temporary. 
It  depends  upon  the  necessity,  and  the  necessity  may  depend  upon  the  size  and  weight 
of  the  packages  handled,  the  duration  of  the  obstruction,  and  perhaps  other  circum- 
stances. '  This  necessity  need  not  be  absolute ;  it  is  enoush  if  it  be  reasonable.* 
If  the  law  required  an  absolute  necessity,  but  few  could  escape  liability."  ^*  It  follows 
from  what  bias  been  said  that  whenever  such  dealer  so  hinders  or  obstructs  publio 
travel  upon  such  sidewflJk  or  street,  he  thereby  takes  upon  himself  the  burden  of 
showing  the  obstruction  to  have  been  reasonably  necessary  and  temporary.  Failing 
to  do  so,  he  is  responsible  for  any  injury  therefrom  to  a  traveller  upon  such  street  or 
sidewalk  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care."  The  authorities  cited  in  the  above  judg- 
ment have  been  omitted  £rom  the  quotation.  See  also  as  to  the  right  to  load  and 
unload,  Oallanan  v.  Oilman,  107  N.  Y.  360,  where  the  cases  are  coUected.  Lord 
Goleri<4;e,  C.J.,  in  Watson  v.  Ellis,  1  Timss  L.  R.  317,  does  not  seem  fully  to  have 
apprehended  that  there  is  a  right  to  use  the  footpath  for  loading  and  unloading. 
Tnere  he  appears  to  have  thougnt  that  the  putting  a  carpet  on  the  highway  was  at 
the  peril  of  the  householder ;  but  qucae  had  he  not  a  right  to  put  it  there,  subject  to  Right  of 
the  duty  of  taking  it  up  after  it  had  been  used  by  his  visitor,  and  putting  it  down  on  householder 
the  arrival  of  the  next ;  so  that  there  should  be  no  needless  interference  with  the  right  to  put  down 
of  passage ;  if  not  in  Smithfield  Market,  yet  in  Grosvenor  Square ;  see  per  Pollock,  carpet  across 
C.B.,  Bamford  v.  Turrdey,  3  B.  &  S.  79 ;  Vestry  of  Si.  Mary,  Newington  v.  Jacobs,  the  pavement, 
L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  47,  cited  in  the  text ;  and  per  Jessel,  M.R.,  Original  Uarilepool  Collieries 
Co.  V.  CfM,  5  Ch.  D.  721.  In  the  subsequent  and  similar  case  of  De  Teyron  v.  Waring, 
1  Times  L.  R.  414,  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  reiterated  his  statement  of  the  law,  in  Watson 
V.  EUis,  with  additional  emphasis,  "  the  laving  down  the  matting  [on  the  pavement] 
was  unlawful,  as  it  was  an  obstruction  to  the  highway,  and,  if  it  caused  any  injury  to 
a  passenger,  it  was  actionable ;  "  a  man  while  walking  along  the  street  "  might  if  he 
pleased  look  up  at  the  stars  as  he  walked,  and  his  doing  so  was  not  contributory 
negligence,  which  should  preclude  him- from  recovering."  Lord  Coleridge  probably 
had  in  his  mind  the  lines  : 

Os  homini  sublime  dedit ;  C(xlumque  videre 

Jussit,  et  erecios  ad  sidera  toUere  mdtus. 

Metamorph.  lib.  i.  85. 
It  would  be  rash  to  generalise  even  from  this  that  star  sizing  can,  in  all  circumstances, 
be  pursued  at  the  risk  of  those  having  stumbling-blocks  along  the  way.  The  author 
was  in  a  Court  (a  Divisional  Comt)  when  a  learned  Queen's  counsel  absolutely  refused 
even  to  argue  that  a  tradesman  has  any  rights,  as  against  an  injured  person,  to  load 
or  imload  goods  from  his  premises,  across  the  highway,  on  any  other  terms  than  such 
as  identify  his  position  with  that  of  an  obstructor.  The  Court  apparently  approved 
the  course  taken.  Every  consideration,  however,  of  law,  authority,  common-sense, 
and  convenience  seems  distinctly  the  other  way. 

1  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  47. 
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take  up  the  flags  and  make  a  proper  paved  carriage-way  acroes  the  side 
pavement  to  his  premises,  where  he  stored  heavy  machinery.  The 
respondent  was  accustomed  to  convey  the  machinery  across  the  flagged 
footway  by  means  of  rollers  and  levers  ;  but  this  method  was  objected 
to  as  an  obstruction  of  the  thoroughfare  ;  thereupon  he  conveyed  his 
machinery  to  and  from  his  premises  in  trolleys  or  wagons  ;  the 
result  was  to  break  the  flags  through  the  extraordinary  weight  of  the 
machinery.  He  was  summoned,  under  The  Highway  Act,  1835,^  s. 
72,  for  causing  injury  or  damage  to  be  done  to  the  highway.  The 
magistrate  held  that  the  injury  or  damage  was  not  wilfully  done  to  the 
highway  ;  that  the  freehold  property  in  question  could  not  be  reason- 
ably enjoyed  without  access  across  the  footway  ;  and  that  the  rights  of 
ownership  and  of  the  pubUc  might  be  jointly  exercised  there  quite 
consistently  with  the  general  welfare ;  and  dismissed  the  suronions. 
On  appeal  there  was  judgment  for  the  respondent,  since  "  the  owner 
who  dedicates  to  public  use  as  a  highway  a  portion  of  his  land,  parts 
with  no  other  rignt  than  a  right  of  passage  to  the  public  over  the 
land  so  dedicated,  and  may  exercise  all  other  rights  oi  ownership  not 
inconsistent  therewith ;  and  the  appropriation  made  to  and  adopted 
by  the  pubUc,  of  a  part  of  the  street  to  one  kind  of  passage,  and  another 
part  to  another,  does  not  deprive  him  of  any  rights  as  owner  of  the 
land,  which  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  passage  by  the 
public."^ 

This  is  merely  a  statement  of  what  has,  with  one  doubtful  ex- 
ception,^ always  been  regarded  as  the  law.  Thus,  as  early  as  RoUe's 
Abridgment^  (circa  1660)  it  is  laid  down  that  the  King  has  nothing 
but  the  passage  of  a  highway  for  himself  and  his  people,  but  the 
freehold  and  all  profits  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  soil.  And  Lord 
Mansfield  in  GoocUitle  v.  Alk^  and  Elmes,^  where  the  question  was 
whether  ejectment  would  he  by  the  owner  of  the  soil  for  land  which  is 
subject  to  passage  over  it  as  the  King's  highway,  says  :  •"  It  [t.c,  the 
highway]  is  like  the  property  in  a  market  or  fair.  There  is  no  reason 
why  he  [the  owner]  should  not  have  a  right  to  all  remedies  for  the 
freehold,  subject  still,  indeed,  to  the  servitude  or  easement.  An 
assize  would  he  if  he  should  be  disseised  of  it ;  an  action  of  trespass 
would  lie  for  an  injury  done  to  it."  Again,  in  Cattle  v.  Stockton  Water- 
works  Co,,  Blackburn,  J.,  speaking  of  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  soil 
to  deal  with  a  highway,  says  :•  "  This,  as  owner  of  the  soil,  he  had  a 
perfect  right  to  do,  provided  he  did  not  interfere  with  the  road  above 
him,'  or  the  defendants'  right  acquired  imder  their  act  to  keep  their 
pipes  there." 

The  habilities  incurred  by  opening  up  a  new  country  were  considered 
in  the  High  Court  of  Australia,  where  the  principles  governing  were 
thus  enunciated  by  Griffith,  C.J.  "  If  the  government  voluntarily 
undertakes  the  care  and  management  of  a  road,  it  is  bound  to  use 

1  6  &  6  WUl.  IV.  c.  50. 

s  The  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been  taken  in  Lee  y.  Nixey,  63  L.  T.  285. 

3  Welladvised  v.  Fobs,  in  8  Geo.  II.,  cited  in  OoodtitU  v.  Alker,  1  Burr.  140,  but 
denied  by  Lord  Mansfield,  at  143,  to  be  an  authority. 

4  Chimin  Private  (B),  A  que  le  soile,  et  les  choses  swr  ceo  t 
ehimxn  le  toy  nad  outer  forsque  le  passage  pur  lui  el  ses 
pi.  7  ;  Y.  B.  2  E.  IV.  9,  pi.  21. 

ft  1  Burr.  143 ;  Harrison  y.  Duke  of  Butland  {IS^Z),  1  Q.  B.,  per  Kay,  L.J.,  15S. 
1  Roll.  Abr.  392,  B.  fl.  1,  2. 

6  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  455.     Cp.  MetropoliUn  Police  Act,  1839  (2  &  3  Vict  o.  47),  8.  54. 

7  Goodson  V.  Richardson,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  221. 


En  un  htnJi 
Cp.  Y.  B.  8  K  IV.  9, 
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reasonable  care,  just  as  any  person  who  renders  voluntary  services  is 
bound  to  use  such  care  as  is  reasonable  under  the  circumstances. 
The  rule  that  governs  the  application  of  this  general  principle  to  such 
cases  as  the  present  may  be  thus  stated.  The  government  of  a  new 
country  forming  for  the  first  time  a  practicable  road  upon  land  which 
has  been  technically  dedicated  as  a  highway,  but  is  impassable  for 
wheeled  traffic,  is  not  bound  by  the  rules  which  govern  persons  (other 
than  the  highway  authority)  who  interfere  with  the  surface  of  an 
ancient  highway  as  that  term  is  understood  in  England.  If  the 
government  improve  the  so-called  highway  and  render  it  more  useful 
to  the  pubUc  than  it  previously  was,  they  are  not  guilty  of  a  mis- 
feasance merely  on  the  ground  that  they  have  interfered  with  a  highway. 
The  analogy  is  rather  to  the  case  of  a  private  owner  who  invites  the 
pubhc  to  pass  through  his  land  by  a  track  which  he  has  there  con- 
structed, and  which  is  reasonably  safe  for  persons  using  ordinary  care. 
If  such  an  owner,  after  granting  the  permission,  puts  or  allows  to  be 
put  upon  the  track  which  he  so  offers,  a  new  obstacle  or  danger  by  No  new 
which  persons  using  reasonable  care  would  be  liable  to  be  injured,  he  ^^^^^ 
is  liable  for  the  consequences.^  But  in  the  absence  of  such  acts  of  ^'^^  * 
conunission,  he  is  not  liable  merely  by  reason  of  the  imperfections  of 
the  road  which  he  offers.  So  the  Government  of  a  newly  settled 
country,  which  undertakes  the  first  formation  of  a  road,  whether  the 
soil  has  or  has  not  been  formally  dedicated  as  a  highway,  is  bound 
to  use  such  care  as  to  avoid  danger  to  persons  using  it  as  is  reasonable 
under  all  the  circumstances."  ^  The  law  is  the  same  where  a  road 
is  laid  out  on  a  building  estate. 

Another  limitation  of  a  highway  authority's  user  of  a  highway,  is  statutory 
by  the  statutory  powers  of  laying  pipes  conferred  on  some  other  body,  lipjtation  of 
most  often  a  gas  or  water  company.    Highway  authorities  contended  authority's 
that  their  statutory  duty  of  keeping  their  highways  in  repair  could  user, 
be  carried  out  regardless  of  the  injury  to  pipes  placed  in  the  subsoil. 
This  pretension  was  negatived  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Gas  Light  and  Gas  Light 
Coke  Co,  V.  Vestry  of  St  Ma/y  Abbott's,  Kensington,^  where  the  principles  a^0<^  Co. 
governing  were  expressed  by  Lindley,  L.J.,  in  two  propositions  :        Ji.  Manf 

1.  The  right  of  gas  and  water  companies  to  lay  their  pipes  and  Abbou's, 
have  them  uninjured  is  subordinate  to  the  right  of  the  public  to  use  ^«««»^- 
the  streets  and  to  have  them  kept  in  repair.  PropoBitiona 

2.  The  statutory  right  of  gas  and  water  companies  to  lay  their  iJj^  ^  ®^* 
pipes  imder  a  highway  imposes  on  the  highway  authority  a  duty  to 

repair  their  highways  (mly  in  such  a  manner  as  shall  not  injure  the 
pipes  authorised  by  statute  so  caused  to  be  placed. 

In  Souihwark  and  VauxhaU  Water  Co,  v.  Wandsworth  Board  of  Gm  and 
Works,*  it  was  pointed  out  that  gas  and  water  companies  pay  nothing  I^Jf^^^© 
for  the  privilege  of  putting  their  pipes  down  in  a  pubUc  road,  and  they  the  risk  of  an 
have  to  take  the  risk  of  the  road  authority  altering  the  level.     The  alteration  of 
only  duty  on  them  is  to  take  reasonable  care  that  their  operations  ^®^®^®" 
shall  work  no  unnecessary  damage  ;  and  they  are  under  no  obUgation 
to  do  anything  to  mitigate  a  mischief  which  normally  follows  from  the 
reasonable  exercise  of  their  powers.*    To  use  a  legal  right  in  order  to 

1  Corby  v.  HiU,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  566. 

2  Miller  v.  McKeon,  3  C.  L.  R.  (Australia),  50,  69. 

3  16  Q.  B.  D.  1.  4  (1898)  2  Ch.  603. 

6  East  FreemanOe  Corporation  v.  Annois  (1902),  A.  C.  213 ;  Royal  Electric  Co.  v. 
HM,  32  Can.  8.  C.  R.  462 ;  Ash  v.  O.  N.  &c.  Ry.  Co.,  19  Times  L.  R.  639 ;  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  Chichester  v.  Foster  (1906),  1  K.  B.  167. 
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effect  thereby  a  wrongful  action  does  not  justify  the  wrongful  act  but 
obliterates  altogether  the  pretended  justification. 
Duty  to  pre-  A  duty,  which  will  be  discussed  more  in  detail  presently,  lies  on  those 
vent  property  whose  property  abuts  on  a  highway  to  see  that  persons  lawfully  using 
highway^  ®  the  highway  are  not  jeopanfised  by  the  condition  of  the  adjoining 
jeopurcQsing    property. 

The  test  to  determine  what  property  abuts  on  a  highway  within 
the  meaning  of  this  rule,  which  is  proposed  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Binis 
V.  S,  Y.  Ry,  Co.  and  River  Dun  Co,,^  and  approved  by  Willes,  J., 
in  Hadley  v.  Taylor,^  is  to  ascertain  whether  a  person  may  be  injured 
through  an  accident  happening  to  him  on  the  highway,  or  whether 
he  must  wander  from  the  highway  before  he  is  in  danger.  Subject  to 
this  consideration  there  is  no  general  duty  on  an  owner  of  land  adjoin- 
ing a  highway  to  fence  it  from  the  highway.' 

There  is  some  vagueness  in  settling  what  is  a  proper  user  of  a 
highway.  In  the  United  States  children  injured  while  using  a  highway 
as  a  playground,  and  not  for  mere  purpose  of  going  to  and  fro,  by 
defect*  in  a  highway  rendering  it  ujisafe  for  travellers,  have  been 
held  disentitled  to  maintain  an  action,  on  the  ground  that  their  user 
of  it  is  an  improper  one.^  It  has  also  been  said  that  a  town  is  not 
liable  to  one  who,  while  stopping  in  the  highway  for  the  purposes  of 
conversation,  leans  against  a  defective  raiUng  and  is  injured  by  reason 
of  its  insufficiency.*  Bigelow,  C.J.,  in  this  latter  case  draws  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  of  a  person  who,  without  fault  or  negligence 
on  his  own  part,  is  forced  against  railings,  or  takes  hold  of  them  to  aid 
him  in  his  passage,  or  falls  against  them  by  accident,  or  has  occasion  to 
use  them  in  the  furtherance  of  his  rights  as  a  traveller  ;  and  the  case 
of  persons  leaning  against  railings  for  ''  a  place  of  rest  while  they  stop 
in  the  highway  to  lounge,  or  to  recover  from  fatigue,  or  to  engage  in 
conversation.  If  a  person  uses  them  for  such  purposes  he  does  it  as 
his  own  risk." 

These  cases  do  not  represent  the  effect  of  the  English  law,  which 
is  certainly  not  so  strict  in  hmiting  the  user  of  the  highway.  For 
instance,  the  head-note  to  GwinneU  v.  Earner'  runs :  *'  At  the  time 
of  the  accident  [i.e.,  the  accident  which  constituted  the  cause  of  action 
in  the  case]  A  was  not  passing  along  the  way,  but  was  standing  on  the 
grating  to  talk  with  a  person  at  the  window  above  it : — Held,  that  A 
was  not  making  an  improper  use  of  the  grating  ;  "  there  is,  however,  no 
reference  to  this  ground  of  decision  in  the  report. 

In  Jew8on  v.  Oatti^  the  question  of  what  rights  are  comprehended 
under  the  user  of  a  highway  in  an  ordinary  and  usual  manner  was  the 
subject  of  discussion.  An  open  cellar  abutting  on  a  footway  was 
protected  by  a  bar,  which  was  insecurely  fastened.  The  plaintiff,  a 
child  of  ten,  went  up  to  the  bar  and  leant  upon  it,  when  it  gave  way. 
View  of  Day,  and  the  plaintiff  fell  into  the  cellar.  At  the  trial.  Day,  J.,  nonsuited, 
•^-  substantially  on  the  ground  taken  by  Bigelow,  C.J.,  in  the  American 

1  3  B.  &  S.  244. 

2  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  53,  66. 

3  ComtoeU  v.  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  10  Ex.  771.     The  law  on  this 
point  is,  we  have  seen,  different  in  the  United  States.     Ante,  359  n.  3. 

4  An  insufficient  railing. 

6  Stinson  v.  City  of  Qnrdiner,  42  Me.  248. 

6  Stickney  v.  City  of  Salem,  86  Mass.  374. 

7  I^  R.  10  C.  P.  658. 

3  1  Times  L.  R.  635,  (Day,  J.*8,  language  as  hero  reported  is  not  very  lucid)  and 
2  Times  L.  R.  381,  441  (C.  A.) ;  Stiefsohn  v.  Brooke,  5  Times  L.  R.  684,  per  Fry,  L.J. 
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case.     ''  Persons  who  are  not  using  a  thorougMare  in  an  ordinary  and 
usual  manner,"  said  he,  "  that  is,  not  using  it  for  what  it  was  intended, 
choose  to  wander  about  it  and  to  lean  against  any  erection  that  might 
be  lawfully  erected  upon  some  one's  premises  abutting  on  to  such 
street,  could  not,  if.  they  came  to  harm  while  so  doing,  make  that 
person  liable  for  any  such  mishap.    Had  the  child  been  jostled,  or 
had  she  slipped  up  while  passing  along  the  pavement  in  an  ordinary 
way  and  had  so  fallen  against  the  bar,  which,  from  being  insecurely 
fastened,  had  given  way,  and  so  caused  the  accident,  her  position 
would  have  been  different,  and  she  would  have  had  a  right  of  action." 
This  view  was  overruled  both  in  the  Divisional  Court  and  in  the  Court  Overruled  in 
of  Appeal,  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  saying  :  "  This  ^!5*^i^°*^ 
was  a  case  of  premises  on  the  highway  in  a  street  where  hundreds  of  theOoStof 
persons  and  many  children  were  passing  up  and  down,  and  the  area  Appeal. 
•  was  left  improtected,  without  any  due  regard  to  the  safety  of  the  pubUc,  f^«f  ^v*  °^ 
and  that  of  itself  might  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  case  for  the  plaintiff,  ^i^^      ^^* 
But  there  was  more  than  that.   For  there  was  painting  going  on  in  the 
cellar,  and  it  must  have  been  known  that  this  would  attract  children  ; 
and  then  a  bar  was  put  up,  ostensiblv  for  the  purpose  of  protection, 
against  which  children  would  naturally  lean  while  looking  down  into 
the  cellar  where  the  painting  was  going  on." 

There  seems  a  disposition  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Considered. 
Rolls  to  put  the  case  on  the  ground  of  a  special  duty  owing  to  children, 
though  this  is  not  distinctly  stated.^  The  broader  and  more  sub- 
stantial ground  seems  to  be  that  there  was  a  dangerous  hole  next  the 
highway  which  there  was  an  obUgation  on  the  defendant  to  guard, 
and  if  they  chose  to  guard  it  by  a  bar,  that  bar  must  be  sufficient,  not 
merely  to  resist  the  casual  and  inevitable  pushings  of  people  travelling 
along  the  highway,  but  such  acts  as  ordinary  experience  shows  might 
be  reasonably  expected  from  people  using  the  highway.  Ordinary 
people  may  stop,  may  talk,  may  rest,  may  look  about  them,  may  act 
with  great  latitude  without  losing  their  rights  as  passengers  on  a  high- 
way ;  they  must,  however,  not  take  advantage  of  their  presence  on 
the  highway  for  promoting  objects  inconsistent  with  its  lawful  user.* 

What  is  the  lawful  user  of  a  highway  arose  for  determination 
unincumbered  by  any  special  feature  in  Harrison  v.  Duke  of  Rutland.^  HarrUon  v. 
The  plaintiff  was  using  the  highway,  the  soil  of  which  was  in  the  ^Jjfef^ 
defendant,  solely  for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with  the  rights  of  the 
owner  over  another  portion  of  his  land.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held 
that  as  the  plaintiff  was  not  on  the  highway  for  the  purpose  of  using  it 
in  any  of  the  ordinary  and  usual  modes  in  which  people  use  a  highway, 
he  was  a  trespasser.  "  Cases,"  says  Lord  Esher,*  M.R.,  "  might  arise 
in  which  it  would  be  a  question  whether  what  a  person  was  doing  was 
a  reasonable  and  usual  use  of  a  highway.  In  such  cases  there  might 
be  a  question  for  a  jury  as  to  whether  such  person  was  using  the 
highway  as  a  highway  for  passing,  in  accordance  with  the  reasonable  and 
ordinary  user  of  it  for  that  purpose  ;  "  but  these  were  not  the  case 
before  the  Court. 

The  rotten  state  of  a  fence  adjoining  a  highway  was  the  cause 

1  See  anU,  161. 

c  Homewood  v.  City  of  HamUi&n  (1901),  1  Ont.  L.  R.  266. 

s  (1S93)  1  Q.  B.  142 ;  for  the  case  law  as  to  trespasses  on  a  highway,  see  Kay,  L.J., 
166.  Reg.  v.  Pratt,  4  E.  &  B.  860.  Fielden  v.  Cox,  22  Times  L.  R.  411,  is  instructive 
as  to  the  perils  amidst  which  we  move,  when  on  a  holiday. 

4  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  147. 
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of  the  injury  to  the  plaintifE,  a  child  of  four,  plajring  there,  in  HarroU 
Harrold  v.       v.  Wotney}    The  child  put  one  foot  on  the  fence  and  was  about  to  put 
Watney.         another  when  it  came  down  and  injured  him.      The  Court  of  Appeal 
held  that  he  could  recover.     In  doing  bo  they  imply  that  the  fact  of  the 
child  playing  on  the  highway  did  not  point  to  a  wron^ul  user  of  the 
highway.     There  must  be  latitude  in  determining  the  class  of  act 
permissible  on  a  highway.     ^'  If  I  were  on  the  highway  and  wanted  to 
TyiDgnp        tie  up  my  boot  or  got  tired  and  leaned  against  the  fence,  should  I 
a^wt fm™^  not  have  been  lawfully  using  the  highway  ?  "*    The  same  judge  in  a 
*^^**°*^     ^^ '  later  case  *  gives  additional  examples  :  "  If  a  man  while  using  a  high- 
way for  passage  sat  down  for  a  time  to  rest  himself  by  the  side  of  the 
rofitd  to  call  that  a  trespass  would  be  unreasonable.    Similariy/' 
sketching  on    ^^  if  a  man  took  a  sketch  from  the  highway,  I  should  say  that  no 
highway.        reasonable  person  would  treat  that  as  an  act  of  trespass.''    But  acts 
done  ''  not  really  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  highway  as  such,  but 
Racing  taut   for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  business  as  a  racing  tout "  *^  by 
watching  the  trials  of  race-horses  on  the  plaintifE's  limd  "  are  not 
"  an  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of  the  highway." 
Highway  A  highway,  then,  must  be  used  only  in  the  ordinary  and  accustomed 

lued  4raly  in    ^ay,  but  that  way  must  not  be  enviously  and  narrowly  circumscribed. 
and  wxcui^^    Any  user  by  which  the  highway  is  injured  will  be  a  nuisance,  and 
tomed  way.     indictable  ;^  and  if  special  damage  is  caused  to  an  individual  action- 
able. 
Hiffhways  There  are  further  special  legislative  provisions  against  excessive  or 

and  Loco-  engrossing  user.  By  the  Highways  and  Locomotives  (Amendment) 
(Amendment)  Act,  1878,^  s.  23,  the  local  authority  may  recover  in  a  sununaiy  manner 
Act,  1878.  from  any  person  causing  damage  to  the  highway  "  by  excessive  weight 
passing  along  the  same  or  extraordinary  traffic  thereon."*  The 
operation  of  this  section  has  been  considerably  extended  by  the  sub- 
stitution of  the  words  '^  by  or  in  consequence  of  whose  order, "^  for  the 
words  "  by  whose  order,"  as  they  originally  stood,  "  such  weight  or 
traffic  has  been  conducted."  This  was  a  result  of  the  decision  in  Keni 
County  Council  v.  Lord  Gerard^ 

1  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  320.  «  L.c  per  Smith,  L.J.,  322. 

»  Hickman  v.  Maisey  (1900),  1  Q.  B.  762,  766.  Cp.  A,-0.  v.  Anirdbus  (1905), 
2  Ch.  188. 

«  Egerley's  case,  3  Salk.  183 — "  information  setting  forth]  that  no  waffgon  ought  to 
carry  more  than  2000  weight,  and  that  the  defendant  ufied  a  waggon  with  four  wheels* 
el  cum  inuMtaio  numero  equorum^  in  which  he  carried  3000  or  4000  weight  at  one 
time,  by  which  he  spoiled  the  highway.'*  The  information  was  held  g(x>d,  despite 
various  objections,  "  because  it  wa&  the  excessive  weight  which  he  carried  that  made 
the  nuisance,"     Com.  Dig.  Chimin  (A  3.). 

6  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  77.  The  sec.  23  is  amended  by  the  Looomotivee  Act,  1896  (61 
A  62  Vict.  c.  29),  ss.  1,  12  ;  and  sec.  16  is  amended  by  the  Highways  and  Bridges  Act, 
1891  (64  &  66  Vict.  c.  63),  s.  4. 

6  Williams  v.  Dnvies,  44  J.  P.  347 :  NarthumbeHand  WkinsUme  Co.  v.  Alnwick 
Highway  Board,  44  J.  P.  360 ;  BameU  v.  Hoo  Highway  Board,  46  J.  P.  80&  The 
proceedmgs  under  the  23rd  sec.  are  in  the  nature  of  an  action  ion  a  personal  tort, 
and  cannot  be  taken  against  the  executor  of  a  person  offending  against  it,  8tor^  r. 
Sheard  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  616.  Commonwealth  v.  Allen,  148  Pa.  St.  3&,  S3  Am.  St.  R. 
830,  is  an  American  authority  on  the  "  reasonable  use  of  a  highway  "  deciding  that 
running  a  traction  engine  upon  a  single  occasion  is  not  a  nuisance. 

7  Sec.  12  (1)  (c),  61  &  62  Vict.  c.  29.  See  an  article  on  this  Act,  106  LawTimen 
Newspaper  62.  As  to  costs  Chesterfield  Rural  District  Council  v.  NewUm  (1904),  1 
K.  B.  62. 

8  (1897)  A.  C.  633.  Epsom  Urban  Council  v.  L&ndan  County  CouncU  (1900), 
2  Q.  B.,  per  Bigham.  J.,  766.  Egham  Rural  District  Council  v.  Gordon  (1902),  2  K.  B. 
120,  so  far  as  it  decides  any  point  of  law,  seems  inconsistent  with  Kent  County  Council 
Y  Folkestone  Corporation  (1006),  1  K.  B.  620.  Kent  County  Council  v.  Vidler  (1895), 
1  Q.  B.  448,  is  a  decision  previous  to  Lord  Gerard's  case  on  the  words  "  by  whose  order.** 
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On  the  definition  of  "  extraordinary  traffic  "  there  has  been  some  Extra- 
fluctuation  in  judicial  opinion.     In  Pickering  Lythe  East  Highway  ^^b"^ 
Boa/rd  v.  Barrify^  Grove  and  Lopes,  JJ.,  held  that  a  person  carrying         * 
materials  for  building  a  house  over  a  highway  is  not  liable  for  damage  to  ^^  j^ 
the  highway  ;  and  Lopes,  J.,  said  :  '^  I  think  the  Legislature  intended  Highway 
something  unusual  in  weight  or  extraordinary  in  the  kind  of  traffic,  ^^  ^• 
either  as  compared  with  wnat  is  usually  carried  over  roads  of  the  same    ^'^* 
nature  in  the  neighbourhood  or  as  compared  with  that  which  the  road 
in  its  ordinary  and  fair  use  may  be  reasonably  subject  to.     It  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  compare  the  weight  and  traffic  complained  of  with 
traffic  usually  carried  on  in  the  particular  road."    But  Bowen,  J., 
in  the  later  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Ellis,  doubted  '}  '^  I  have  had  occasion  The  Queen  v. 
to  consider  this  passage  in  the  judgment  of  my  brother  Lopes,  and  I  ^^*^' 
cannot  adopt  it  to  its  full  extent ;  "  while  Field,  J.,  giving  the  judgment 
of  himself  and  Bowen,  J.,  said  :  **  If  the  question  whether  it  is  extra- 
ordinary traffic  is  an  inference  of  law  from  the  facts,  we  must  consider 
the  point,  the  authorities  having  already  decided*  that  the  word 
'  ordinary '  must  be  interpreted  with  reference  to  the  road  in  question ;  " 
and,  after  having  discussed  the  facts  of  the  case  with  reference  to  the 
user  of  traction  engines  as  an  ordinary  incident  of  agricultural  industry, 
he  concludes  :  ''  Having  regard  to  the  character  of  this  road  and  to  the 
mode  in  which  it  was  generally  used,  it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  the 
use  of  such  engines  was  an  ordinary  incident  of  the  traffic  upon  it." 

This  decision  seems  more  in  accord  with  the  law  previously  to  the  Considered. 
Act  than  the  earlier  one.     The  parish  is  not  bound  to  repair  all  its 
roads  in  the  same  way,  or  judged  by  the  same  standard,  but  with 
reference  to  the  ordinary  uses  respectively  made  of  the  roads.^    If 
this  be  so,  what  is  the  ordinary  user  of  one  road  in  a  district  may  be 
extraordinary  in  another ;  and  the  testis  what  the  user  of  the  par-  User  of 
ticular  road  is,  and  not  what  the  circumstances  of  the  neighbourhood  P"^*?"l^ 
are ;   nor  yet  what  the  user  by  one  particular  person  may  be  if  [ggt. " 
contrasted  with  the  ordinary  use  of  the  road  by  the  pubKc.^    Traffic, 
however,  resulting  from  the  carrying  on  the  ordinary  and  recognised 
trade  of  a  district  is  not  within  the  enactment,'  even  though  it  is 
greater  than  the  other  traffic  on  the  road,  and  is  not  continuous.^ 

The  various  decisions  on  '^  extraordinary  traffic  "  were  passed  in  Hilly. 
review  by  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in  Hill  v.  ThomaSy^  where  Pickering  Lythe  E(Mt  Thomas, 
Highway  Board  v.  Barry  was  overruled,  and  the  definition  adopted 
that"  extraordinary  traffic,"  as  distinct  from  "excessive  weight," 
will  include  "  all  such  continuous  or  repeated  user  of  the  road  by  a 

1  8  Q.  B.  D.  69,  per  Lopes,  J.,  62.  2  8  Q.  B.  D.  469. 

8  "  It  appears  to  me  that  those  words  [*  excessive  weight,*  *  extraordinary  traffic  '] 
must  mean  excessive  and  extraordinary  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  use  and  traffic 
upon  and  over  the  road."  "  It  is  the  ordinary  nature  of  the  traffic  over  the  road  which 
is  to  be  the  standard  "  :  per  Lindley,  J.,  Lord  Avdand  v.  Luma,  5  C.  P.  D.  223  (C.  A.), 
351 ;  and  not  traffic  arising  out  of  the  recognised  industries  of  the  district  even  though 
not  continuous,  WaUington  v.  Hoakina,  6  Q.  B.  D.  206 ;  8avin  v.  Oswestry  Highivay 
Boards  44  J.  P.  766 ;  Tunbridge  Highway  Board  v.  Sevsnoaks  Highway  Board,  33  W.  R. 
306 ;  Reg,  v.  East  and  West  India  Dock  Co,,  60  L.  T.  232. 
^    4  Ante,  342.  «  Whitebread  v.  Sevenoahs  Highway  Board  (1892),  1  Q.  B.  8. 

«  WaUingUm  r.  Hoskins,  6  Q.  B.  D.  206. 

7  Raglan  Highway  Board  v.  Monmouth  Steam  Co.,  46  J.  P.  598.  The  six  months 
within  which  proceedings  must  be  taken  under  this  section  runs  from  the  surveyor's 
certificate,  and  not  from  demand  of  payment :  Pool  and  Forden  Highway  Board  v. 
Gunning,  51  L.  J.  M.  C.  49 ;  see,  however,  White  v.  Colson,  46  J.  P.  565.  As  to  who 
may  be  summoned  as  surveyor,  Lan'oster  v.  Harlech  Highway  Board,  52  J.  P.  805. 

8  (1893)  2  Q.  B.  333,  340.  A  string  of  carts  drawn  in  the  same  track  was  held 
"  extraordinary  traffic,"  in  Mayor,  <tfC.  of  Wolverhampton  v.  Salop,  11  Times  L.  R.  386. 
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person's  vehicles  as  is  out  of  the  common  order  of  traffic,  and  as  may 
be  calculated  to  damage  the  highway  and  increase  the  expenditure  on 
its  repair."  Singularity  of  the  product  carried  or  singidarity  of  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  appUed,  though  a  test,  is  not  the  sole  test  of  the 
user.  But  ''  extraordinary  traffic  is  really  a  carriage  of  articles  over 
the  road,  at  either  one  or  more  times,  which  is  so  exceptional  in  the 
quality  or  quantity  of  articles  carried,  or  in  the  mode  or  time  of  user  of 
the  road,  as  substantially  to  alter  and  increase  the  burden  imposed  by 
ordinary  traffic  on  the  road,  and  to  cause  damage  and  expense  thereby 
beyond  what  is  common." 
Eiherley  In  the  Etherley  Orange  Coal  Company  v.  Auckland  District  Hightoa^ 

Orange  Coal    Board}  it  was  sought  to  qualify  HiU  v.  Thomas  by  the  proposition  tiat 
AvMand       traffic  which  is  of  such  an  extent  and  nature  as  to  be  extraordinary  in 
DiHriet  High-  comparison  with  the  ordinary  traffic  on  the  road  in  question  is,  never- 
way  Board,     theless,  not "  extraordinary  traffic  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
if  it  can  be  shown  that  it  is  traffic  of  such  a  nature  as  is  ordinarily 
conducted  on  other  roads  in  the  district.    Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  was, 
however,  of  opinion  that  this  contention  "  is  directly  in  the  teeth  of  the 
judgment  in  HiU  v.  Thomas,  which  appears  to  me  distinctly  to  hold 
that  the  ordinary  traffic  on  the  particular  road  in  question  must  be 
looked  to,  in  order  to  see  whether  the  traffic  is  extraordinary,  and  that 
it  is  none  the  less  extraordinary  with  regard  to  that  road  because  it 
would  be  ordinary  traffic  on  another  road ;  "    and  in  this  opinion 
Lopes  and  Kay,  L.J  J.,  concurred. 
A.-G.  V.  In  AUomey-Oeneral  v.  SooU^  the  objection  was  taken  that  the  user 

8coU.  of  ^  jQg^^  ]yj  1^  traction  engine  would  not  have  done  inj  ury  if  the  highway 

authority  had  properly  repaired  it,  and  rehance  was  put  on  the  legisla- 
tion regulating  the  use  of  locomotives  on  highways.  The  Court  of  Appeal 
held  that  this  legislation  was  subject  to  sec.  13  of  the  Locomotives  Act 
1861 :'  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  authorise  any  person  to  use 
upon  a  highway  a  locomotive  engine  which  shall  be  so  constructed  or 
used  as  to  cause  a  public  or  private  nuisance  ;  and  every  such  person 
so  using  such  engine  shall,  notwithstanding  this  Act,  be  liable  to  an 
indictment  or  action  as  the  case  may  be,  where,  but  for  the  passing 
of  this  Act,  such  indictment  or  action  could  be  maintained.  As  to  the 
objection  that  the  highway  authority  had  not  done  their  duty,  this 
was  to  say  ''  if  some  one  else  had  done  his  duty  the  nuisance  would 
not  have  arisen  " — and  was  no  answer.* 

II.  Turnpikes. 

Definition.  A  turnpike  road  is  a  pubUc  highway  established  by  pubUc  authority, 

and  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  pubUc  easement.  The  only  difierence 
between  this  and  a  common  highway  is  that,  instead  of  being  made  at 
the  public  expense  in  the  first  instance,  it  is  authorised  and  laid  out, 
by  public  authority,  with  funds  raised  in  some  other  way  than  by 
taxation,  and  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  is  reimbursed 
by  a  toll  levied  on  passengers,  or  on  some  classes  of  passengers, 
by  pubhc  authority,  for  the  purposes  of  reimbursement.^    Every 

1  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  37. 

2  (1904),  1 IL  B.  404. 
»  24  &  26  Vict.  c.  70. 

4  The  defendants  succeeded  at  the  trial ;  A.O.  v.  Scott,  (19(^5)  2  K.  B.  161. 
s  Somewhat  altered  from  what  is  said  by  Shaw,  C. J.,  Commonwealih  v.  WUkinsom, 
33  Mass.  175. 
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traveller  has  the  same  right  to  use  it,  paying  the  toll  estabUshed  by 
law,  as  he  would  have  to  use  any  other  highway. 

The  case  of  turnpike  roads  was  governed  either  by  general  Acts  or  Turnpikes 
by  the  particular  Acts  constituting  the  trust.^    So  far  as  the  liability  was  '^'j*^  ^^ 
not  regulated  by  statute  it  differed  nothing  from  that  in  the  case  of  enactments 
an  ordinary  highway ;    though  the  trustees  were  liable,  so  was  the  oonstituting 
parish.^  *^*»J 

It  is  not  now  necessary  to  deal  at  any  length  with  the  subject ; 
inasmuch  as  with  very  few,  if  any  exceptions,  the  turnpike  trusts  in 
England  have  expired,^  or  have  been  superseded  by  legislation  turning  which  have 
turnpike  roads  into  ordinary  highway^.*  expired. 

III.  Canals. 

We  next  proceed  to  consider  any  special  relations  raised  by  the 
existence  or  user  of  canals. 

A  canal  has  been  defined :    an  artificial  highway  by  water  con-  Definition, 
structed  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  by  adventurers  authorised  by 
the  Legislature  to  take  tolls  for  its  use  as  a  compensation  for  their  risk 
and  labour  in  the  undertaking.^    This  as  a  definition  is  obviously  very  Webtter*a 
unsatisfactory.    A  canal  need  not  be  a  highway  ;  for  it  may  possibly  definition 
be  private  property  for  private  purposes.     It  need  not  be  constructed  ^"  ^^^ 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  but  for  that  of  a  private  person  merely. 
It  need  not  be  authorised  by  the  Legislature  ;  for  there  is  no  law  to 
prevent  a  man  making  a  canal  on  his  own  land.     There  need  be  no 
tolls  ;  for  there  is  nothing  in  morals  or  in  law  to  prevent  a  man  being 
a  disinterested  benefactor  of  his  kind.     Lastly,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  things — whatever  may  be  the  probabilities  against  the 
adoption  of  such  a  course — to  prevent  the  Legislature  authorising  the 
construction  of  a  canal  out  of  public  funds,  or  in  a  manner  in  which 
neither  risk  nor  recompense  should  be  entailed.     As  a  summary  of 
certain  prominent  facts  most  frequently  connoted  by  the  notion  of  a 
canal  this  collocation  of  incidents  may  pass  muster.     Excluding  the  Suggested 
sense  in  which  canal  is  used  to  indicate  a  mere  conduit,  a  canal  is  an  definition, 
artificially  constructed  waterway  which  admits  of  being  used  for 
purposes  of  passage  ;    and,  when  made  by  public  authority,  usually 
becomes  a  highway  with  a  right  of  tolls  attached.' 

If  a  canal  were  constructed  on  private  property,  and  by  agreement 
amongst  the  proprietors  (putting  aside  questions  of  abstracting  water 
from  streams  or  rivers),  the  liabilities  incurred  would  not  differ  from 
those  incurred  by  the  owners  of  a  reservoir.^ 

1  E,ff.,  48  &  49  Vict.  c.  37  ;  37  &  38  Vict,  c  95  ;  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  90 ;  4  Geo.  IV. 
c.  95  ;  3  Geo.  IV.  c.  126  ;  and  many  more.  The  principal  recent  cases  with  reference 
to  turnpikes  are  West  Biding  Justices  v.  The  Queens  8  App.  Cas.  781 ;  Justices  of 
Lancashire  v.  Hoehdale,  8  App.  Cas.  494 ;  Justices  of  the  Peace  for  County  of  Lancaster 
Y.  Improvement  Commissioners  of  Newton  in  MakerfiM,  1 1  App.  Cas.  416. 

a  The  Queen  v.  Kitchener,  L.  R.  2  C.  C.  R.,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  93. 

s  Such  as  survive  are  treated  as  local  ana  personal  Acts ;  see  The  Statute  Law 
Revision  Act,  1890  (53  &  54  Vict.  o.  51),  s.  3 ;  also  Local  Government  Act,  1888  (51  & 
52  Vict.  c.  41),  ss.  12,  13. 

4  See  Official  Index  to  Statutes,  1905,  Tit.  Highway,  General  Provisions  (a),  (c),  (f); 
2.   Highway  Authorities  (3). 

5  Webster,  Law  of  Canals,  1. 

8  The  King  v.  Inhabiiants  of  Kent,  13  East  220;  Th^  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  the 
Parts  of  Lindsey,  14  East  317 ;  The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  St.  Mary,  Leicester,  6  M. 
&  S.  400 ;  The  King  v.  Chelsea  Watervxyrks  Co,,  5  B.  &  Ad.  156 ;  The  King  v.  in- 
habitants  of  Wokina,  4  A.  &  E.  40. 

7  Bylands  v.  Fletchef,  L.  B.  3  H.  L.  330. 
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had  110  remedy  for  any  damage  that  might  ensue  to  their  canal  from 

his  doing  so.    On  the  other  hand,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 

bring  the  water  into  the  canal,  as  they  had  an  absolute  power  to 

construct  the  canal  and  keep  it  filled  with  water  under  their  Act ; 

therefore  in  the  absence  of  neghgence,  which  was  expressly  negatived 

by  the  case,  they  were  not  liable  for  the  escape  of  the  water  by  action 

at  law.     The  oiJy  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  was  by  compensation  under 

the  provisions  of  the  Company's  Act. 

Ordinary  Often  some  particular  jurisdiction  is  appointed  under  canal  Acts 

SurtB^  fth    ^  determine  all  questions  that  may  arise  respecting  things  to  be  done 

country  only  ^^  pursuance  or  in  execution  of  the  Act.     Then,  if  the  canal  proprietors 

taken  away     do  anything  not  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  their  Act,  there 

"artfctJ*       ^*  ^^^  *  pursuance  and  execution  of  the  Act  in  the  sense  in  which 

furia^ctlon     action  is  protected,  and  the  ordinary  remedy  in  the  courts  of  the  country 

18  appointed,   is  not  taken  away.^    It  follows  that  this  right  is  reciprocal ;  so  that, 

if  any  infringement  is  made  on  the  statutory  rights  of  companies,  they 

are  entitled  to  the  ordinary  remedies  at  law  ;  in  the  words  of  Erie,  J.,* 

*'  such  a  company  [i.e.,  a  canal  company]  has  all  the  rights  and  remedies 

which  an  individual  owner  of  private  property  has,  unless  the  statute 

contains  6ome  provision  to  take  them  away  ;  "  and  this  is  manifest  on 

principle,  since  such  companies  are  grafts  on  the  common  law,  and  not 

governed  by  independent  laws,  to  any  greater  extent  than  is  indicated. 

Duty  of  canal       The  duty  of  canal  companies,  with  regard  to  the  water  in  or  coming 

towatCT^OT  ^^^  *^®^^  canals,  is  made  plain  by  three  cases — Harrison  v.  6.  N.  Ry. 

comSigtr^'  C^^M*  Boughton  v.  Midland  0,  W.  Ry.    of  Ireland  Co.*  in  the  Irish 

their  canals.    Exchequer  Chamber,  and  Nield  v.  L,  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.^ 

In  the  first  of  these  the  defendants  undertook  the  maintenance  of 
a  cut  or  delph  for  carr)ring  oft  water,  but  the  banks  were  insufficient 
to  resist  what  water  they  could  contain,  though  sufficient  for  what  they 
ordinarily  did  contain.  By  the  wrongful  conduct  of  third  parties,  more 
water  was  forced  into  the  cutting  than  otherwise  would  have  gone 
there,  and,  the  banks  being  insufficient,  damage  was  caused  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendants  were  held  liable,  since  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  damage  was  their  defective  bank.' 
Bau^hum  v.  In  the  second  case  the  defendant  company,  acting  under  statutory 

^rdandCo^^  power,  constructed  an  open  cut  parallel  with  their  canal  to  carry  off 
water  from  the  overfalls  of  the  canal  in  time  of  flood.  This  was  properly 
constructed  and  amply  sufficient.  Owing  to  an  obstruction  in  a 
sewer  under  the  control  of  the  Corporation  of  Dublin,  water  from  the 
drain  was  stopped  and  flooded  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
opened  a  communication  between  his  house  drain  and  the  canal 
drain.  The  Court  held'  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  "  the 
discharge  of  the  surplus  waters  of  the  canal  by  this  drain  of  the  Com- 
pany was  lawful  by  statute,  and  therefore,  in  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Cockburn  in  Dunn  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Co.,  '  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  what  is  thus  expressly  legalised  can  be  made  the  ground 

1  Shand  v.  Henderson,  2  Dow  (H.  L.)  519. 
«  Rochdale  Canal  Co.  v.  King,  14  Q.  B.  13o. 

»  (1864),  3  H.  &  C.  231.  Countess  of  \R0the3  v.  Kirkcaldv,  dfC.  Waterwork  Com- 
missioners (1879),  6  Rettie  974,  7  Ann.  Cjib.  094. 

*  (1873)Ir.R.7C.L.  169. 
»  (1874)  L.  R.  10  Er.  4. 

•  In  Barber  v.  Nottingham,  <kc.  Canal  Co.,  15  C.  B.  N.  8.  726,  the  remedy  was 
by  compensatioQ  for  water  flowing  **  over  or  through  the  banks."  Under  the  specUil 
Act  this  was  apparently  not  bo  in  Cockbnm  v.  Eretcash  Canal  Co.,  11  W,  R.  34. 

7  Ir.  R.  7  C.  L.  178. 
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of  an  action  of  tort.'  "    The  case  was  mainly  decided  on  the  analogy 
afforded  by  Dunn  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Co} 

In  the  third  case^  the  owners  of  a  canal,  being  threatened  with  l^idd  v. 
flood  from  a  neighbouring  river,  erected  a  barricade  across  the  canal  ^  *^^*  ^' 
so  as  to  prevent  more  water  than  the  canal  would  securely  hold  from 
coming  into  it  and  flooding  warehouses  they  had  on  the  banks  of  the 
canal.  In  consequence  of  the  barricade  the  water  flowed  on  and 
injured  the  plaintiff's  premises,  doing  more  damage  than  it  would 
have  done  had  it  not  been  backed  up  by  the  boards.  The  plaintifEs 
were  held  not  entitled  to  recover  ;  for,  except  in  defending  themselves 
against  the  water,  the  defendants  had  nothing  to  do  with  bringing 
the  water  to  the  place  where  it  did  the  injury  complained  of.  The 
only  right  they  had  against  the  defendants  was  ''  not  to  be  injured 
by  the  defendants  bringing  water  there  without  giving  it  a  sufficient 
means  of  escape."^ 

These  three  cases  have  this  in  common,  that  damage  is  done  to  Cases  oom- 
third  persons  by  an  overflow  of  water  from  causes  over  which  the  pared  and 
companies  have  no  control.     In  the  last  case,  the  company  were  °®""*  ®^ 
merely  using  means  to  protect  themselves  against  a  sudden  and 
extraordinary  casualty  ;  and  there  the  Court  decided  that  a  property 
owner  has  by  common  law  what  Bramwell,  B.,  described  as  "  a  kind 
of  reasonable  selfishness  in  such  matters."     "  The  law,"  he  continued, 
"  says, '  let  every  one  look  out  for  himself,  and  protect  his  own  interest ; ' 
and  he  who  puts  up  a  barricade  against  a  flood  is  entitled  to  say  to  his 
neighbour  who  complains  of  it,  '  Why  did  not  you  do  the  same  ? '  " 

In  the  second  case  the  defendants  did  no  more  than  they  were 
authorised  by  statute  to  do  ;  and  the  intervention  of  an  independent 
agency  could  not  alter  the  legal  quality  of  an  act,  which,  apart  from 
that  intervention,  was  lawful. 

The  first  case  differs  from  the  other  two  in  the  presence  of  negligence. 
The  company  not  merely  constructed  works  of  the  capacity  they  needed, 
but  of  a  greater  capacity,  and,  considering  that  greater  capacity — ^but 
in  that  respect  only — of  insufficient  strength.  Had  it  not  been  for 
this  negligent  act  in  constructing  a  receptacle  for  water  greater  than 
the  receptacle  could  safely  contain,  the  injury  would  not  have  happened ; 
hence  they  were  held  liable,  not  because  they  did  not  make  the  provision 
required  by  their  parliamentary  powers,  but  because  having  made 

1  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.,  244,  per  CJockbum,  C. J.,  201 ;  L.  R.  8  Q-  B.  42.  See  Regina  v.  Delam^re, 
13  VV.  R.  757 ;  tnistces  had  altered  the  bed  of  a  river,  and  damage  lesulted  to  the 
claimant,  who  was  held  entitled  to  compensation. 

2  L.  R.  10  Ex.  4.  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Thomas  v.  Birmingham  Canal  Co., 
49  L.  J.  Q.  B.  851,  the  act  done,  the  opening  of  sluices,  was  for  the  protection  of  the 
neighbourhood,  and  also  for  the  protection  of  the  banks  of  the  canal.  The  defendant 
were  not  called  on,  and  Nield  y.  L.  df  N.  W.  Hi/.  Co.  does  not  appear  to  hare  been 
cited.  The  decision  was  that,  if  nothing  had  been  done,  the  case  would  have  been 
within  Nichols  v.  Mardand,  2  Ex.  D.  1.  But  as  the  case  found  that  the  damage  to  the 
plaintiffs  was  not  increased,  it  was  injuria  absque  damno,  and  not  a  ground  ot  action. 

3  See  Menzies  v.  Brcadalbane,  3  Bligh  (N.  S.),  per  Lord  Eldon,  C,  420,  citing 
D.  39,  3,  1,  §§  1,  2.  These  passages  "  have  reference  to  accidental  and  extraordinary 
casualties,  from  the  flood  suddenly  bursting  forth,  and  they  go  to  this,  that,  in  such  a 
case,  the  parties  may,  even  to  the  prejudice  of  their  neighbours,  for  the  sake  of  self- 
preservation  guard  themselves  against  the  consequences ;  perhaps  in  this  way  the 
different  passages  in  the  Digest  may  be  reconciled.  Tl^e  King  v.  Trafford,  1  B.  &  Ad. 
874,  in  Ex.  Ch.  8  Bing.  204.  Vinnieombe  v.  MacCfregor,  29  V.  L.  R.  32.  In  Y.  B. 
12  H.  VIII.  3,  Brudnal  says  :  that  if  a  man's  ground  be  surrounded  with  waters  he  may 
make  a  trench  in  his  own  grounds  to  let  the  water  run  downwards  and  to  descend 
upon  his  neighbour's  ground ;  for  water  is  an  element  descendible  {jure  nalurce),  and  then 
the  neighbour  may  do  the  same,  so  that  the  water  runs  at  last  into  a  river  or  ditch. 
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greater,  they  did  not  do  their  work  efficiently.  Had  the  defendants  in 
Harrison  v.  G.  N,  Ry.  Co}  constructed  their  delph  of  the  same  strength, 
and  with  no  more  than  the  accommodation  they  needed  in  the  event 
of  a  flood,  they  would  not  have  been  anymore  liable  than  the  defendants 
in  NieU  v.  L.  dk  N.  W.  Ry.  Co}  were.  Instead  of  this  they  constructed 
what  was  in  effect  a  reservoir  inadequate  to  contain  the  volume  of 
water  they  collected  there.* 
WhaUey v.  With  these  cases  Whalley  v.  Lanes,  dk  Y.  Ry.  Co*  must  be  com- 

R^^o  ^  ^     pared.    The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  a  railway  upon  a  slight 
^'    ^'  embankment,  which  they  were  authorised  to  construct  by  Act  of 

ParUament.    An  extraordinary  storm  of  rain  flooded  the  neighbouring 
land,  and  the  water,  being  stopped  by  the  embankment,  caused  an 
amount  of  pressure  dangerous  to  its  stabiUty.    The  defendants,  to 
relieve  the  pressure,  cut  trenches  in  the  embankment,  through  which 
the  water  passed  to  the  plaintiff's  land  in  a  way  different  from  what 
it  would  otherwise  have  done,  and  thereby  caused  injury.    In  its 
more  important  aspect  this  case  is  considered  in  another  connection.' 
Here  it  is  important  only  to  distinguish  the  principle  under  which  it 
Principle        was  decided  £rom  that  governing  in  Nield's  case.     In  NieUCs  case  the 
fr*^"*^w5^  works  were  erected  to  prevent  the  aggression  of  a  common  enemy,  and 
lUk  N.  w,  ^  *^®  decision  was  that  the  natural  right  of  a  landowner  to  act  for  his 
Ry.  Co.  own  protection  was  not  taken  away  because  he  had  constructed  an 

artificial  watercourse  on  his  land.  The  case  of  Whalley  v.  Lanes,  dk  Y. 
Ry.  Co.  differs  in  that  "  an  extraordinary  misfortune  happened.  It 
fell  upon  the  defendants,  and,  if  they  had  allowed  things  to  remain  as 
they  were,  they  would  have  been  the  sufferers  ;  but,  in  order  to  get 
rid  of  the  misfortune  which  had  happened  to  them,  and  which,  reints 
sic  stantibus,  would  not  have  injured  the  plaintiff,  they  did  something 
which  brought  an  injury  upon  the  plaintiff."*  There  is  all  the  difference 
between  the  mere  averting  of  a  threatened  mischief,  irrespective  of 
where  it  may  else  fall,  and  the  commission  of  a  new  and  positive  wrong. 
To  take  an  illustration  from  the  squib  case : ''  there  is  the  difference 
between  hurling  it  away  in  its  course  to  prevent  suffering  mischief, 
and  taking  it  from  the  ground  when  it  was  at  rest  and  starting  it  on  a 
fresh  flight. 
Duty  to  the  Duties  also  arise  to  the  public  generally  where  the  course  of  a  canal 

pubfic  in  con-  intersects  public  highways  or  places  over  which  people  have  a  right 
h^hwayr  *^  P^^-  T^"s»  i^  Manley  v.  St.  Helen's  Canal  and  Ry.  Co.,^  a  canal 
company  were  held  liable  for  not  taking  reasonable  precautions  to 
render  a  bridge,  which  they  had  made  over  their  canal,  safe  for  persons 
passing  along  the  road  after  dark.  The  bridge  provided  was  a  swivel 
bridge,  which  opened  when  the  canal  was  being  used,  and  was  not 

1  3  H.  &  C.  231.  As  to  damages  from  flood  increased  by  wrongful  erection  of 
works,  see  Workman  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  279. 

2  L.  R.  10  Ex.  4. 

8  In  the  Digest,  D.  39,  3,  1,  §  1,  Dc  Aqua  el  Aqua  pluvice  arcendcB  is  the  following: 
HcBc  autem  aetto  locum  habet  in  damno  nondum  facto  ;  opere  tamen  jam  facto  hoe  eti, 
de  eo  opere,  ex  quo  damnum  timetur.  Totiensque  locum  habet,  quotiens  manu  facto 
opere  agro  aqua  nocitura  eat  ;  id  est  cum  quia  manu  fecerit,  quo  aliter  fiuerd  quam  natwra 
eolerei^ ;  si  forte  immittendo  earn  atU  majorem  fecerit,  aut  citaiiorem  aut  vehiemeniiorem  ; 
aut  si  comprimendo  redundare  effecerit.  Quod  si  natura  aqua  noceret,  ea  aclione  non 
continetur. 

4  13  Q.  B.  D.  131.  5  Post.  6  L.c.  Brett,  M.R.,  138. 

7  Scott  Y.  Shepherd,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.).  464. 

8  2  H.  &  N.  840 ;  Witherley  v.  Regent's  Can^l  Co.,  12  C.  B.  N.  8.  2 ;  Orifiihs  v. 
East  and  West  India  Docks,  6  Times  L.  R.  43 ;  Steinhoff  v.  Corporation  of  Kent,  14 
Ont.  App.  12. 
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lighted  at  night.  Martin,  B.,  said  '}  "  If  I  were  asked  what  kind  of 
bridge  they  ought  to  provide,  I  should  say  an  ordinary  stone  bridge,  such 
as  is  found  on  all  canals  ;  but  these  persons  for  their  own  profit  will 
not  incur  the  expense  of  making  one."  And  a  life  was  lost  through  their 
default. 

A  canal  company  are  not  bound  to  fence  their  premises,  even  when  No  duty 
they  are  alongside  a  public  footway,  unless,  indeed,  they  be  "  sub-  ordinarily 
stantially  adjoining  ;  "  and  this  "  is  not  a  question  for  the  jury,  but  for      ^^^' 
the  judge."^     The  towing-path  by  a  canal  is  to  be  used  only  by  horses 
employed  in  towing  vessels,  yet  it  is  a  common  highway  for  that  pur- 
pose f  consequently  the  canal  companies  do  not  owe  any  duty  to  persons 
other  than  those  using  the  towing-path  as  a  highway  for  the  purposes  of 
navigation  to  keep  it  in  repair,  *'  except,  possibly,  where  they  have 
appropriated  a  part  of  the  public  highway  for  their  use  as  such."* 

IV.  Bridges. 

A  bridge   has   been   defined^ :    "a  building  constructed  over  a  Definition, 
river,  creek,  or  other  stream,  or  over  a  ditch  or  other  place,  in  order 
to  facilitate  the  passage  over  the  same."* 

"  PonSy^  says  Sir  Edward  Coke,'  "  significat  omne  quod  super  aquas 

1  2  H.  &  N.  840,  851. 

2  Binka  v.  South  Yorkshire  By.,  <kc.  Co.  3  B.  &  S.  244,  253 ;  Gaulret  v.  Egerton, 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371. 

3  The  King  v.  Severn  and  Wye  By.  Co.,  2  B.  &  AM.,  per  Bayley,  J.,  648. 

4  Shearman  and  Bedfield,  Negligence,  §  403.  "  Where  persons  pay  one  toll  for 
the  use  of  one  entire  towing-path,  parts  of  which  are  artificial  and  parts  not,  there  can  be 
no  distinction  made  as  to  the  duty  of  those  who  maintain  the  path  to  take  reasonable 
care  of  the  artifi!cial  and  the  natural  parts,  or  at  least  to  warn  those  who  use  them  of 
defects  in  them.  The  defendants  can  in  future,  if  they  think  fit,  announce  to  those 
who  pay  the  tolU  that  they  must  take  the  paths  as  they  find  them.  If  this  is  done, 
there  could  be  no  liability  for  a  defective  state  of  repair,  even  though  wilful.  Whether 
if  they  gave  such  notice,  and  left  the  banks  unrepaired,  they  could  be  compelled  to 
repair  them,  is  a  question  that  could  then  be  directly  raised  and  decided  "  :  per 
Bramwell,  B.^  Winch  v.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  389.  Lee  Navigation 
Conservators  v.  BrUton,  6  App.  Cas.  685.  In  America  it  has  been  laid  down  that  where 
land  ib  acquired  for  a  public  purpose,  as  for  a  canal,  railway,  or  the  like,  dirdct  benefits 
to  the  owner  from  its  construction  are  deemed  part  of  the  considerations  paid  by  the 
corporation  acquiring  the  right  to  construct  the  public  work ;  and  that  if  embank- 
ments and  abutments  essential  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  canal  protect 
the  owner's  land  from  overflow,  they  are  to  that  extent  a  benefit,  and  the  presump- 
tion is  that  this  benefit  was  taken  into  consideration  in  authorising  the  construction  ; 
for  the  ordinary  rule  is  that  a  contract  for  a  right  of  way  for  a  canal  or  a  condemnation 
for  that  purpose  and  af^essment  of  damages  includes  all  direct  benefits  and  damages  : 
Burk  V.  Simonson,  54  Am.  R.  304.     Cp.  Nield  v.  L.  6b  N.  W.  By.,  I*  R.  10  Ex.  4. 

8  1  Bouvier  Law  Diet.  {Qthed.)  sub  voce.  This  definition  is  too  wide,  as  it  includes 
both  viaducts  and  causeways. 

6  In  America  a  bridge  across  a  street  for  private  use  has  been  determined  to  be  an 
indictable  nuisance,  even  though  it  is  so  high  above  the  surface  as  not  to  impede  the 
passage  of  ordinary  vehicles :  Bybee  v.  Stale,  48  Am.  R.  175.  In  England  by  the 
common  law  it  would  be  not  unlawful,  if  so  high  above  the  street  as  not  to  interfere 
with  the  user  of  the  street ;  while  the  soil  of  the  street  was  in  those  responsible  for  the 
bridge,  and  also  provided  there  be  not  local  enactments  prohibiting  it.  The  authority 
charged  with  repairing  bridges  is  bound  to  rebuild  if  a  bridge  becomes  destroyed ; 
State  ex  rel.  Boundtree  v.  Board  of  Commissioners,  41  Am.  R.  821,  where  the  English 
cases  to  the  same  effect  are  examined. 

7  2  Co.  Inst.  700.  Comment  on  the  Statute  of  Bridffes,  22  Hen.  VIII.  c.  5,  where 
all  the  old  learning  is  collected.     After  the  definition  in  the  text  Coke  cites  the  verses  : 

Nil  Tadcaster  habet  musis  aut  carmine  dignum, 

Prceter  magnifUe  struclum  sine  flumine  pontem. 
And  adds  :  Vidit  ei  scripsit  poeta  in  cetate.  He  also  gives,  at  701,  the  following  deriva- 
tion :  Pons  d  pendendo  quia  tanqwam  in  aire  pendet.  The  King  v.  West  Hiding  of 
Yorkshire,  7  East  588.  Callis,  Sewers,  86,  heis  a  curious  discussion  whether  c.  15 
of  Magna  Charta  as  given  in  2nd  Inst.  (9  Hen.  III.)  is  repealed  or  refers  only  to  bridges 
existing  af  the  date  of  it.     The  words  are :  Nulla  vula  nee  liber  homo  distringatur 
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transimus  unde  fonticulus.'^^  He  seems  to  regard  it  as  indispensable 
to  the  character  of  bridges,  under  22  Hen.  VIII,  c.  5,  that  they  should 
cross  a  stream  or  watercourse ;  and  this  view  was  adopted  by  the  Court 
in  The  King  v.  Inhahiiants  of  Oxfordshire,^  where  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
said  this  incident  of  crossing  a  stream,  &c.,  "  must  be  considered  as 
virtually  included  in  the  true  import  of  the  word  '  bridge.'  " 

The  county  at  large  is  prima  fade  liable  to  the  repair  of  all  public 
bridges^  within  its  Umits,  in  the  same  manner  as  parishes  are  bound 
to  repair  all  pubUc  ways  within  their  district.*  The  parish  or  hundred 
is  responsible  for  "  bridges  over  small  streams."*  The  showing  an 
obligation  in  another  does  not  reUeve  the  coimty,  parish,  or  hundred 
in  the  last  resort.^ 

If  a  man  build  a  bridge  and  dedicate  it  to  the  pubUc,  he  is  not 
bound  to  repair  it  atcommon  law ;  ®  for  no  particular  man  is  bound  to 
reparation  of  bridges  by  the  common  law,  except  tatione  tenures  or 
prcBscriptionis  ;  and  if  no  one  is  bound  by  tenure  or  prescription  it 
should  be  repaired  by  the  whole  county ;  ^  "  for  of  common  right  the 
whole  county  must  repair  it,  because  it  is  for  the  common  good  and 
ease  of  the  whole  county."  This  liability  of  the  county  to  repair 
does  not  arise  so  soon  as  it  appears  that  a  bridge  built  by  an  individual 
for  his  private  purposes  is  of  public  utility,  as  evidenced  by  public  use, 
but  is  dependent  on  dedication  and  adoption  in  a  certain  sense  ;  there 
must  be  pubhc  user  supplemented  by  public  utihty.  The  question 
is  then  one  of  evidence  for  the  jury.®    The  remedy  at  common  law 

Jacere  pontes  nisi  qui  db  antiquo  ei  de  jure  facere  consueverarU  tempore  Hem  id  Avi  ncstri. 
He  concludes  in  the  affirmative.     See  per  Blacks  tone,  J.,  6  Burr.  2598. 

1  1  B.  &  Ad.  301.  In  TJte  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Derbyshire,  2  Q.  B.  :745,  it  is 
laid  down  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  bridge  that  water  should  flow  under 
it  at  all  teasons  of  the  year  and  all  the  year. 

2  A  public  bridge  is  one  "  all  his  Majesty's  subjects  had  used  freely  and  without 
interruption  as  of  right " :  The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Bucks,  12  East  192,  204. 

3  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Ely,  15  Q.  B.  827. 

4  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  The  Queen  v.  Kitchener,  L.  R.  2  C.  C.  R.  03. 

6  2  Co.  Inst.  700.     The  Queen  v.  Kitchener,  L.  R.  2  C.  C.  R.  88. 

«  2  Co.  Inst.  701  ;  The  Case  of  Langforth  Bridge,  Cro.  Car.  365.  If  a  miller  make  a 
new^bridge  over  a  new  cut  of  water  for  his  own  profit  the  county  shall  not  be  bound  to 
repair  it,  though  it  be  used  by  the  public,  since  it  is  not  made  for  the  common  benefit, 

1  Roll.  Abr.  368.     See  also  13  Co.  Rep.  33.     The  King  v.  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire, 

2  East,  342.  "  A  bridge  built  by  an  individual  over  a  public  highway  that  is  useful 
to  the  public,  and  generally  used  by  them,  or  if  in  the  course  of  time  it  has  become 
useful,  and  is  used  by  the  public,  must  be  kept  in  repair  by  the  public;  as  should  a 
patriotic  person  build  a  bridge  at  his  own  expense  over  a  public  fordway  it  would  be 
more  than  unjust  to  compel  him  also  to  keep  it  in  repair  :  per  Nelson,  J.,  Heaeoek 
V.  Sherman,  14  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  58  ;  Mayor  of  Albany  v.  Cunliff,  2  N.  Y.  165. 

7  2  Co.  Inst.  701.  But  the  freehold  of  bridges,  as  of  the  highway,  is  in  him  that 
has  the  freehold  of  the  soil ;  the  free  passage  is  for  all  the  King's  subjects.  And  though 
the  bridge  is  not  specifically  dedicated,  if  it  becomes  '*  useful  to  the  county  in  general" 
the  county  is  bound  to  repair  it :  The  Queen  v.  Wilts,  6  Mod.  307,  1  Salk.  359 ;  The 
King  v.  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  2  Wm.  Bl.  685,  5  Burr.  2594 ;  The  King  v.  West 
Biding  of  Yorkshire,  2  East  342  ;  The  King  v.  Bucks,  12  East  192.  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence that  the  bridge  is  built  by  turnpike  trustees  in  the  line  of  their  road;  for  as  Lawrence, 
J.,  said  in  The  King  v.  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  2  East  352,  "  It  might  as  well  be 
contended,  that  if  a  parish  wore  to  build  a  new  bridge  on  a  road  within  the!r  limits, 
they  would  be  bound  to  keep  it  in  repair  afterwards,  and  that  the  county  would  not 
be  liable,  as  that  the  trustees  are  in  this  case  because  the  bridge  is  built  in  the  turnpike 
road.  In  truth,  the  trustees  are  merely  substituted  in  lieu  of  the  parish.**  And 
Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  said  :  "  If  the  trustees  under  similar  acts  throw  this  burthen 
generally  on  the  counties,  it  may  be  necessary  to  make  special  legislative  provisioa 
in  future ;  but  this  cannot  vary  the  common  law  rule."  See  The  Glusburne  Bridje 
case,  B.  v.  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  5  Burr.  2594  :  also  43  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  s.  6. 

8  The  Queen  v.  InhaJntants  of  Southampton,  17  Q.  B.  D.  424 ;  s.  c.  19  Q.  B.  D. 
per  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  600. 
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for  non-repair  was  by  presentment,  at  the  suit  of  the  King  for  avoiding  Remedy  at 
multiplicity  of  suits,  either  before  the  justices  of  the  King's  Bench,  or  common  law. 
before  justices  in  eyre  or  commissioners  of  oyer  and  terminer,  or 
before  the  sheriff  by  commission  or  writ  in  the  nature  of  a  commission.^ 
This  last  remedy  is  taken  away  by  28  Edw.  III.  c.  9.^ 

The  common  law  liability  is  traced  through  22  Hen.  VIII.  c.  5,®  statutory 
"concerning  the  repairing  of  decayed  Bridges  in  Highwaies  and  liability, 
by  whom ; "  which  provides  that  justices  of  the  peace  shall  have  power 
to  inquire  of  all  nuisances  arising  from  bridges  broken  in  the  highways 
to  the  damage  of  the  King's  Uege  people  in  every  shire,  franchise 
city,  or  borough,  and  to  charge  the  inhabitants  of  each  county  in 
which  they  might  find  any  decayed  bridges  not  otherwise  repairable  ; 
the  1  Anne,  c.  12,*  which  was  passed  because  the  fines  for  not 
repairing  levied  under  the  earlier  Act  were  paid  into  the  Exchequer 
instead  of  being  handed  over  to  the  county  treasurers  to  be  apphed 
in  the  repair  of  the  bridges  as  was  by  the  Act  directed  ;  the  County 
Bridges  Act,  1803,^  the  County  Rates  and  Bridges  Act,  1812,*  the 
County  Bridges  Act,  1815,'  the  County  Bridges  Act,  1841,®  the  High- 
ways and  Bridges  Act,  1891,®  besides  numerous  other  subordinate 
or  partial  enactments,  in  supplement  of  or  substitution  for  them. 

By  the  Locomotives  Act,  1861,^®  p.  7,  if  a  bridge  in  a  turnpike  or  Damage  to  a 
other  road  be  damaged  by  a  locomotive  passing  over  it,  the  owner  bridge  not  a 
or  person  in  chaxge  is  required  to  make  good  the  damage.    In  the  ^^^^ 
Queen  v.  Kitchener^^  this  was  held  to  be  Umited  to  the  case  of  a  "  body 
of  persons  Uable  to  repair  in  ease  of  the  general  public,"  and  not  to 
apply  to  county  bridges. 

The  Umit  of  the  liability  as  declared  by  22  Hen.  VIII.  c.  5,^^  Limit  of 
is  not  confined  to  the  structure  of  the  bridge  itself,  but  extends  liability. 
a  distance  of  300  feet  from  each  of  the  ends  of  the  bridgfe.^^     By 
the  Highway  Act,  1835,^*  where   a  county  bridge  has  been  built 
since   1825,  the  highway  over  it  is  to  be  repaired  by  those  who  were, 
at  law,  before  the  building  of  the  bridge,  bound  to  repair  the  highway. 

1  2  Co.  Inst.  701. 

a  2  Co.  Inst.  701.     The  statute  is  repealed  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  39. 

3  2  Co  Inst.  697.  By  51  &  52  Vict  c.  41,  s.  3,  the  powers  of  justices  are  transf en  ed 
to  County  Councils,  and  by  ss.  6,  II  ( 1 )  powers  are  given  to  County  Councils  to  take 
over  bridges,  not  county  bridges,  and  to  erect  new  and  to  maintain  them.  By  54  &  55 
Vict.  c.  63,  B.  3,  County  Councils  may  enter  into  agreements  with  highway  authorities 
for  the  improvement  of  bridges. 

4  I  Anne  Stat.  1,  c.  18,  Buffhead.  Sec.  13  is  repealed  by  the  Statute  Law  Revision 
Act,  1867  (30  &  31  Vict.  c.  59.) 

6  43  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  "  Lord  Ellenborough's  Act,"  the  year  following  the  decision 
in  the  King  v.  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  2  East  342.  One  effect  of  this  Act  is  an 
anticipation  of  the  Highway  Act,  1835,  section  5,  providing  that  the  common  law 
liability  to  repair  should  not  attach  to  any  new  bridge  unless  it  had  been  erected  in  a 
substantial  manner  under  the  direction  or  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  county  surveyor. 
It  is  extended  by  54  Geo.  III.  c.  90,  but  see  Stat.  Law  Rev.  Act,  1890  (53  &  54  Vict, 
c.  33). 

«  52  Goo.  III.  c.  110.  Sees.  3  &  4  repealed  by  the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act, 
1874  (37  &  38  Vict.  c.  35.  No.  1). 

7  55  Geo.  IIL  c,  143.     See  Stat.  Law  Rev.  Act,  1890  (53  &  54  Vict.  c.  33). 

8  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  49,  repealed  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  51. 
»  54  &  55  Vict.  c.  63. 

10  24  &  26  Vict.  c.  70. 

11  L.  R.  2  C.  C.  R.  88.  12  Section  9. 

13  Uertfordshire  County  dmncil  v.  Neto  River  Co.  (1904),  2  Ch.  613,  discusses  the 
liability,  under  the  statute  of  person.s  liable  to  repair  a  bridge,  to  repair  the  highway 
for  a  distance  of  300  ft. 

14  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  60,  s.  21 ;  but  see  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Southampton, 
17  Q.  B.  D.  424,  19  Q.  B.  D.  590. 
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By  section  46  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,^  a 
railway  company  which  crosses  a  road  must  make  a  '*  bridge,"  and  must 
metal  and  repair  the  "  bridge  "  and  road  and  approaches.' 

The  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,'  and  the  PubUc  Health 
Act,  1875,*  enact  the  word  "  street  "  shall  apply  to  and  include  any 
"  bridge  "  which  shall  vest  in  the  authorities  under  those  two  Acts  re- 
spectively. The  effect  of  these  enactments  on  the  sections  of  the  Rail- 
ways Clauses  Consohdation  Act,  1845,*^  is  stated  by  Lord  Watson*  to  be 
this  :  "  The  whole  bridge,  from  its  foundation  upwards,  is  part  and 
parcel  of  the  appellants'  land,  with  the  exception  of  those  portions  of 
it  consisting  of  the  carriageway  and  footpaths,  and  the  materials  of 
which  they  are  made,  which  have  become  vested  in  the  local  authority 
by  force  of  statute.  The  bridge,  with  that  exception,  appears  to  me 
to  be  as  much  the  appellants'  property  as  an  embankment  would  be 
constructed  upon  land  acquired  for  that  purpose  in  order  to  carry  the 
approaches  to  the  bridge."  A  "  bridge  "  in  this  sense  was  appa- 
rently not  known  to  the  common  law. 

The  expenses  of  the  repairs  of  bridges  under  the  Inclosure  Act,  1833/ 
are  recoverable  by  means  of  rates  made  by  the  conmiissioners  in  the 
manner  provided  by  that  Act. 

When  the  person  or  public  body  liable  to  repair  a  bridge  is  ascer- 
tained, the  same  rules  apply  as  to  determining  the  extent  and  method 
of  repairing  as  are  applicable  in  the  case  of  a  highway,  and  the  general 
law  of  negligence  supplies  the  test  of  what  constitutes  negligence. 

The  question  of  fencing  remains.  This  is  usually  provided  for  by 
the  statute  under  which  the  bridge  is  erected,  as,  for  example,  the 
Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,®  and  by  the  provision  of 
Lord  EUenborough's  Act,®  to  which  we  have  already  referred,  by 
which,  before  a  bridge  can  be  dedicated  to  the  public,  the  approval 
of  the  surveyor  is  required.  By  common  law,  no  such  requirement 
is  made  ;  and  there  seems  no  reason  why  the  dedication  of  a  bridge 
should,  apart  from  statutory  enactment,  be  subject  to  any  other 
Uability  than  that  of  a  highway  at  common  law.^® 

Further,  from  a  consideration  of  Manley  v.  St.  Helen's  Canal  and 
Ry.  Co.^^  where  there  is  a  statutory  obligation  to  maintain  a  bridge 
across  a  canal,  the  common  law  liability  does  not  admit  of  being  put 
higher  than  that  a  jury  will  be  warranted  in  finding  a  bridge  to  be 
insufficient  if,  with  reference  to  the  state  of  circumstances,  it  is  unfenced, 
so  as  to  be  dangerous.  This  liability  differs  nothing  from  the  rule 
applicable  to  highways  generally,^^  and  would  be  the  subject  of  indict- 
ment, not  of  private  action. 

A  question  is  propounded  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Halsbury) 
deUvering  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Victoria  Corporation 

1  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20. 

2  North  Staffordshire  By.  Co.  v.  Dale,  8  E.  &  B.  836,  followed  Mayor,  Ac  of  Bury 
V.  Lanes,  6e  Y.  By.  Co.,  20  Q.  B.  D.  485,  and  approved  U  App.  Cas.  417. 

3  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  B.  250. 

4  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  s.  4.  As  to  what  is  meant  by  "  vest  in  the  authoiitieBy" 
see  the  cases  cited  ante,  356.  fi  8  &  9  Vict  c.  20. 

6  O.  E.  By.  Co.  V.  Hackney  Boaid  of  Works,  8  App.  CJas  687,  692 ;  Lighexmnd 
V.  Higher  Bebington  Local  Board,  14  Q,  B.  D.  849,  affd.  16  Q.  B.  D.  577,  is  a  decision 
on  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting  "  in  s.  150  of  the  Pablic 
Health  Act,  1876.     The  North  of  England  By.  Co.  v.  Langbaurgh,  24  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  644. 

7  3  &.4  Will.  IV.  c.  35. 

8  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  58.  49  et  seqq.  »  43  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  s.  5. 
10  Ante.  332.                                                        ii  2  H.  &  N.  840. 

12  HardcaMle  v.  South  Yorkshire  By.  Co.,  4  H.  &  N.  67. 
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'  V.  Patterson}  of  considerable  interest ;    whether  if  the  original  con-  User  such  as 
struction  of  a  bridge  were  such,  and  the  pressure  placed  upon  it  by  is  destructive 
the  tramway  company  who  had  statutory  power  to  use  the  bridge  ^[^  i^^ 
was  so  great  that  under  any  circumstances,  independently  of  any  liability, 
decay,  or  misuse  of  it,  the  weight  upon  it  would  have  caused  the 
destruction  of  the  bridge  the  tramway  company  who  used  the  bridge 
in  a  way  for  which  it  was  not  constructed  woidd  be  hable  ?    Failing 
some  Umitation  of  their  Uability  they  clearly  would  ;  for  a  grant  of 
user  is  only  of  the  user  of  the  thing  as  it  exists,  not  of  some  different 
thing.     In  the  case  in  question  the  thing  granted  to  be  used  was  not 
kept  in  the  state  it  should  have  been  kept  in  :  the  beam  which  broke 
had  been  bored  and  weakened  :  there  was  negligence  ;   and  the  cor- 
poration were  liable. 

V.  Sea-walls,  or  Sewers.^ 

The  law  of  the  liability  of  sea  frontagers  to  repair  sea- walls,  and  Liability, 
of  the  extent  of  the  duty  in  cases  of  liability,  after  long  being  the 
subject  of  misconception,  has  recently  been  placed  on  a  satisfactory 
footing  by  a  series  of  important  and  interesting  cases.    These  we 
are  now  to  consider. 

The  law  of  liability  of  frontagers  arises  either  by  prescription  and 
custom,  or  by  the  common  law.^ 

Though  prescription  and  custom  are  often  identified,  there  is  a  Prescription 
distinction  between  them  that  should  be  noticed.    Prescription  is^^.^"®^™, 
always  alleged  in  the  name  of  a  person  and  his  ancestors,  and  those    *  *^^*^  ^ 
whose  estate  he  has  ;  a  custom  is  always  alleged  in  the  land  or  place  ; 
and  it  serves  for  those  who  cannot  prescribe  in  their  own  name  nor  in 
the  name  of  any  person  certain,  as  the  inhabitants  of  a  town.     The 
allegation  of  a  custom  for  all  classes  of  person  is  bad  in  law.^ 

1  (1899)  A.  0.616, 618. 

2  The  locus  ekusieus  for  the  learning  on  this  branch  of  law  is  Callis's  Reading  upon 
the  Statute  of  Sewers.  The  word  sewer  in  this  connection  means  the  "  walls,  ditches, 
banks,  gutters,  sewers,  gotes,  calcies,  bridges,  streams,  and  other  defences  by  the  coasts 
of  the  sea  isuid  marish  ground,"  '*  by  rage  of  the  sea  flowing  and  re-flowing,  and  by  means 
of  the  trenches  of  fresh  waters  descending  and  having  course  by  divers  ways  to  the  sea," 
subject  to  be  broken  or  become  in  disrepair:  see  23  Hen.  VlIL  c.  5,  s.  2.  See  also 
Com.  Dig.  Sewers ;  Vin.  Abr.  Sewers ;  and  The  Seweis  Act  (1833),  3  &  4  Will.  IV. 
c.  22;  as  to  partial  repeal  of  which,  see  The  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1892  (55  &  56 
Vict.  c.  19) ;  as  to  s.  47,  Stracey  v.  Nelson,  12  M.  &  W.  536 ;  and  as  to  44,  S.  L.R.  Act,  1874. 

3  Per  Lord  Coleridge,  C  J.,  Hudson  v.  Tabor,  2  Q.  B.  D.  292,  citing  Keighleifs  case, 
10  Co.  Rep.  139  a ;  The  King  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  Essex,  1  B.  &  C.  477, 
which  establishes  the  proposition  that  where  one  buys  land  below  the  level  of  high 
water,  and  which  would  be  daily  covered  with  water  but  for  a  sea- wall  the  purchaser 
has,  ipso  fario,  notice  that  he  is  liable  to  contribute  to  repair  the  sea-wall.  Morland 
V.  Cook,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  252.  Pyer  v.  Carter,  1  H.  &  N.  916,  which  was  cited  by  the  M.  R. 
in  Morland  v.  Cook,  but  was  spoken  of  by  Lord  Westbury,  C,  in  8u field  v.  Brown, 
4  Be  G.  J.  &  S.  186,  as  a  case  of  little  or  no  authority  (and  his  opinion  was  adopted 
by  Lord  Chelmsford,  C,  in  Crosdey  v.  LigUowler,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478),  was  definitely  over- 
ruled in  Wheddon  v.  Burrows,  12  Ch.  D.  31,  notwithstanding  the  dicta  of  Mellish  and 
James,  Tj.JJ.,  in  Waits  v.  Kelson,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  170.  James,  L.J.,  was  one  of  the  Court 
in  Wheddon  v.  Burrows, 

4  "  The  difference  between  custom  and  prescription "  is  "  only  that  the 
right  to  the  former  must  be  claimed  by  or  in  respect  of  a  locality,  and  to  the  latter 
by  a  person  or  corporation,  but  the  rules  affecting  the  subject  matter  are  in  each  case 
the  same  " ;  per  Farwell,  J.,  Mercer  v.  Denne  (1904),  2  Ch.  656,  affd.  (1905),  2  Ch.  638. 
GaiewareTs  case,  6  Co.  Rop.  69  b;  Co.  Lit.  §  170,  113b;  Fitch  v.  Bawling,  2  H.  Bl. 
393 ;  Caliis,  116 ;  8dby  v.  Bcbinson,  2  T.  R.  758,  where  a  custom,  "  for  poor  and 
indigent  householders  living  in  A,"  was  held  too  vague ;  Earl  of  Coventry  v.  WiUes, 
9  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  384  ;  HaU  v.  Nottingham,  1  Ex.  D.  1 ;  AUgood  v.  0%bson,  34  L.  T.  (N.  S.) 
883,  where  a  custom  to  have  common  of  fishery  over  the  lord's  waters  on  the  waste 
of  the  manor,  and  to  take  and  carry  away  fish  as  a  profit  d,  prendre,  was  held  un- 
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We  are  now  to  consider  what  is  the  liability  by  common  law. 

The  Crown  is  by  the  common  law  bound  to  protect  the  kingdom 
from  inundation  of  water.^  This  is  laid  down  in  the  Case  of  the  Isle 
of  Ely  ;^  "  It  is  to  be  known  that,  by  the  common  law  before  the 
statute  of  6  H.  VL  c.  5,  the  King  ought  of  right  to  save  and  defend  his 
realm,  as  well  against  the  sea,  as  against  the  enemies  that  it  should  not 
be  drowned  or  wasted,  and  also  to  provide,  that  his  subjects  have 
their  passage  through  the  realm  by  bridges  and  highways  in  safety ; 
and  therefore,  if  the  sea-walls  be  broken,  or  the  sewers  or  gutters  arc 
not  scoured,  that  the  fresh  waters  cannot  have  their  direct  course,  the 
King  ought  to  grant  a  commission  to  inquire  and  to  hear  and  determine 
these  defaults."*** 

The  statutes*  superimposed  on  the  common  law  relating  to  sea- 
walls and  sewers  are  but  confirmatory  and  extending  to  it,  and  by 
no  means  import  a  different  liability.  The  general  terms  of  the 
commissions  issued  in  conformity  with  the  statutes  obliged  every 
one,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners,^  to  contribute  who 
received  benefit,  even  it  not  immediate.*  Notwithstanding  the  terms 
of  the  commissions,  an  impression  seems  to  have  been  general  that 
the  fact  of  being  a  frontager  imposed  the  liability  to  safeguard  against 
the  sea ;  and  this  proposition  is  adopted  by  Callis  in  his  Reading 
on  the  statute  of  Sewers,'  founding  himself  on  a  case  from  the  Liber 
Assisarum  in  the  37  Edward  III.  218,  pi.  10.  But  the  passage  cited 
is  shown  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,®  not  to  bear  the  meaning  sought  to  be 
put  upon  it ;  and  after  examination  of  the  authorities  that  learned 
judge  concludes  that  "  the  fact  that  the  owner  of  land  fronting  the 
sea  might  be  liable  under  a  commission  issued  by  virtue  of  the  King^s 
authority  by  no  means  tends  to  show  that,  independently  of  a  royal 
commission,  such  liability  existed  at  common  law  ;  "  he  adds,  "  We 
see  nothing  to  warrant  our  holding  it  to  exist."  His  view  was  adopted 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal,^  where  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  discussing  the 
probable  origin  of  a  sea-wall,  as  to  which  there  is  no  authentic  account, 
said:^°  "  In  all  UkeUhood  it  was  first  erected  either  by  the  King  at  the 

reasonable  ;   Bourke  v.  Davis,  44  Ch.  D.  110  ;   Goodman  v.  Mayor  of  Saliash,  7  App. 
Cas.  633,  distinguished  TUbury  v.  SUiki,  45  Ch.  D.  »8.     Edwards  v.  Jenkins  {IH^y, 

1  Ch.  308,  where  a  custom  for  the  inhabitants  of  adjoining  parishes  to  exercise  a  right 
of  recreation  over  land  in  one  of  them  was  held  bad ;  Brocldtebank  v.  Thompson  (1903), 

2  Ch.  344,  right  to  a  churchway  primd  facie  a  parochial  custom. 

1  Nos  pro  to  quod  ratione  dignitatis  nostre  regie  ad  providendum  saltxiiioni  regni 
nosiii  Anglie  circnmquaque  sximus  astricti  are  the  words  of  the  old  writ  in  the  Register. 
The  23  Hen.  VIII.  c.  6,  s.  3  says  :  "  We,  therefore,  for  that,  by  reason  of  our  dignity 
and  prerogative  royal,  we  be  bounden  to  provide  ifor  the  safety  and  preservation  ol 
our  realm  of  England,  willing  that  speedy  remedy  be  had  in  the  premises,  &c.,*'  aed 
Fitzherbert,  De  Natura  Brevium,  113  a. 

2  10  Co.  Rep.  141  a ;  Le  Case  del  RoyaU  Piscarie  de  le  Banner  Sir  John  Davys, 
55 ;  "  Commission  of  Sewers  to  defend  the  kingdom  against  the  sea  is  very  ancient, 
and  even  by  special  prescription  in  some  cascb ;  but  sewers  for  melioration  of  land 
are  by  Act  of  Parliament " :  per  Holt,  C.J.,  12  Mod.  331 ;  see  also  the  precedent  quoted 
in  the  Case  of  the  Isle  of  Ely,  10  Rep.  141  b ;  Hcnlyy,  Mayor,  dsc.  of  Lyme,  5  Bing., 
per  Best,  C.  J.,  109. 

3  Cp.  Fitzherbe.t.  De  Natura  Brevium,  113  ;  see  also  225  E. 

4  6  Hen.  VI.  c.  5 ;  18  Hen.  VI.  c.  10 ;  4  Hen.  VII.  c.  1 ;  C  Hen.  VIII.  c  10;  23 
Hen.  VIII.  c.  5.     See  4  Co.  Inst.  275. 

6  Mayor,  6ec.  of  New  Romney  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  New  Romney,  TIB92) 
1  Q.  B.  840. 

8  Soady  v.  Wilson,  3  A.  &  E.  248  ;  Hedey  v.  Bates,  13  Ch.  D.  498.  f  P.  115. 

8  Hudson  V.  Tabor,  1  Q.  B.  D.  232.  Nitro-phosphate  and  Oddm's  Chemical  Manure 
Co,  V.  London  <k  St  Kalherine  Docks  Co.,  9  Ch.  D.  503. 

»  2  Q.  B.  D.  290. 
10  L.c.  295. 
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expense  of  those  to  be  benefited  by  it,  assessed  upon  them  respectively  Origin  of  sea 
in  proportion  to  the  benefit  they  did  or  would  respectively  receive,  walls, 
or  by  some  great  land-owner,  for  his  own  benefit,  whose  land,  if  it 
came  into  the  hands  of  separate  owners,  would  be  Uable  to  no  other 
burdens  than  those  which  the  law  imposes  upon  all  other  land  within 
the  realm.    But,  as  we  have  said,  we  can  see  no  reason  for  holding 
that  the  burden  sought  to  be  imposed  upon  the  defendant  in  this  case 
in  respect  of  his  frontage  land  is  one  of  such  burdens."     There  is  then  No  common 
no  common  law  duty  on  the  frontager,  merely  as  frontager,  to  erect  ^^^^ 
or  maintain  a  sea-wall  for  the  protection  of  his  neighbour.  maS^?. 

In  AUomey-Oeneral  v.  Tomline,^  the  position  was  advanced  that  Auomey- 
the  owner  of  foreshore  in  the  natural  user  of  his  property  is  entitled  to  ^^^f  ^' 
take  away  the  shingle  and  sell  it,  even  though  his  doing  so  diminishes 
the  natural  barrier  against  the  sea,  and  may  expose  his  neighbours  to 
be  flooded.  The  case  differs  from  Hudson  v.  Tabor  in  this,  that 
Hudson  V.  Tabor  sought  to  establish  a  UabiUty  to  maintain  a  barrier 
against  the  sea,  while  in  Attorney-General  v.  Tomline  a  right  to  destroy 
a  natural  barrier  was  advanced.  From  the  absence  of  a  duty  to  keep 
up  a  sea-wall,  which  was  admitted  in  Hudson  v.  Tabor,  it  was  sought  to 
reason,  through  the  equally  admitted  right  of  a  man  to  the  natural 
enjoyment  of  his  property,  to  the  estabUshment  of  a  right  to  remove 
an  existing  protection.  Fry,  J.,^  was  inclined  to  hold,  on  the  analogy 
of  Baird  v.  WiUiamsov?  and  Fletcher  v.  Smith,*  that  to  remove  shingle 
from  the  foreshore  was  a  natural  user  of  land,  and  similar  in  its  nature 
to  the  digging  of  coal ;  yet  he  did  not  decide  the  case  on  this  ground, 
to  which,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Brett  and  Cotton,  L.JJ.,*  abstain 
from  giving  their  assent.  The  ground  of  the  decision  is  that  there  is 
in  the  Crown  a  duty  to  guard  the  shores  and  land  adjoining  the  sea  Duty  of  the 
from  being  overflowed  by  the  sea  ;  consequently  there  is  an  obligation  ^^JT.^ 
on  every  person  possessed  of  a  sea  bank  to  do  nothing  inconsistent  with  coasts. 
the  protection  of  the  land  from  the  inroads  of  the  sea.  As  James,  L.J.,* 
points  out,  the  existence  of  such  a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  is 
inconsistent  with  the  right  claimed ;  for  the  exercise  of  the  right 
would  be  a  wrongful  act,  in  the  nature  of  a  nuisance,  indictable  by 
the  Crown,  and  "  the  person  who  suffered  the  particular  damage 
occasioned  by  the  nuisance  would  have  a  right  to  call  upon  the  Court 
to  interfere  for  his  protection."  This  duty  does  not  extend  to  give 
protection  to  artificial  structures,  but  only -to  natural  protecting 
banks  against  the  sea  and  the  waters  of  tidal  rivers.^ 

^  The  case  of  damage  caused  by  an  extraordinary  storm  and  high  Damage 
tide  came  before  the  Courts  in  The  Queen  v.  Commissioneri  of  Sewers  e*^j|^rdmar 
for  EsseXy^  where  the  prescriptive  liability  of  the  frontager  to  repair  gtorm  where 
the  sea-wall  in  ordinary  cases  was  admitted ;    but  where  it  was,  in  there  exists 
addition,  sought  to  impose  a  Uabihty  to  keep  in  repair  against  the  act  fi^bmtv  m^^^ 
of  God.     The  case  had  been  mooted  and  decided  so  long  ago  as  1609  Ordinary 

by  the  Common  Pleas,*  that  "  if  one  who  is  bound  by  prescription  to  cases.    The 

Queen  Y 
1  12  Ch.  D.  214,  14  Ch.  D.  58,  followed  in  Musselburgh  Real  Estate  Go.  v.  Provost,  Commis- 

cC?r.  o/  Musselburgh  ( 1905),  A.  C.  491.  sioners  of 

«  12  Ch.  D.  228.  3  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  376.  Sewers  for 

*  2  App.  Cas.  781,  8vb  nam.  Smith  v.  Musgrave,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  4  Essex 

6  Brett,  L.J.,  14  Ch.  D.  67  ;  Cotton,  L.J.,  U.  69.  6  jj.c.  62. 

7  West  Norfolk  Farmers  Manure  Co.  v.  Archd<de,  16  Q.  B.  D.  754,  758,  760. 

8  14  Q.  B.  D.  561 ;   in  House  of  Lords,  under  the  name  Commissioners  of  Sewers 
for  Fobbing  v.  The  Queen,  11  App.  Cas.  449. 

9  Keighley's  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  139  a ;  Soady  v.  Wilson,  3  A.  &  E.  248.     Callis,  122, 
cites  37  Ass.  10,  and  38  Ass.  15,  as  declaring  the  law  to  be  '*  that  he  which  is  bound 
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repair  a  wall  contra  fiuxum  maris,  and  he  keeps  the  wall  in  good  repair 
and  of  such  height  and  as  sufficient  as  it  was  accustomed  ;  and  by  the 
sudden  and  unusual  increase  of  water,  salt  or  fresh,  the  walls  are 
broken  or  the  water  overflows  the  walls  ;  that  in  this  case  the  Com- 
missioners of  Sewers  ought  to  tax  all  such  persons  who  hold  any  lands 
or  tenements,  or  conmion  of  pasture,  or  profit  of  fishing,  or  have,  or 
may  have,  any  loss,  damage,  or  ^sadvantage  by  any  manner  of  means 
in  the  same  places,  according  to  the  quantity  of  their  lands,  Ac.,  for 
no  fault  in  this  case  was  in  him  who  ought  to  repair  it."  On  Keighky's 
case  being  cited  in  The  King  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  far  Wed 
Somerset,  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  said  -}  "  To  be  sure  the  law  is  so." 
Again,  in  TJie  King  v.  Commissiothers  of  Sewers  for  Essex,  Abbott,  C.J., 
said  :*  "  Even  where  an  individual  is  bound  by  prescription  or  other- 
wise to  repair,  still  if  there  be  no  default  on  his  part,  and  damage  is 
sustained  by  an  extraordinary  flood  or  tempest,  the  whole  level  must 
bear  the  loss  and  be  contributory  to  the  repairs." 
Where  there  Where  the  obligation  to  repair  has  been  neglected,  even  though 

'l**^'-*^?^^®  the  flood  complained  of  has  been  caused  by  an  extraordinary  storm  or 
biHty,*though  -^8^  *^^®»  ^^®  neghgent  frontager  will  be  liable,  where  it  is  impossible 
damage  has  to  apportion  what  is  due  to  his  neglect  and  what  would  have  happened 
arisen  fiom  j^  any  event.*  Yet  if  it  were  shown  that  the  damage  came  from  the 
wUnary  storm  and  was  not  the  consequence  of  the  disrepair,  no  liability  would 
storm.  be  attached  ;   and  if  it  were  shown  that  some  of  the  damage  arose 

from  the  storm  and  not  from  neglect  the  damage  would  be  apportioned.* 
Liability  to  In  The  Queen  v.  Leigh^  the  Court  made  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new 

repair  may      trial  because  the  judge  had  not  put  to  the  jury  the  contingency  of  a 
vrotent"*^       greater  liability  than  to  provide  walls  in  a  condition  to  resist  ordinary 
tempests,        weather  and  tides,  and  had  rejected  evidence  showingthat  the  defendants 
and  their  predecessors  in  the  lands  had,  in  fact,  repaired  against  the 
effects  of  the  more  violent  tempests.     In  Commissioners  of  Seufers  far 
Fobbing  v.  The  Queen,^  however,  after  passing  in  review  the  earlier  law, 
the  House  of  Lords  adopted  the  proposition  that  a  frontager  is  not 
liable  to  repair  the  damage  caused  by  an  extraordinary  storm,  unless 
but  this  must  the  evidence  establishes  as  against  him  something  more  than  the 
be  established  ordinary  HabiUty  of  a  frontager  bound  to  repair  ;  and,  further,  follow- 
by  evidence,    jj^g  rpj^  j^^^  ^  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  West  Somerset,^  that  the 
fact  of  repairs,  appearing  to  have  been  done  by  the  frontagers,  as  far 
back  as  records  extend,  and  of  there  being  no  evidence  of  repairs  by 
the  level,  although  in  all  probabiUty  extraordinary  storms  had  occurred 
during  the  period  covered   by  the  records,  was  not  evidence  from 
which  liabiUty  for  extraordinary  events  should  be  inferred.® 

by  piescriptioQ  to  repair  is  bound  peremptorily  alone  to  do  the  work,  and  not  by  any 
other  ;  and  if  no  such  person  can  be  found,  then  the  parties  whose  grounds  do  adjoio 
and  those  which  have  free  iSshing  in  the  river,  and  free  passage  thereon,  be  aU  of  them 
to  do  and  perform  the  same  jointly,  and  no  one  of  them  is  a  discharge  for  the  other, 
because  they  shall  be  in  consimili  caeu"    But  see  ante,  380. 

1  8  T.  R.  312,  313. 

2  1  B.  &  C.  484. 

3  See  Staffordshire  Canal  Co.  v.  Hallen,  6  B.  &  C.  317 ;  Harriwn  v.  O.  N.  J^., 
3  H.  &  C.  231  ;  Collins  v.  Middle  Level  Commissioners,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  279. 

4  NU'o-phTsphate,  dsc.  Co.  v.  London  de  SL  Kafkarine'sDjcks  Co.,  9  Ch.  D.  603. 
6  (1839)  10  A.  &E.  398. 

6  II  App.  Ca.s.  449. 

7  8  T.  R.  312. 

8  See  per  Lord  Herschell,  C,  11  App.  Caa.  455.  In  this  connection  the  law  as  to 
accretion  mav  be  noticed.  See  Vin.  Abr.  Soil  (A.)  2,  3.  Accretion  may  be  (1)  by 
additions  to  land  formed  so  slowly  that  its  progress  cannot  be  perceived,  ia,  thii 
case  the  accretion    belongs  to  the  adjoining  landowner:  Bex  v.  Lord  Yarborovgh^ 
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The  subjects  of  the  jurisdiction  of  commissioners  of  sewers  are 
exempted  from  the  operations  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,^  by  Exempted 
sections  13  and  327.  fromPubUo 

We  have  hitherto  considered  the  subject  of  sewers  in  the  meaning  {|^*^^*^*' 
which  the  term  more  especially  bears  in  connection  with  the  statute  of  g  ^^  .   ., 
Henry  YIII.,  and  which  has  become  familiar  from  the  title  of  CaUis's  modem 
treatise.    It  remains  .to  consider  the  Uability  for  negligence  arising  out  signification, 
of  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  responsibility  for  sewers  in 
their  usual  and  modem  signification. 

"  The  word  sewer,'*  says  Kindersley,  V.C.,  in  Sutton  v.  Mayor,  &c.  8utum  ▼. 
of  Norwichy^  "  comes  from  the  word  '  to  sew  ' — ^that  is,  to  '  drain.'.  .  .  .  ^^^!1^ 
In  the  common  sense  of  the  term  it  means  a  large  and  generally,  though 
not  always,  underground  passage  for  fluid  and  feculent  matter  from  a 
house  or  houses  to  some  other  locaUty ;  but  it  does  not  comprise  a 
cesspool  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  the  sewage,  whether  as  a  simple 
deposit,  or  to  be  converted  into  manure  or  other  useful  purpose." 

By  the  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,^  the  main  sewers  enu-  The  Metro- 
merated  in  schedule  (D)  to  the  Act,  including  the  main  sewers  of  the  politan 
city  of  London,  are  vested  in  the  County  Council  ;*  but  all  other  sewers  Act,^*S.^^ 
within  the  Umits  marked  by  schedules  (A)  and  (B)  are  in  the  local 
bodies  there  enumerated. 

By  the  Pubhc  Health  Act,  1875*,  all  sewers  are  vested  in  the  local  The  Public 
authorities  ;   and  the  authorities  in  whom  existing  sewers  are  vested  ^^**^  ^^^* 
are  the  authorities  charged  with  the  construction  of  new  ones  when 
such  are  required.* 

3  B.  &  C.  91,  2  Bligh  (N.  8.)  147,  1  Dow  (N.  S.)  178 ;  sub  nom.  Giffofd  v.  Lord  Yar- 
borough,  5  Bing.  163.  See  also  In  re  HuU  and  Selby  By.  Co.,  5  M.  &  W.  327  ;  ScraUon 
V.  Brown,  4  B.  &  C.  485;  Foster  v.  Wright,  4  C.  P.  D.  438;  Hlndson  v.  Ashby  (1896), 
1  Ch.  78  ;  Je§eris  v.  East  Omaha  Land  Co.,  134  U.  S.  (27  Davis)  178.  (2)  By  a  sudden 
charge,  as  by  a  flood.  Then  the  landowner  is  not  entitled  to  a  gain :  St.  Louis  v.  BvAz, 
138  U.  S.  (31  Davis)  226.  There  is  an  exhaustive  judgment  in  Nebraska  v.  Iowa, 
143  U.  S.  (36  Davis)  359.  When  submersed  land  can  be  identified  there  is  no  accretion. 
Hale,  De  Jure  Tilaris,  15.  Land  washed  away  and  afterwards  re-formed  on  the  old 
ascertained  site  is  not  land  gained  by  increment :  Lopez  v.  Muddun  Mohun  Thakoor, 
13  Moo.  L  A.  467.  A  non-tidal  river  changing  its  course  does  not  work  a  change  of 
ownership:  Thakurain  Bitraj  Koer  v.  Thakurain  Sarfaraz  Koer,  21  Times  L.  R.  637 ; 
L.  R.  32  Ind.  A{>.  165.  8%  post  emptionem  fundo  aliquid  per  aUuvionem  aceessit,  ad  emptoris 
eommodum  pettinet.  Nam  et  comvwdum  ejus  esse  aebet  cujus  periculum  est :  Inst.  iii.  23, 3. 

1  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  65. 

2  27  L.  J.  Ch.  742.  See  on  the  meaning  of  sewer  in  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  204, 
wherein  it  is  provided  that  no  buildings  are  to  be  made  over  sewers  without  consent. 
The  Poplar  District  Board  of  Works  v.  Knight,  28  L.  J.  M.  C.  37.  As  to  the  distinction 
between  sewers  and  drains,  see  Acton  Local  Board  v.  Batten,  28  Ch.  D.  283.  Sukes  v. 
Sowerby  Urban  Council  (1900),  1  Q.  B.  584.  A  cesspool  is  not  part  of  a  sewer  ;  Meader 
V.  West  Cowes  Local  Board  (1892),  3  Ch.  18  ;  Croft  v.  Bickmansworth  Highioay  Board, 
39  Ch.  D.  272  ;  Pinnock  v.  Waierworth,  3  Times  L.  R.  563 ;  Wincanton  Bural  Council 
V.  Parsons  (1905),  2  K.  B.  34.  As  to  the  metropolis,  Bateman  v.  Poplar  District 
Board  of  Works,  33  Ch.  D.  360,  37  Ch.  D.  272,  and  Heaver  v.  Fulham  Borough  Council 
(1904),  2  K.  B.  383,  where  the  earlier  cases  are  collected.  A  drain  is  a  sewer  as  soon 
as  more  than  one  house  is  connected  with  it.  As  a  sewer  might  be  "  of  any  convenient 
material,"  an  iron  pipe  to  discharge  affluent  water  was  held  a  sewer  in  Tottenham 
Board  v.  Button,  2  Times  L.  R.  828.  For  the  duty  of  a  Local  Board,  Thompson  v. 
Eccles  Corporation,  Haedicke  v.  Friem  Bamet  Urban  Council  (1905),  1  K.  B.  110; 
BoneUa  v.  Twickenham  Local  Board  of  Health,  20  Q.  B.  D.  63 ;  Homsey  Local  Board 
V.  jDavM  (1893),  1Q.B.  756. 

3  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  ss.  68,  135.  The  powers  conferred  by  these  sections  are 
very  similar  to,  and  should  be  compared  with,  sec.  96,  vesting  highways  in  the  local 
authority. 

4  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  48,  sub  s.  8.  As  to  the  vesting  of  sewers  see  Taylor  v. 
Corporation  of  Oldham,  4  Ch.  D.  396,  411;  Ogilvie  v.  Bly thing  Union  Sanitary 
Authority,  66  L.  T.  338,  67  L.  T.  18  ;  Beg.  v.  Staines  Local  Board,  60  L.  T.  261. 

6  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  13. 

«  Meader  v.  West  Cowes  Local  Board  (1892),  3  Ch.  18 ;   Ferrand  v.  Hollas  Land 
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Attorney' 
General  y. 
Guardians  of 


Mayor,  dfC, 
of  Birken- 
head v.  L,  <t 


To  appreciate  these  enactments  it  is  needful  to  consider  the  extent 
of  the  rights  conferred  on  local  boards  by  the  vesting  sewers  in  them, 
and  what  are  the  Uabihties  involved,  as  far  at  least  as  they  arise  out  of 
negligence. 

As  to  the  first  point,  Jessel,  M.R.,  in  giving  judgment  in  Attorney- 

General  v.  Guardians  of  Poor  of  Union  of  Dorking^ — ^under  the  Public 

Poor^of  Union  Health  Act,  1875 — said  '}  "  We  must  remember  that  the  vesting  of  the 
of  Dorking,  Bcwers  in  the  local  authority  gives  them  a  very  hmi  ted  right  of  ownership. 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  they  are  in  the  same  position  as  a  land- 
owner through  whose  land  a  sewer,  an  artificial  work,  runs.  It  by  no 
means  follows  that  they  have  the  same  right  as  he  has.  He  can  stop 
it  up  without  asking  anybody,  but,  as  I  read  this  Act  of  Farhament,  I 
am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  this  local  sanitary  board  can 
stop  the  sewer  up,  and  thereby  cause  a  most  frightful  nuisance  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  district  whose  drainage  it  is  their  business  to  protect 
and  perfect.  That  is  the  first  dijficulty  in  the  way,  that  the  vesting 
is  not  an  absolute  right  of  ownership,  but  a  modified  and  limited  right 
of  ownership,  and  it  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  give  them  a  right  to  stop 
up  the  sewer." 

With  this  must  be  taken  what  was  said  in  Mayor ^  dc,  of  Birkenhead 
^  ^  ^  y,  L.  <&  N.W.  Ry.  Co.,^  where  defendants  constructed  an  embankment 
*V.  lv.Sy,"co.  over  a  sewer  vested  in  the  plaintifEs  under  the  terms  of  a  special  Act, 
which  did  not  prevent  access  for  the  purpose  of  repairs,  though  it 
increased  the  dij05culty  of  doing  them ;  in  respect  of  which  increased 
difficulty  of  access  the  plaintifEs  claimed  compensation  under  section  68 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845.*  The  plaintiffs  were 
held  not  entitled  ;  both  in  the  Divisional  Court, — ^as  the  vesting  of  the 
sewer  "  would  not  vest  in  the  plaintiflEs  any  title  to  the  land,  or  any 
right  other  than  the  right  in  equity  to  obtain  protection  from  distur- 
bance by  enforcement  of  legal  right ;  "  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
where  Brett,  M.R.,  said  :  "  Whether,  the  sewer  being  vested  in  them, 
they  have  an  interest  in  land,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide,  though  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  the  sewer  does  give  them  an  interest  in  land." 
Bowen,  L.  J.'s,  view  was  :  "  The  true  canon  of  construction  applicable 
to  an  enactment  like  this,  which  interferes  with  private  property,  is  to 
read  into  it  by  implication  only  so  much  as  is  reasonably  necessary 
to  make  the  Act  of  ParUament  work.  Therefore,  one  ought  only  to 
imply  that  the  statute  gave  the  commissioners  such  powers  as  were 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  efficient  working  of  the  sewer  system." 

The  right  to  support  involved  in  the  powers  conferred  on  the  local 
bodies  with  regard  to  sewers  was  formerly  a  matter  of  importance. 
As  this  has  now  become  the  subject  of  statutory  enactment,  it  may  be 
shortly  disposed  of.  In  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  Metropolitan 
Ry,  Co,^  it  was  decided  that  local  bodies  do  not  acquire  a  right  to 
lateral  support  for  their  sewers  against  the  owners  of  adjoining  lands  ; 
but  In  re  Corporation  of  Dudley^  the  Court  of  Appeal  further  held  that 

and  Building  Co.  (1893),  2  Q.  B.  135  ;  Travis  v.  UtUey  (1894),  1  Q.  B.  233;  WiikinMm 
V.  Uandaff,  <fec.  Bural  District  Council  (1903),  2  Ch.  695. 

1  20  Ch.  D.  695.     Ante,  312. 

«  20  Ch.  D.  604. 

8  15  Q.  B.  D.  572.  4  g  &  9  Vict,  c.  18. 

6  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  612 ;  li.  R.  4  C.  P.  192 ;  but  see  Jessel,  M.R.,  Boierick  v.  ^«foii 
Local  Board,  5  Ch.  D.  328  ;  and  Bowen,  L.J.,  in  L.  A  N.  W  By,  Co.  v.  Evans  (1893), 
1  Ch.  27,  which  was  approved  in  Clippens  Oil  Co.  v.  Edinburgh,  <t-c.  Water  Trusiees 
(1904),  A.  C.  64. 

e  8  (J.  B.  D.  86 ;  L.  dbN.  W.  By.  Co.  v.  Evans  (1892),  2  Ch.  432, 
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a  right  to  lateral  support  "  accrues  the  very  moment  that  the  sewer  is 
constructed."^ 

Now  by  the  Public  Health  (Support  of  Sewers)  Act,  1883,^  passed  ThePublio 
in  consequence  of  the  decision  last  referred  to,  a  local  authority  cannot  ^^^^  ^^"^" 
acquire  any  right  of  support,  whether  vertical  or  lateral.    A  saving  S^wm)  Act, 
clause  preserves  all  rights  actually  acquired  before  the  passing  of  the  1883. 
Act.    When  the  owner  of  mines  or  other  property  is  desirous  of  working 
his  lands,  the  right  to  be  paid  for  abstention  arises. 

In  accordance  with  the  principle  laid  down  in  Oeddis  v.  Proprietors  Fleming  v. 
of  Bonn  Reservoir,^  Stephen,  J.,  in  Fleming  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  ^ayorand 
of  Manchester,^  held  the  defendants  liable  for  the  consequence  of  a  ^'jJ^S^. 
sewer  bursting  into  a  cellar  during  a  violent  thunderstorm,  where  the 
jury  found  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  defects  in  the  original  con- 
struction of  the  sewer,  and  by  the  omission  of  the  defendants  to  take 
reasonable  means  to  discover  such  defects. 

In  Dixon  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Work^  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  Dixon  v, 
held  the  defendants  not  hable  for  injuries  arising  where  they  had  ^^2^*^^ 
constructed  a  sewer,  acting  under  the  powers  of  the  Metropolis  Local  works. 
Management  Act,  1855,*  with  its  outfall  a  little  above  the  plaintiff's 
coal  wharf,  and  having  water-gates,  which  it  was  the  duty  of  a  person 
employed  by  them  to  open  when  the  water  within  became  eight  feet 
deep.    This  having  been  done  after  an  unusually  heavy  rainfall,  the 
rush  of  water  carried  away  a  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  wharf.     The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  found  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  opening 
of  the  water-gates,  and  not  by  the  act  of  God,  yet  he  held  the  defendants 
not  liable  since  what  they  had  done  was  what  they  were  authorised  by 
ParUament  to  do,  and  was  done  without  negUgence.'^    In  the  earUer 
case  of  HaU  v.  Mayor,  do,  of  Bailey,^  Lush,  J.,  held  the  defendants  HaU  v. 
liable  for  constructing  a  drain,  by  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  but  in  ^^^'*^^* 
so  negligent  a  manner,  that  the  front  of  plaintiff's  mill  was  caused  to  ^'    ^*^' 
sink.    In  answer  to  the  objection  that  the  undertaking  such  work 
on  the  part  of  a  local  body  was  tdtra  vires,  the  learned  Judge  pointed  out 
that  ^'  it  is  not  like  the  case  put,  of  the  urban  authority  entering  into  a 
contract  to  build  a  house,  or  a  wall,  or  to  do  any  other  work  unconnected 
with  their  function  as  a  sanitary  body." 

In  the  first  of  these  cases  the  liability  had  negligence  been  proved,  Considerod. 
would  have  been  for  not  doing  what  they  should  have  known  ought 
to  have  been  done ;  in  the  third,  for  doing  carelessly  or  imperfectly 
what,  if  they  did  at  all,  they  should  have  done  with  care  and  precaution  ; 
in  the  second  they  were  held  not  liable,  though  their  act  occasioned 
damage  to  a  third  party,  because  what  they  did  was,  first,  within  the 
limits  of  their  statutory  powers;  and,  secondly,  through  causing 
damage,  not  negUgent. 

1  Normanton  Oas  Co.  v.  Pope,  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  629.  South  Staffordshire  Waiertoorks 
Co.  V.  Mtuon,  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  266,  is  diBtinguished  by  virtue  of  Bpecific  enactments  in 
the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1S47  (10  A  11  Vict.  c.  17). 

s  46  Ai  47  Vict.  c.  37.  By  sec.  3  (3)  it  is  obligatory  upon  local  authorities  to  make 
a  map  of  all  theix  sanitary  works. 

8  3  App.  Gas.  460,  466. 

4  44  L.  T.  617.  This  decision  was  reversed  on  appeal,  but  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  neglifl;ence.     See  the  Times  newspaper,  27th  June.  1882. 

5  7  Q.  B.  D.  418.     Cp.  Dertnzy  v.  Corporation  of  Ottatoa,  16  Ont.  App.  712. 

6  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  ss.  136, 136. 

7  In  Brown  v.  SargenU,  1  F.  &  F.  112,  Erie,  J.,  held  that  the  question 
was  for  the  jury  what  is  an  '*  ordinary  '*  or  *'  extraoidinarv  "  amoimt  of  drainage. 
Seelfedk  V.  WhUechapd  Board  of  Works,2F.  A  F.  144  (?) ;  Hammond  v.  St.  Pancras, 
L.  R.  9  C.  P.  316, 323.  «  47  L.  J.  Q  B.  148. 
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Sucky, 
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Statutory 
provisions  as 
to  sanitary 
condition  of 
sewers. 


Negligence 
may  in  some 
cases  be 
treated  as 
nuisance. 


In  Ruok  V.  WiUiams,^  Improvement  Commissioneis  were  held 
liable  for  negligence  imder  an  Act  requiring  them  to  "  make  all  proper 
Bewers  and  drains  to  conmiunicate  with  the  intended  main  sewer " 
for  having  constructed  a  sewer  or  drain  communicating  with  1^ 
plaintiff's  premises  without  a  flap  (the  absence  of  which  caused  the 
plaintiffs  premises  to  be  flooded),  in  substitution  for  an  old  drain  with 
a  flap,  the  continuance  of  which. would  have  protected  the  plaintiffs 
premises.  '^  We  think,"  said  Martin,  B.,  '^  that  when  the  commissionen 
thought  proper  to  make  a  new  sewer  communicating  with  the  plaintiffs 
premises  from  the  old  drain,  and  omitted  to  give  him  that  protection 
which  he  had  before,  whereby  there  was  a  damage  immediate  and 
consequent  upon  it,  that  was  such  a  damage  from  negligence  as  entitled 
him  to  maintain  this  action."* 

By  section  19  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,'  and  by  section  72 
of  the  MetropoUs  Management  Act,  1855,^  the  local  bodies  shall  caW 
the  sewers  belonging  to  them  to  be  constructed,  covered,  ventilated,* 
and  kept  so  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance  or  injurious  to  health,  and  to  be 
properly  cleansed  and  emptied. 

Under  the  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,*  the  only  remedy  was 
to  proceed  at  law  or  in  equity,  but  by  section  299  of  the  Public  Health 
Act,  1875,*  a  representation  may  be  made  to  the  Local  Grovemment 
Board,  who  may  direct  an  inquiry  under  sections  293  and  296  ;  upon 
this  an  order  maybe  obtained ;  which,  however,  Bacon,  V.C.,  has  held 
is  not  a  defence  to  an  action  for  nuisance.'' 

In  this  connection  the  law  of  negligence  is  brought  into  intimate 
association  with  the  law  of  nuisance.  So  far  as  nuisance  is  caused 
by  imperfect  action,  or  omission  to  act,  where  perfect  (that  is,  not 
negligent)  action — ^the  action  of  a  prudent  man  according  to  the 
circumstances — ^is  demanded,  it  may  be  proceeded  against  indi£Eerentlj 
as  a  negligent  act  or  as  a  nuisance.  To  constitute  a  nuisance,  however, 
more  widely  reaching  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance  would  usually  be 
requisite  to  obtain  an  injunction  or  a  conviction  than  is,  at  law,  re- 
quired to  constitute  actionable  negligence.  As,  however,  the  cases  of 
pollution  of  a  stream  most  frequently  involve  infringements  of  public 
rights,®  the  more  usual  course  of  proceedings  for  their  abatement  has 
been  against  the  nuisance  rather  than  by  action  for  negUgence. 

1  3  H.  &  N.  308. 

3  SotUhampion  and  Itthin  Floating  Bridge  v.  Local  Board  of  Health  for  SotUhampUm, 
8  £.  ^  B.  801,  decided,  on  demurrer,  that  an  action  for  negligence,  and  not  a  proceeding 
for  compensation,  is  the  proper  remedy  for  want  of  due  and  proper  care  in  the  con- 
struction, management,  and  direction  of  a  sewer.  Other  cases  on  the  h'abilitj  for 
negligence  with  regard  to  sewers  are  Lloyd  v.  Wigney,  6  Bing.  489 ;  Wafd  v.  Lee, 
7  E.  A  B.  426 ;  Hyams  v.  Webster,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  264 ;  affirmed  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  13& 
In  Bates  v.  Inhabitants  of  Westborough,  151  Mass.  174,  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  exhaustively 
considers  the  duty  of  a  municipality  in  respect  of  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  its  sewers.  3  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55.  4  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120. 

6  The  Vestry  or  District  Board  are  not  to  be  held  liable  for  not  keeping  their 
sewers  cleansed  at  all  events  and  under  all  circumstances ;  but  only  where  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  care  and  skill  they  can  be  kept  cleansed  " :  per  Brett,  J.,  Hammonds. 
Vestry  of  St.  Pancras,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  322  ;  Bateman  v.  Poplar  District  Board,  37  Ch.  D. 
272.  Neglect  will  render  the  local  authority  liable  to  any  person  specially  injured 
thereby.     Ante,  296.  6  This  word  is  only  in  the  Public  Health  Act^  1876. 

7  Whitefidd  ▼.  Newquay  Local  Board,  Law  Times  newspaper,  March  18,  1882,  349. 

«  BlaclAitme  v.  Somers,  5  L.  R.  Ir.  1 ;  Cowan  v.  Duke  of  Buedeuch,  2  App.  C«fw  344 
See  Rivers  Pollution  Prevention  Acts  1876  (39  &  40  Vict  c.  75)  A  1893  (56  ft  57 
Vict,  c  31).  Kirkheaton  District  Local  Board  v.  Ainley  (1892),  2  Q.  B.  274;  York- 
shire West  Biding  Council  v.  Holmfirth  Urban  Sanitary  Authority  (1894),  2  Q.  B. 
842  ;  Derby  Corporation  v.  Derbyshire  County  CouneU  (1897),  A.  G.  560  ;  Baatwood  v. 
Horley  Urban  District  Council  (1901),  I  CJh.  645.    Ante,  312,  335. 


CHAPTER  V. 

GAS  AND  WATER  COMPANIES. 

We  are  now  to  consider  the  position  of  gas  and  water  companies.  Subject  dis. 
Throughout  the  country  these  are  very  frequently  departments  of  the  tributed. 
local  authority,  although  in  the  metropohtan  district  they  constitute 
vast  independent  corporations  clothed  with  extensive  Farhamentary 
powers.    It  therefore  becomes  necessary  for  us  to  consider — 

(1)  Their  relations  to  the  local  authorities  of  their  districts 

where  they  are  not  a  portion  of  that  authority  ; 

(2)  Their  relations  to  the  public  at  large  ;  and 

(3)  Their  relations  to  their  own  customers. 

I.  The  relations  of  gas  and  water  companies  to  the  district 
authorities  in  which  they  carry  on  their  operations  may  be 
considered  from  the  point  of  view,  first,  of  the  common  law  unr 
modified  by  statute ;  and,  secondly,  of  statute  as  modifying  the 
common  law. 

First,  then,  with  regard  to  the  position  of  gas  and  water  companies  at  I.  Position  of 
common  law.  g*«  "^d  water 

The  law  is  laid  down  in  The  Queen  v.  LongUm  Gas  Co}    The  defen-  cCS^n  Uw! 
dants  were  charged  with  obstructing  a  highway  by  opening  trenches  Reginar. 
and  laying  down  pipes,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  gas  to  private  Longton  Qua 
houses.    They  had  power  by  Act  of  ParUament  to  do  such  acts  in  ^^• 
respect  of  laying  down  pipes  and  mains  for  pubhc  purposes,  but  not 
for  private  purposes :      General  convenience,"  said  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  Judgment  of 
"  is  greatly  against  the  allowing  private  persons  or  companies,  without  Cockbum, 
parUamentary  powers,  to  interfere  from  time  to  time  with  the  pubUo   '  * 
streets.    Th6  making  such  openings  from  time  to  time  for  water,  gas, 
sewage,  and  other  purposes,  and  the  opening  of  the  streets  for  repairs 
and  alterations,  are  a  serious  inconvenience,  even  when  done  under 
the  restrictions  which  an  Act  of  ParUament  puts  upon  the  persons 
clothed  with  parhamentary  authority  so  to  act ;    and  it  would  be 
difficult  to  see  how  far  the  annoyance  might  extend,  if  unauthorised 
dealings  of  this  nature  with  the  highways  were  allowed."    In  the 
subsequent  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Train,^  where  the  right  to  lay  tram  The  Queen  y. 
lines  in  a  highway  without  parUamentary  sanction  was  discussed,  ^^^*^ 
Crompton,  J.,  said  :  This  case  "  also  falls  within  Regina  v.  The  Longton 
Oas  Co.,  Ltd,  with  which  we  took  a  good  deal  of  pains.  ...  If  persons 

1  2  E.  &  E.  651 ,  668  ;  EUi9  v.  Shefield  Oas  Consumers'  Co.,  2  E.  &  B.  767-~an  action 
for  negligence  caused  by  the  negligence  of  defendants'  contractor* 
8  2B.&a640,6i8;  at  i^f>i  Pfiw,  3  F.  4t  F.  22. 
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wish  for  power  to  act  as  the  defendants  acted  here,  they  must  take  the 
usual  regtdar  and  constitutional  course  of  getting  the  protection  of  the 
Legislature." 
Attorney-  The  limits  of  these  cases  have  sometimes  been  supposed  not  to 

^hS^Gait  ^<^^^^^^®^  entirely  with  cases  Uke  Attorney-General  v.  Sheffield  CUu 
C^swmera*  Consumers'  Co,,^  and  Attorthey-General  v.  Cambridge  Consumers^  Gas 
Co.,  and  Co.^    But  this,  however,  arises  from  misapprehension.    They  were 

iy*^''^'        proceedings  in  form  by  a  pubUc  officer,  but  in  substance  by  an  antagon- 
Cambridge       ^^^^  ^^^  competing  company — in  form  to  obtain  an  injunction  restrain- 
Oaa  Con-         ing  a  public  nuisance  ;    in  substance  to  prevent  trade  competition 
aumera'  Co,      affecting  their  private  interests  ;   and  in  each  case  the  Court  was  of 
opinion  that  "  the  suit  has  been  instituted  more  from  regard  to  private 
than  to  public  good.     If  the  public  interest  clearly  required  the  im- 
mediate interposition  of  the  Court,  that  might  not  be  material.'** 
And,  again, ''  that  not  one  single  inhabitant  is  brought  forward  to  say, 
though  five  miles  of  work  has  been  completed,  that  there  has  been  any 
inconvenience  to  himself ;    no  single  passenger  along  the  Queen's 
highway  says  that  he  has  been  impeded."*    The  decision  of  the  Court, 
moreover,  was,  in  each  case,  based  on  the  fact  that  what  was  required 
was  an  injunction,  and  there  was  a  legal  remedy. 
Court  inter-  In  Attorney-General  v.  Cambridge  Consumers'  Gas  Co.,  Page  Wood, 

fereaif  j^  j    g^id  :*   "Where  the  Court  interferes  by  way  of  injunction  to 

injury  is  .,  .  e       •*  •   ■%       ■*  ••»!  ■!•■« 

irreparable,  prevent  an  mjury  m  respect  of  which  there  is  a  legal  remedy,  it  does 
orcontinuoufl.  so  upon  two  grounds  which  are  of  a  totally  distinct  character  ;  one  is 
that  the  injury  is  irreparable,  as  in  the  case  of  cutting  down  trees  ; 
the  other,  that  the  injury  is  continuous,  and  so  continuous  that  the 
Court.  .  .  .  restrains  the  repeated  acts,  which  could  only  restdt  in 
incessant  actions,  the  continuous  character  of  the  wrong  making  it 
grievous  and  intolerable." 
Cases  These  cases,  then,  decide  no  more  than  that  the  Courts  wiU  not 

considered,  interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain  a  nuisance  which  is  not  continuous  so 
as  to  be  grievous  and  intolerable.  Now,  in  the  same  judgment  of 
Page  Wood,  L.  J.,  referring  to  TJie  Queen  v.  Longton  Gas  Co.,''  the  Lord 
Justice  said  :  '^  It  was  held,  upon  grounds  in  which  I  entirely  acquiesce, 
that  to  say  that  any  private  individual  or  company  may  break  up 
the  pavements  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  gas-pipes  or  water- 
pipes,  or  of  making  communications  with  the  gas-pipes  or  water-^pes 
of  another  company,  without  subjecting  themselves  to  an  indictment, 
would  be  to  create  confusion  and  discomfort  to  the  inhabitants  of  a 
town."  The  grounds  of  decision  were,  therefore,  altogether  different, 
and  cover  distinct  provinces — ^the  one  being  referable  to  the  equitable 
and  discretionary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  other 
relating  to  an  absolute  and  public  legal  right.  This  is  the  more  mani- 
fest from  a  note  to  the  report  in  Attomey-Ckneral  v.  Sheffield  Oas 
Consumers'  Co.,^  which  states  that,  subsequently  to  the  decision  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Lords  Justices,  an  indictment  was  tried  and  a 
verdict  given  for  the  Crown,  which  the  Queen's  Bench  refused  to 

1  See  A.'Q.  v.  Cambridge  Conaumera^  Oas  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Eq.,  per  Malins,  V.CL,  296  ; 
L.  R.  4  ClL  71. 

2  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  304.  a  L.  R.  4  Ol  71 

^  I.e.,  that  they  were  instituted  from  private,  and  not  from  public,  regards  ;   per 
Knigfat  Bruce,  L.J.,  3  De  G.  M.  &  G.  312. 
5  Per  Page  Wood,  L.  J.,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  84. 
6L.R.  4Gh.80.  7  2E.  &E.  051,  s  3  De  G.  M.  ft  G.  338. 
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disturb,  as  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  obstruction  amounted  to  a 
nuisance — or  rather,  probably,  that  there  was  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  might  find  the  existence  of  a  nuisance.     Thus,  although  the 
Court  of  Chancery  refused  to  intervene,  after  its  refusal  the  legal 
remedy  was  nevertheless  available  through  the  verdict  of  a  jury.    The  Gases  illus- 
two  Chancery  cases,  accordingly,  illustrate  the  discretionary  nature  *"'^^", 
of  the  equitable  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  injunction,  and  not  any  ^i^uity 
conflict  with  the  principle  of  the  common  law,  which  will  not  allow  Courts, 
interference  with  the  highways. 

The  right  of  the  pubUc  to  the  enjoyment  of  their  highways  unim-  Local  boards 
peded  is  absolute,  and  cannot  be  alienated  even  by  the  authorities  in  ^J^i^o^^ 
whom  the  highways  are  made  to  vest  for  the  purposes  of  maintenance ;  companies  to 
but  by  statute  only.    Thus,  in  Hawkins  v.  Rcbinson,^  where  a  local  disturb  the 
board  affected  to  give  permission  to  a  gas  company,  without  an  Act  ^^^. 
of  Parliament,  to  lay  their  pipes  in  the  streets  the  Court  of  Queen's  powered  by 
Bench  held  that  the  licence  of  the  local  board  was  no  answer  to  an  statute. 
indictment.     The  subsequent  case  of  Edgeware  Highway  Board  v.  Hawkins  ▼. 
Harrow  Gas  Co}  does  not  affect  this  decision  ;  for  that  turned  upon  the  ^^***^ 
terms  of  an  agreement  made  between  the  plaintife,  as  surveyor    of  ^^JJJ^y 
the  highways,  and  the  defendant  gas  company,  by  which  the  plaintiffs  Board  v. 
gave  permission  to  the  defendants  to  break  the  surface  of  the  highway  Harrow  Oaa 
to  lay  down  cas-pipes  in  consideration  that  the  company  should  make 
good  the  surface  of  the  road  and  should  pay  a  specific  sum  per  yard 
for  the  highway  opened.    The  company  laid  their  pipes,  but  did  not 
make  good  the  highway,  and  refused  to  pay  the  price.     The  plaintiffs 
were  held  by  the  Queen's  Bench  entitled  to  recover,  since  the  agreement 
was  not  necessarily  a  Ucence  to  create  an  indictable  offence ;  and  thus, 
as  against  the  defaulting  company,  it  must  be  held  good.     A  doubt 
was  expressed  by  Lush,  J.,  whether  even  assuming  such  a  contract  to 
be  illegal,  the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  set  it  up.     This  case,  it 
is  manifest,  turns  on  other  considerations  than  that  of  a  right  in  the 
local  board  to  give  permission  to  dig  up  the  highway  ;  yet,  had  the 
case  turned  on  the  vaUdity  of  such  a  pretension,  the  judgment  would 
merely  authorise  it  to  the  extent  that  it  was  not  a  nuisance.^    Now, 
it  is  only  to  the  extent  that  an  obstruction  is  a  nuisance  that 
it  can  be  indicted ;    and  what  is  a  nuisance  is  for  the  jury ;    so 
that  no  conflict  can  arise  between  this  decision  and  the  rule  of  the 
conmion  law. 

Two  cases  remain  for  consideration — Pndsey  Coal  Oas  Co,  v.  ^JJ^J^  ^*^ 
Corporation  of  Bradford,^  and  Mayor^  dec.  of  Preston  v.   FuUwood  c^^^'Jiim 

Local  Board}  of  Bradford, 

In  the  former  the  Corporation  of  Bradford,  having  parliamentary  Mayor,  dfc, 
powers  within  the  limits  of  their  borough,  commenced  supplying  gas  ^^^^^  ^' 
in  an  adjoining  township  in  which  they  had  not  parUamentary  powers.  Local  Board. 
but  in  which  there  was  a  gas  company.     The  gas  company  filed  a  bill 
against  the  corporation  to  restrain  them  from  continuing  to  supply 
gas  within  their  district.    Malins,  V.C.,  decided,  in  accordance  with 
the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Westbury  in  Stockport  District  Water- 

1  37  J.  P.  662.  2  I^  R.  10  Q.  B.  92. 

s  See  WindhiU  Local  Board  v.  VitU,  45  Oh.  D.  351,  as  to  iUegality  of  agreements 
oompromising  an  indictment  for  nuisance.  «  L.  K.  15  £q.  167. 

6  53  L.  T.  718.  Cp.  Normanton  Qaa  Co,  v.  Pope  and  Pearson,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  629. 
where  pipes  were  laid  down  without  parliamentary  powers,  but  parliamentary  powers 
were  obtained  subsequently ;  the  powers  thus  obtained  were  held  to  cover  the  case 
of  the  pipes  previously  laid  down. 
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works  Co.  V.  Mayor,  &c,  of  Manchester,^  that  though  the  corporation 

had  no  right  to  do  what  the  bill  alleged  them  to  have  done  (since  an 

incorporated  body  had  only  those  powers  which  were  conferred  upon 

it),  still  there  was  no  private  right  shown  which  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to 

maintain  the  suit ;  and  further,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  them 

supplying  gas  as  they  liked — that  is,  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  in 

the  circumstances  before  the  Court — ^if  they  kept  clear  of  committing 

a  nuisance. 

Mayor,  ikc,  of        In  Mayor,  dtc.  of  Preston  v.  FvUwood  Local  Board  ^  the  Corporation 

Fi^^^'        ^'  Preston,  who  had  no  parUamentary  powers  for  the  purpose,  supplied 

Local  Board,     water  to  an  adjoining  urban  district,  and  claimed  the  right  to  enter  and 

break  up  the  streets,  whenever  occasion  should  require,  for  the  purpose 

of  repairing  their  water-pipes.    North,  J.,  held  tms  a  claim  to  commit 

a  nuisance,  which  could  neither  be  authorised  by  the  surveyor  of 

Edg^re        highwAjs,  nor  obtained  by  acquiescence.    Edgetvare  Highway  Board  v, 

BSardY,         Ho/rrow  Oas  Co}  was  much  pressed  in  argument,  but  was  distinguished 

Harrow  Gas     on  the  ground  that  it  ''  turned  on  its  special  facts,  and  the  grounds 

^-  ^,.  ,    of  the  decision  have  no  appUcation  to  a  case  where  it  is  not  a  question 

Norul!  J.     ^  ^^  committing  a  particidar  act  on  a  particular  highway  at  a  certain 

time,  but  a  question  as  to  the  right  to  enter  on  the  highway  and  do  the 

Suggested       acts."*    Perhaps  a  more  obvious  and  equally  satisfactory  ground  would 

ground.  j^^  ^]^^^  |.]^^  Court  wlU  not  be  astute  to  detect  invalidities  in  a  contract 

when  the  defendant  has  obtained  the  benefit  and  seeks  to  avoid  the 

ofius  of  it. 

One   exception — though  an   exception    not  substantially  inter- 
fering with  the  rule  that  pipes  may  not  be  laid  in  a  highway  without 
an  Act  of  ParUament  authorising  the  act — ^must  be  mentioned.     "  The 
Owner  of  soil  owner  [of  the  soil]  may  carry  water-pipes  under  a  highway ;  "*  but  the 
T^  *^^r  a  "8^*  ^'  ^  pointed  out  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Cattle  v.  Stockton  Water- 
Ei^^.  ^^  *  works  Co.,*  only  "  provided  he  does  not  interfere  with  the  road  above 
him."    Thus,  not  even  the  owner  himself  may  disturb  the  highway, 
and  he  is  only  in  a  better  position  than  other  persons  as  by  his  ownership 
of  the  adjoining  land  he  may  tunnel  under  the  highway  without 
interfering  with  the  surface,  while  his  ownership  of  the  highway  obviates 
what  would  else  be  a  trespass. 
User  of  the  The  case  of  use  of  the  soil  beneath  the  highway,  with  the  consent 

San  tho  ^  of  the  highway  authorities,  by  some  one  not  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and 
owner  and  without  his  assent,  did  arise  in  Goodson  v.  Richardson.''  The  defendant, 
without  his  having  obtained  the  consent  of  the  highway  board  of  the  district, 
-^„*  commenced  to  lay  water-pipes  in  the  highway,  which  was  the  soil  of 

the  plaintiff.  Sir  Greorge  Jessel,  M.R.,  granted  a  perpetual  injunction, 
which,  on  appeal,  was  ajflBrmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Lords 
Justices,  Lord  Selbome,  C,  saying  :  "  The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the 
soil  through  which  these  pipes  have  been  laid,  and  no  one  has  a  right 
to  take  that  soil  for  such  a  purpose,  except  under  contract  with  the 
owner,  or  with  his  consent.  At  the  same  time  the  plaintiff  has  not  the 
right  of  an  unUmited  owner  in  respect  of  that  soil,  because  the  upper 
surface  is  dedicated  to  the  pubUc  for  the  purpose  of  a  pubhc  highway, 

1  9Jur.  (N.  S.)266. 

s  63  L.  T.  718.  Ga9  Light  and  Coke  Co.  v.  South  Metropolitan  Gaa  Co.,  4  Times 
L.  R.  3;  (C.  A.)  351,  turned  on  the  confltruction  of  a  clause  ot  tho  Metcopolia  Gaa  Act 
1860. 

8  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  92.  *  53  L.  T.  722. 

&  Ooodtitle  V.  Alker  and  Elmes,  1  Burr.,  per  Lord  Mansfield,  143. 

6  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  465.  7  L.  R.  9  Oi.  221 
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wliich  is  under  the  management  of  local  authorities  ;  and  the  plaintiff 
cannot  use  the  soil  or  deal  with  it  by  breaking  it  open,  or  in  any  other 
manner  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  use  of  it  by  the  public  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  highway." 

The  absence  of  powers  at  common  law  authorising  the  supply  of  Stataiory 
gas  and  water  has  from  time  to  time  been  suppUed  by  various  Acts  of  powers, 
rarliamenty^  both  general  and  special ;  now,  by  the  Gas  and  Water 
PaciUties  Act,  1870,^  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  local  authority  to 
supply  gas,  power  is  given  to  construct,  maintain,  and  continue  gas 
works  or  waterworks,  to  raise  additional  capital,  or  to  amalgamate 
any  gas  or  water  enterprises  upon  obtaining  a  provisional  order  thereto 
authorising  from  the  Local  Government  Board^  and  without  resort  to 
Parliament.  This  Act  does  not  apply  to  the  Metropolitan  area, 
where  the  supply  and  regulation  of  gas  is  regulated  by  the  MetropoUs 
Gas  Act,  1860,^  and  its  amending  Acts,  and  that  of  water  by  the 
Metropolis  Water  Acts,  1852*  and  1871,®  with  their  amending  Acts. 
By  these  Acts,  and  by  the  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,  powers 
are  given  to  break  up  and  restore  highways,'  to  apportion  districts,® 
to  light  streets,'  and  to  do  all  acts  which  are  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  their  constitution — ^namely,  the  supply  of  gas  and 
water  to  ascertained  districts.^® 

II.  As  to  the  relations  of  gas  and  water  companies,  acting  within  n.  Relation 
the  general  powers  of  their  Acts,  to  the  public  at  large,  ®'  8*®  "^^ 

As  we  have  seen,^^  where  the  execution  of  works  is  authorised  by  panfea^aotUig 
statute,  it  is  necessary  to  show  negUgence  in  the  execution  in  order  to  under  their 
recover  for  injury  received  in  consequence  thereof ;  otherwise  the  statnto^ 
work  is  protected  by  the  statutory  powers ;  and  compensation  for  any  thepnblio 
injurious  consequences  resulting  from  carrying  out  the  works  authorised  at  large, 
by  statute  can  be  obtained,  if  at  all,  only  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  giving  the  powers,  and  not  by  action. 

Thus,  in  Blyth  v.  Birmingham  Waterworks  Co,,^^  an  Act  of  Parliament  Blyihr. 

1  As  to  ga6 :— 10  &  11  Vict.  c.  15  (Gasworks  aausee) ;  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  66  (Mea-  w^^l^ 
sures  for  Sale  of  Gas) ;    23  &  24  Viot.  c.  125  (Metropolis  Gas  Act,  1860) ;  23  &  24  /i^ 

Vict.  0.  146  (Measures  for  Sale  of  Gas) ;  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  79  (Metropolis  Gas  Act,  1861) ;  * 
34  &  36  Vict.  c.  41  (Gasworks  Qauses) ;  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  89  (Gas  and  Water  Works 
faciUties) ;  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55,  ss.  68,  161-163  (Public  Health);  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  49, 
8s.  33,  66  (Weights  and  Measures) ;  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  52,  ss.  77,  80,  81  (Public  Health, 
Ireland).  As  to  water :— 10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17  (Waterworks  Qauses) ;  26  A  27  Vict.  o. 
93  (Waterworks  Clauses) ;  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  89  (Gas  and  Waterworks  Facilities) ;  38 
A  39  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  4  (Breach  of  CJontract) ;  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  31  (Reservoirs) ;  48  A  49 
Vict.  0.  34  (Rates.  Metropolis) :  besides  an  infinity  of  special  Acts. 

2  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  70,  incorporated  with  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  by  s.  161. 

3  36  Ai  37  Vict.  c.  89.  Sections  2  to  11  and  the  schedule  of  this  Act  are  repealed 
by  46  A  47  Vict.  c.  39. 

«  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  125.  The  Gas  Clauses  Act  Amendment  Act,  1871,  34  &  35 
Vict.  c.  41.  As  to  a  "  reasonable  time  *'  under  this  Act  for  reconnecting  gas  with 
premises.  South  Metropolikm  Ons  Co.  v.  Noakes,  5  Times  L.  R.  448.  As  to  negligence 
m  cutting  off  supply  ^om  meter,  Paierson  v.  Mayors  die.  of  Blackburn,  9  Times  L.  R. 
55.  Each  of  the  gas  companies  of  the  Metropolis — the  Gaa  Light  and  Coke,  the  South 
Metropolitan,  and  the  Commercial — is  further  regulated  by  special  Acts. 

6  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  84. 

«  34  A  35  Vict.  c.  113. 

7  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  110.  By  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  54,  if  the  local  authority 
refuses  or  delays  consent,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  authorise  gas  mains  or  pipes 
to  be  laid.     See  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  15,  s.  6  ;  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17,  s.  28. 

8  23  &  24  Vict.  o.  125,8.6. 
»  Ibid,  s.  22. 

10  The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  o.  17),  was  much  considered  hi 
MUnea  v.  Mayor,  dtc.  of  HudierBfM,  1 1  App.  Cas.  511 ;  and  in  Atkifiaan  ▼.  NttoeasUe 
Waiervforks  Co,,  2  Ex.  D.  441. 

11  AiUe,  284.  is  11  Ex.  781. 
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directed  the  defendants  to  lay  down  pipes  with  plugs  in  them  as 
safety-valves,  to  prevent  the  bursting  of  the  pipes.  The  plugs  were 
properly  made  and  of  proper  material ;  but  there  was  an  accumnlatiaii 
of  ice  about  one  of  them  that  prevented  it  from  acting  properly.  The 
defendants  were  not  bound  to  keep  the  plugs  clear.  By  reason  of  the 
accumulation  of  ice,  water  escaping  from  the  neck  of  the  main,  forced 
its  way  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  caused  injury  ;  nevertheless 
the  plaintiff  was  held  not  entitled  to  recover,  as  the  Court  was  of 
opinion  that  the  facts  as  proved  did  not  warrant  the  conclusion  of 
negligence.  "  The  defendants,"  said  Alderson,  B.,  "  might  have  been 
liable  for  negUgence  if,  unintentionally,  they  omitted  to  do  that  which 
a  reasonable  person  would  have  done,  or  did  that  which  a  person  taking 
reasonable  precautions  would  not  have  done.  A  reasonable  man 
would  act  with  reference  to  the  average  circumstances  of  the  tem- 
perature in  ordinary  years.  The  defendants  had  provided  against 
such  frosts  as  experience  would  have  led  men  acting  prudenfly  to 
provide  against ;  and  they  are  not  guilty  of  negUgence  because  their 
precautions  proved  insufficient  against  the  effects  of  the  extreme 
severity  of  the  frost  of  1855,  which  penetrated  to  a  greater  depth  than 
any  which  ordinarily  occurs  south  of  the  Polar  regions.  Such  a  state  of 
circumstances  constitutes  a  contingency  against  which  no  reasonable 
man  can  provide."^ 

Had  the  company  not  been  authorised  by  statute  to  lay  down  pipes 
with  plugs  in  them,  they  would  have  been  liable  for  the  consequences, 
as  they  would  then  have  acted  at  their  own  risk ;  but  the  statute 
authorised  the  act  they  did  in  the  way  they  did  it ;  hence  no  liability 
could  result. 

With  BlytKs  case  should  be  compared  Hipkins  v.  Bwningham 
and  Staffordshire  Gas  Light  Co.^  By  the  terms  of  the  defendants' 
special  Act  they  were  to  be  Uable  if  they  "  at  any  time  cause  or  suffer 
to  be  conveyed  or  to  flow,  into  any  stream,  reservoir,  aqueduct,  pond, 
or  place  for  water  within  the  limits  of  the  said  Act,  or  into  any  drain, 
sewer,  or  ditch  conmiunicating  therewith,  any  washing,  substance, 
or  thing  which  shall  be  produced  in  making  or  supplying  gas."  They 
erected  a  gas-tank  on  soUd  sandstone,  and  with  proper  material,  about 
forty-five  yards  from  the  plaintiff's  well.  By  reason  of  the  working  of 
mines,  by  persons  unconnected  either  with  the  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
the  floor  of  the  tank  cracked,  and  washings  flowed  into  and  contaminated 
the  weU.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  action  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tamination, and  was  held  entitled  to  recover,  on  the  ground  that  it 
had  not  been  shown  that  the  manufacture  of  gas  might  not  be  so 
conducted  as  to  prevent  the  washings  from  flowing  into  the  neigh- 
bouring wells,  and  that  there  was  neither  hardship  nor  improbability 
in  considering  that  the  Legislature  by  using  the  word  "  sufer  "  meant 
to  enact  that  the  company  should  carry  on  their  works  upon  the  terms 
of  preventing  at  all  events  the  offensive  fluids  which  they  created 


1  11  Ex.  784.  But,  though  the  oompany  would  not  be  liable  for  the  unforeseen 
results  of  an  extraordinary  frost,  if  they  do  not  take  leasonable  care  against  the 
effects  of  an  ordinal  y  frost,  and  an  extraordinary  one  does  the  mischief  uiat  would 
have  happened  through  their  insufficient  piecautions  against  an  ordinary  one,  they  are 
of  course  not  discharged  from  liability:  SteggUa  v.  ffew  River  Co.,  11  W.  H.  234; 
in  Ex.  Ch.  13  W.  R.  413.  Ante,  81.  Cp.  In  re  Richmond  Oaa  Co.  v.  Richmond  CorportUitm 
(1893),  1  Q.  B.,  per  Mathew,  J.,  60. 

2  (1860),  5  H.  &  N.  74,  in  Ex.  Ch.  6  H.  &  N.  250.  See  MiUingUm  r  OriiUht. 
30  L.  T.  N.  S.  66. 
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&om  being  a  nuisance  to  the  neighbourhood.    Gockbum,  C.J.,  lays  Cookbuzn, 
stress  on  negligence  in  the  defendants.    He  says  :^    "  The  injury  ^f/^*  ^^"^  ^ 
having  proceeded  immediately  from  their  works,  the  oww  was  on^fUabSit;^ 
them  to  get  rid  of  the  ^presumption  of  negligence;  and  not  having  done 
so,  they  may  be  properly  said  to  have  '  suffered '  this  evil  to  take 
place."    This  does  not  seem  to  have  been  the  view  of  the  other  judges  ; 
for  Wightman,  J.,^  assumes  that  what  happened  was  "  without  any  Wigbtman, 
neglect  or  default,"  and  considers  the  company  to  be  Uable  as  "  insurers  •'•'*'  ^^^• 
at  all  events  against  any  contamination  of  the  water  in  the  neighbour- 
hood ; ."  and  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  goes  on  the  same 
ground.     Williams,  J.,  however,  appears  to  prefer  the  ground  that  the  WUliams,  J,% 
Act,  while  not  constituting  the  defendants  insurers,  yet  exacts  an  ^*®^' 
extraordinary  degree  of  care  from  them  ;  and  their  failure  to  comply 
with  this  requisition  is  probably  the  "  negligence  "  alluded  to  by 
Cockbum,  C.J. ;   since  negligence  in  the  ordinary  sense  is  precluded 
by  the  statement  in  the  special  case,  that  *^  the  tank  was  constructed  in 
the  usual  and  proper  manner,  with  proper  materials,  and  with  due 
care."    NegUgence  there  was  in  a  lack  of  that  care  which  was  required 
in  the  circumstances — ^that  is,  of  the  provisions  of  the  special  Act ; 
though  no  nedigence  could  be  averred  in  the  sense  of  the  definition 
of  Aiderson,  B.,  in  BlytJCs   case — ^'the   omission  to  do  something 
which  a  reasonable  man,  guided  upon  those  considerations  which 
ordinarily  regulate  the  conduct  of  human  affairs,   would   do,   or 
something  which  a  reasonable  and  prudent  man  would  not  do." 
By  this  test  the  company  would  have  immunity ;    but   by  their 
special  Act  a  higher  degree  of  care  was  needed,   so   that  if   not 
absolutely  bound  to  insure,  they  were  at  least  bound  not  to  cause  a 
nuisance. 

The  liabihty  of  gas  and  water  companies  has  also  been  discussed  in 
three  Nisi  Prius  cases — Blenkiran  v.  Oreat  Centred  Gas  Consumers* 
Co,,^  Mose  V.  Hastings  and  St,  Leonards  Gas  Co.,^  and  Snook  y.  Grand 
Junction  Waterworks  Co} 

In  the  first  a  gas  company  were  held  liable  for  negligence  in  laying  BUnhiron  ▼. 
on  gas  whereby  there  was  an  escape  into  premises  where  lights  were  ^^^^^^ 
burning,  followed  by  an  explosion  which  injured  the  plaintiff's  premises.  gumJ^Co. 
Cockbum,  C. J.,  directed  the  jury*  "  that  to  allow  a  quantity  of  gas 
to  escape  into  premises  where  lights  are  burning  was  necessarily 
attended  with  danger  of  ignition,  and  must  have  been  known  to  be 
so ;   and  those  who  carry  on  operations  dangerous  to  the  pubhc  are 
bound  to  use  all  reasonable  precautions — all  the  precautions  which  Carelessness 
ordinary  reason  and  experience  might  suggest  to  prevent  the  danger,  or  want  of 
It  is  not  enough  that  they  do  what  is  usual  if  the  course  ordinarily  ^j^tified 
pursued  is  imprudent  and  careless ;    for  no  one  can  claim  to  be  by  being 
excused  for  want  of  care  because  others  are  as  careless  as  himself ;  <*««^ 
on   the    other    hand,    in    considering    what     is    reasonable,   it  is 
important  to  consider  what  is  usually  done  by  persons  acting  in  a 
similar  business." 

In  the  second  case,  Mose  v.  Hastings  and  St.  Leonards  Gas  Co.,''  an  Mom  v. 
explosion  took  place  between  the  discovery  of  the  locality  of  an  escape  HasiingB  and 
of  gas  and  the  arrival  of  the  means  to  remedy  it,  though  discovery  q^qo. 

1  6  H.  &  N.  266.  «  L.e,  266. 

8  2  F.  &  P.  437,  3  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  317.  «  4  F.  ft  F.  324. 

A  2  Times  L.  R.  306.  •  2  F.  ft  F.  440. 
7  4  F  ft  F.  324. 
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of  the  escape  might  have  been  made  earlier.  Pollock,  C.6.,  said, 
^'  it  was  the  duty  of  all  gas  companies  to  use  due  and  reasonable  care 
to  prevent  mischief  from  the  escape  and  explosion  of  gas  ; ''  and  '^  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  not  sending  any  one  for  several 
days,  during  which,  according  to  the  evidence,  the  escape  of  gas  and 
the  danger  of  an  explosion  was  discoverable,  was  such  reasonable 
care  as  the  companies  were  bound  to  keep  up." 

The  third  case  was  a  water  company  case,^  where  the  plaintiff's 
premises  were  flooded  with  water,  which  was  ultimately  discovered 
to  have  escaped  from  a  fracture  in  the  defendant's  water-main.  The 
mere  fact  of  the  fracture  was  relied  on  as  primd  facie  evidence  of 
negligence,  and  as  indicating  that  there  was  no  system  of  inspecting 
and  testing  the  pipes  by  the  company.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants 
a  theory  was  set  up,  and  supported  by  evidence,  that  the  fracture 
was  occasioned  by  the  sudden  contraction  of  the  pipe,  due  to  the 
difference  in  temperature  between  the  incoming  water  and  the  iron 
of  the  receiving  pipe.  Huddleston,  B.,  directed  the  jury  that,  "  if 
they  accepted  that  evidence,  it  was  clear  that  the  accident  was  in- 
evitable, and  the  defendants,  therefore,  were  not  liable  for  it."  There 
was  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.* 

Between  this  last-mentioned  case  and  Blyih  v.  Birmingham  Water- 
works Go.  there  are  points  of  distinction.  In  BlyOCs  case  the  duty 
was  to  act  ^^  with  reference  to  the  average  circumstance  of  the  tem- 
perature in  ordinary  years  ;  "  and  the  cause  of  the  damage  was  "  the 
extreme  severity  of  the  frost  of  1855,  which  penetrated  to  a  greater 
depth  than  any  which  ordinarily  occurs  south  of  the  Polar  regions  " — 
in  short,  an  extraordinary  natural  event,  the  occurrence  of  which  was 
not  to  be  inferred  ;  ®  while  in  Snook's  case  the  injurious  agency  arose 
from  the  ordinary  workings  of  forces  of  Nature  which  could  be  anti- 
cipated, but  not  guarded  against  without  an  incommensurably  greater 
expense  and  inconvenience  than  the  damage  that  want  of  safeguarding 
against  them  might  cause.  The  duty  was  to  take  ordinary  reasonable 
care.  '*  They  were  not  bound  to  ransack  science  in  the  hope  of  dis- 
covering some  scientific  specific  against  possible  accident ;  they  were 
only  bound  to  use  well-known  scientific  means."^  In  the  one  case,  the 
cause  of  damage  being  extraordinary,  precautions  against  it  were  not 
required,  from  the  fact  that  the  occurrence  was  without  the  rang^  of 
events  in  legal  contemplation.  In  the  other,  reasonable  care  was  to 
be  used  to  prevent  damage  from  an  occurrence  which  scientific  in- 
vestigations could  forecast  as  not  unhkely.  To  constitute  negligence, 
defect  in  the  exercise  of  the  normal  amount  of  care  had  to  be  found.^ 
In  BlytVs  case  no  care  was  needed,  because  the  extraordinary  force 
that  caused  the  damage  was  without  the  range  of  those  that  by  law  are 

i  SiMok  V.  Grand  Junction  Watenoorks  Co.,  2  Times  L.  R.  308.  Op.  Green  v. 
Chelsea  Waterworks  Co.,  10  Times  L.  R  259  (C.  A.). 

8  With  these  cases  compare  Holly  v.  Boston  Gas  Light  Co.,  74  Mass.  123,  where 
several  positions  are  advanced  which  would  not  at  all  hold  in  English  Law,  and  where 
several  more  are  advanced  that  would  only  hold  in  a  qualified  degree. 

3  Per  Mellish,  L.J.,  Nichols  v.  Mardand,  2  Ez  D.  5.  Cp.  In  re  Richmond  Gas  Co. 
and  Bichmond  Corporation  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  56.  «  2  Times  L.  R.  310. 

A  Mr.  Eraser,  the  defendants'  engineer,  was  recalled  at  the  request  of  the  jury,  and 
stated  that  the  pipes  were  oast  iron,  and  not  wrought ;  the  latter  would  be  improper, 
and  rapidly  decay.  In  reply  to  his  lordship,  '*  he  stated  that  all  the  other  footer  companies 
used  (he  same  material  for  their  pipes  as  the  defendants.  Mr.  Baron  Huddledton : 
That  answers  your  question  ;  it  is  clearly  not  negligent  of  the  defendants.  They  are 
only  bound  to  use  what  are  in  general  use  '* :  2  Times  L.  R.  310.  But  this  is  too 
broadly  stated. 


CHAP,  v.]  GAS  AND  WATER  COMPANIES.  396 

to  be  guarded  against ;  while  in  the  other  case  care  was  needed,  but 
not  more  than  reasonable  care. 

The  proposition  of  Huddleston,  B.,  that  water  companies  are  only  Huddleaton, 
bound  to  use  a  similar  kind  of  pipe  to  those  in  general  use,  is,  perhaps,  B.'b,  state- 
not  exactly  accurate,  though  it  sums  up  what  is  the  practical  effect  Jri^ojaed. 
of  the  duty  imposed  on  water  companies.    It  is  clearly  not  sufficient 
if  all  water  companies,  by  design  or  unconscious  coincidence,  use  water- 
pipes  in  fact  inefficient  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  water-pipes  or 
set  their  faces  against  recognised  improvements.    On  the  other  hand, 
the  invariable  use  of  a  given  description  of  pipe  by  all  companies 
raises  an  almost  irresistible  presumption  that  the  pipe  so  used  is 
ordinarily  and  reasonably  fit  and  proper,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
special  and  exceptional  degree  of  diligence  being  exacted,  the  provision 
by  the  company  of  the  description  of  pipe  in  general  use  is  a  sufficient 
discharge  of  their  duty  to  the  public. 

The  duty  cast  on  the  defendants  in  Moae  v.  HcLstinga  and  St,  Cases  com- 
Leonards  Gas  Co,  differs  from  that  on  the  defendants  in  Snook  v.  p««d. 
Qra/nd  Jtmction  Waterworks^  or  rather  the  manifestation  of  it  does, 
though  the  duty  is  the  same.    In  SnooKs  case  the  defendants  were 
held  discharged  because  they  used  ordinary  and  reasonable  care  in 
the  providing  of  instruments.    In  Moseys  case  the  defendants  were  (a)  Duty  to 
held  liable  because  they  had  not  in  addition  guarded  against  deteriora-  use  ordinary 
tion.    Indeed,  that  case  can  be  readily  brought  under  the  principle  on  ^le'^!^!!^^ 
which  Tarry  v.  Ashton^^  or  Murphy  v.  PhiUips,^  was  decided — ^the  providing 
company  are  bound  to  Imow  that  things  like  their  pipes  will  ultimately  instruments, 
get  out  of  order,  and  there  is  consequently  a  duty  cast  upon  them  to  0)  To  guard 
prevent  the  consequences  of  natural  decay  or  deterioration.    Blenkiron  ^tedoration. 
V.  Oreat  Centred  Gas  Co?  is  a  case  of  positive  negligence.    In  Moseys 
case  the  state  of  the  pipes  was  allowed  to  become  dangerous ;    in 
Blenkiron^ s  there  was  an  actual  user  of  dangerous  agencies  in  a  danger-  {y)  Xo  guard 
ous  way — ^that  is,  in  too  close  proximity  to  hghts.    Those  using  the  against  con- 
lights  were  entitled  to  the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  their  own  ^^^^ 
property.    It  therefore  behoved  the  gas  company  to  safeguard  their 
operations  from  the  dangers  incident  from  the  lawful  user  of  the 
neighbouring  property.    This  they  failed  to  do ;  hence  the  accident. 
As  is  pointed  out  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  the  duty  on  them  was  no  higher 
than  the  duty  of  the  company  in  Snook^s  case  ;  indeed,  it  is  precisely 
the  same — ^they  were  to  use  those  precautions  which  ordinarily  prudent 
and  careful  people  appreciating  the  danger  would  use  in  a  similar 
business.     A  point  not  prominent  in  Huddleston,  B.'s,  remarks,  is 
brought  out  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  when  he  says,*  "  It  is  not  enough 
that  they  do  what  is  usual  if  the  course  ordinarily  pursued  is  imprudent  The  wswd  not 
and  careless."    But  he  goes  on  to  show  that,  "  in  considering  what  is  f^®°*^^n^ 
reasonable,  it  is  important  to  consider  what  is  usually  done  by  persons  '°^^*™  ^^ 
acting  in  a  similar  business."    Use,  that  is,  is  not  the  standard  by 
which  negUgence  or  diligence  is  to  be  tested ;  still  prudent  use  raises 
an  almost  irresistible  presumption  in  any  individual  case. 

Paierson  v.  The  Mayor,  dkc,  of  Blackburn  ^  is  an  interesting  case.    A  Paierson  ▼.  |g 
gas  authority  disconnected  their  mains  from  a  meter.    In  cutting  off  ^  Mayor, 

Blaeibum. 

1  1  Q.  B.  D.  314.  a  36  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  477.  »  2  F.  &  F.  437. 

4  2  F.  Ai  F.  440.    Sayner  v.  Australian  Widows'  Fund  Life  Assurance,  24  V.  L.  B. 

6  9  Times  L.  B.  66.    Cp.  Stoek  ▼.  Boston  (City  of),  149  Mass.  410. 
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the  supply  of  gas,  the  workmen  left  a  long  piece  of  pipe  projecting  into 
a  cellar.  The  pipe,  though  itself  effectually  stopped  up,  remained 
connected  with  the  gas  main.  The  owner  of  the  meter  sold  it ;  and 
the  buyer  and  another  while  trying  to  get  the  meter  away,  broke  the 
projecting  pipe.  Finding  a  rush  of  gas  into  the  cellar,  they  blew  out 
their  light,  desisted  from  the  work,  and  gave  immediate  notice  of  the 
occurrence  to  the  gas  authority.  Before  anything  could  be  done,  an 
explosion  took  place,  a  house  was  wrecked  thereby,  and  seven  people 
were  killed.  The  plaintiff  was  representative  of  one  of  these  and  sued 
under  Lord  Campbell's  Act.  The  negligence  alleged  consisted  in  the 
gas  authorities'  workmen  having  only  disconnected  the  pipe  from  the 
main  to  the  meter  by  plugging  their  own  pipe,  and  '^  in  having  given 
Ormerod  notice  that  his  meter  had  been  disconnected  when  they  knew 
he  was  going  to  have  it  removed."  The  jury  found  negligence  and 
a  new  trial  was  moved  for.  This  was  refused,  Lord  Esher,  M.R., 
saying :  *'  The  defendants  were  bound  to  have  anticipated  that  if  they 
allowed  an  escape  of  gas  into  a  house,  the  probability  was  that  it  would 
explode  and  injure  people  in  the  house  and  in  the  street.  It  was  clear 
that  the  gas  supply  to  Ormerod's  meter  was  intended  to  be  permanently 
cut  off,  and  the  question  therefore  was,  whether,  in  cutting  off  the 
supply,  the  servants  of  the  defendant  had  failed  to  use  precautions  which 
in  reason  they  ought  to  have  taken.  There  was  a  precaution — in 
cutting  off  the  supply  at  a  perfectly  safe  point — ^which  would  have  been 
both  easy  and  effective,  and  the  jury  were  justified  in  the  view  of  the 
negligence  in  this  respect  of  the  defendants  which  they  had  taken. 
Gas  was  so  dangerous  a  thing,  that  it  required  the  greatest  precautions 
whether  the  supply  was  intended  to  be  cut  off  permanently  or  even 
only  temporarily."  As  reported,  the  plugging  of  the  gas  pipe  seems 
to  have  been  effectual,  if  the  pipe  were  not  meddled  with.  If,  in 
trying  to  get  the  meter  away,  the  buyer  and  his  assistant  needlessly 
and  negUgently  broke  it,  it  would  seem  hard  to  make  the  gas  company 
h'able.  In  the  view  then  of  the  jury  and  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the 
breaking  the  pipe  was  a  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  attempting 
to  remove  the  meter,  and  though  this  is  nowhere  mentioned  in  the 
report,  it  was  most  Ukely  the  real  ground  of  the  decision.^ 

It  has  been  contended^  that  the  principle  illustrated  by  Fletcher 
V.  RylandtP  applies  to  leakages  from  water  or  gas  pipes  ;  tiLat  is,  the 
companies  are  bound  to  keep  the  water  or  the  gas,  as  the  case  may  be, 
in  their  pipes,  and  negUgence  need  not  be  proved  against  them  when 
it  is  shown  they  have  not  done  so.  Touching  on  this  point  in  Cattle  v. 
Stockton  Waterworks  Co,,  Blackburn,  J.,  said  :*  "  If  it  were  necessary 
to  decide  these  questions,  we  should  require  further  time  to  consider, 
as  we  are  not  as  yet  quite  agreed  on  the  principle  of  law  applicable  to 
such  a  case."  The  distinction  may  be  pointed  out  that  in, Fletcher 
V.  Rylands  the  bringing  of  the  water  on  land  was  a  conscious  and 
voluntary  act  of  the  defendant ;  while  in  Humphries  v.  Caiisins,^  for 
example,  '^  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  receive  sewage  from  the  defend- 
ant's land  through  the  old  drain,  but  not  otherwise."  '*'  Further,  as 
the  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  a  servient  tenement,  he  was  clearly 
not  bound  to  repair  the  drain  on  any  of  the  dominant  tenements." 


1  See  aTUe,  78. 

«  CaUle  V.  Stockton  Waterworks  Co,, 
3  L.  R.  1  Ex.  266;  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  31 
6  2  C.  P.  L.  244. 
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Lord  Russell  of  Killowen,  C.J.,  in  Price  v.  Sotdh  Metropolitan  Oaa  Pricev. 
Co}  held  it  to  be  clear  that  where  a  gas  company  with  statutory  power  ^^^  ^a^ 
to  lay  pipes,  does  so  in  the  exercise  of  its  statutory  powers  the  "  wild  ^*^«  wild 
beast     theory  is  inapplicable.    In  the  same  case  he  also  held  that  beast  "theory 
the  fact  that  a  leakage  of  gas  was  not  reported  at  the  head  office  did  i^p^Jic- 
not  exonerate  the  defendants.    The  contention  of  the  defendants  ^  ^* 
as  to  this  was  that  sec.  24  of  the  Gasworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,^  imposed 
a  daily  penalty  for  the  escape  of  gas  after  notice  and  that  this  was  the 
only  liability  on  the  defendants.* 

Farwell,  J.,  further  decided  in  BatcheUer  v.  Tunbridge  Wells  Gas  Batcheller  v. 
Co.,^  following  the  principle  in  Jordeson  v.  Sutton,  <tc,  Oas  Co.,^  that  S^^*rt 
under  sec.  9  of  the  Gasworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  a  gas  company  has 
no  statutory  authorisation  to  commit  a  nuisance ;    so  that  to  an 
action  for  an  injunction  against  them  for  an  escape  of  their  gas  which  No  immunity 
contaminated  water  in  neighbouring  pipes,  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  ^^^  nuwance. 
some  escape  of  gas  was  inevitable  and  that  the  water  pipe  was  in- 
efficient ;  since  the  plaintiff  owned  no  duty  to  the  defendants  to  make 
his  water  pipe  impervious  to  gas. 

A  gas  company  has  no  right  to  any  particular  thickness  of  soil  Gas.  oo.  no 
above  their  pipes  ;•   and  they  are  subordinate  in  their  user  of  *t®^^**!^"^^ 
road  to  the  road  authority  f  yet  if  the  local  authority  in  repairing  a  SScl^eMof 
road  in  which  are  gas  pipes  improvidently  use  a  steam  roller  of  unusual  soil  above 
weight  so  that  the  pipes  are  cracked,  a  verdict  of  negUgence  against  *^®"^  P^P®** 
them  may  be  maintained.^ 

In  Ecut  London  Watenvorks  v.  SL  Matthew^  Bethnal  Oreen,^  the  Company  to 
Court  of  Appeal  decided  that  a  water  company  had  power  to  place  a  i;^irfl*por 
guard  over  a  stop-cock  in  the  street ;  and  in  Chapman  v.  Fylde  Water-  J^ko"   ^ 
tvorks  Co}^  that  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  conferred  no  power  service  pipe, 
on  the  owner  or  occupier  of  a  house  to  repair  a  service  pipe  or  to  break 
up  the  surface  of  the  street;   consequently  the  water  company  are 
responsible  where  the  flap  or  Ud  placed  over  the  stop-cock  or  the 
service  pipe  gets  out  of  repair  if  the  facts  show  neghgence  in  the  matter. 

The  ease  of  gas  and  water  pipes,  not  merely  authorised,  but  often  Statutory 
required,  to  be  placed  by  statute,  comes  rather  under  the  principle,  authorisation, 
which  we  have  before  considered  in  several  connections — ^that  where 
the  Legislature  authorises  the  construction  of  a  work  or  the  use  of  a   ' 
particular  thing  for  a  particular  purpose,  the  permission  carries  with 
it  impUedly  an  exemption  from  responsibility  for  any  damage  arising 
from  the  construction  and  the  contemplated  use  without  negligence.^^ 
And  negligence  has  been  defined  '^  absence  of  care  according  to  the 
circumstances."^^     The  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been  raised  in 
SnooVs  case  ;    it  is,  however,  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Qreen  v. 
Chelsea  Waterworks  Co.,  where  Lindley,  L.J.,  with  the  concurrence 

1  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  126.  2  10  Vict  c.  16. 

3  Ank.,  284  et  seqq,  «  17  Times  L.  R.  677. 

6  (1899)  2  Ch.  217. 

e  8<nUhtoark  df  VauxhaU  Water  Co.  v.  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works,  {ISm) 
2C1l603. 

7  Oas  Light  df  Coke  Co.  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts,  Kensington,  16  Q.  B.  D.  1. 

8  DriscM  V.  PoTplar  Board  of  Works,  14  Times  L.  R.  99. 

9  17  Q.  B.  D.  476. 
io  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  699. 

11  ArUe,  286.  The  liability  of  gas  companies  for  leakage  from  their  pipes  is  also 
treated  in  the  American  case  of  Mississinewa  Mining  Go,  v.  PaUon,  28  Am.  St. 
R  203 

\i  Per  Willes,  J.,  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  By.  Co.,  in  Ex.  Ch.,  6  H.  &  N.  679,  688. 
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of  the  rest  of  the  Court,  held  that  "  the  doctrine  olMetcher  v.  Rylands 
was  inappUcable  to  a  company  which  was  doing  what  it  was  authorised 
to  do  by  Act  of  Parliament."^ 

The  point  actually  decided  in  the  case  just  alluded  to,  CcMe  v. 
Stockton  Waterworks  Co,,^  is  of  interest  as  it  puts  a  limit  to  what  would 
otherwise  have  been  a  most  indefinite  and  onerous  Uability .  The  owner 
of  land  on  both  sides  of  a  road  contracted  with  the  plaintiff  to  make  a 
tunnel  under  the  road  for  an  agreed  sum.  When  the  plaintiff  went 
to  work,  he  found  that  there  was  a  leak  in  the  defendant  s  main  in  the 
road,  by  which  the  plaintiff's  expense  in  executing  the  contractual 
work  was  increased.  The  Court  declined  to  decide  whether  the  mere 
escape  of  water  from  a  main  would  import  liability — ^that*  is,  whether 
the  landowner  could  have  recovered  in  an  action — ^but  decided  that  the 
plaintiff  would  have  no  action  because  his  contract  was  rendered  less 
profitable  than  it  would  otherwise  have  been,  had  the  existing  state  of 
things  been  different  from  what  it  actually  was.  It  was  assumed 
throughout  that  the  existing  state  would  have  been  different  but  for 
the  defendants'  water  escaping.  If  the  Court  had  given  effect  to  this 
contention,  "  we  should,"  said  Blackburn,  J.,  ^*  estabUsh  an  authority 
for  saying  that  in  such  a  case  as  that  of  Fletcher  v.  Ryland^  the  defendant 
would  be  Uable,  not  only  to  an  action  by  the  owner  of  the  drowned  mine, 
and  by  such  of  his  workmen  as  had  their  tools  or  clothes  destroyed,  but 
also  to  an  action  by  every  workman  and  person  employed  in  the  mine 
who,  in  consequence  of  its  stoppage,  made  less  wages  than  he  would 
otherwise  have  done."  "  It  may  be  said  that  it  is  just  that  all 
such  persons  should  have  compensation  for  such  a  loss,  and  that,  if 
the  law  does  not  give  them  redress,  it  is  imperfect.  Perhaps  it 
may  be  so.  But,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Coleridge,  J.,  in  LunUey  v. 
GyCy^  Courts  of  justice  should  not  *  allow  themselves,  in  the  pursuit 
of  perfectly  complete  remedies  for  all  wrongful  acts,  to  transgress 
the  bounds  which  our  law,  in  a  wise  consciousness,  as  I  conceive, 
of  its  Kmited  powers,  has  imposed  on  itself,  of  redressing  only  the 
proximate  and  direct  consequences  of  wrongful  acts.'  la  this  we 
quite  agree."* 

The  liability  of  gas  and  water  directors  for  the  acts  of  their  servants 
is,  of  course,  onlv  an  instance  of  the  general  law  of  master  and  servant. 
Rex  V.  Medley,^  as  a  gas  case,  may  be  cited.  The  chairman  and 
directors  of  a  gas  company  were  indicted  for  a  nuisance  in  so  polluting 
a  river  as  to  kill  the  fish  therein.  The  evidence  showed  that  the 
directors  did  not  know  of  what  had  been  done  till  the  discovery  was 
made  which  was  the  ground  for  action.  The  contention  was  that  the 
directors  were,  therefore,  not  criminally  liable.  Lord  Denman,  C.J., 
however,  summed  up  :  "  It  is  said  that  the  directors  were  ignorant 
of  what  had  been  done.  In  my  judgment,  that  makes  no  difference; 
provided  you  think  that  they  gave  authority  to  Leadbeter  to  conduct 
the  works,  they  will  be  answerable.  It  seems  to  me  both  common 
sense  and  law  that  if  persons  for  their  own  advantage  employ  servants 
to  conduct  works,  they  must  be  answerable  for  what  is  done  by  those 
servants." 


1  10  Timea  L.  R.  269  (C.  A.).  «  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  463, 

3  L.  R.  1  Ex.  266;  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330.  4  2  E.  &  B.  262. 

5  Bayley  t.  Wolverhampton  Waterworks  Co.,  6  H.  Ai  N.  241,  turns  on  the  liability 
of  the  company  to  repair  fireplugs  under  a  local  Act  as  against  the  local  board. 
•  6  C.  &  P.  292. 
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The  liability  of  any  perbon^  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  gas  who  Fouling 
causes  or  suffers  any  stream  of  water  to  be  fouled  with  gas  refuse  is  water  with 
regulated  by  The  PubUc  Health  Act,  1875,  s.  68,^  by  which  a  penalty  of  «*"  '^^**^- 
£200  a  day  is  imposed  on  any  one  thus  offending ;   while  a  further 
penalty  of  £20  a  day  is  imposed  for  continuing  the  act  whereby  the 
water  is  fouled  after  expiration  of  twenty-four  hours'  notice  from  the 
local  authority  or  the  person  to  whom  the  water  belongs.*    By  common 
law  pollution  of  a  river  with  gas  refuse  is  a  nuisance  and  indictable.^ 

III.  The  relations  of  gas  and  water.companies  with  their  customers,  m.  Relation 

As  gas  and  water  companies  are  regulated  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  of  gaa  and 
price  they  may  charge  their  customers  for  their  commodities,  the  means  ^**?'^  °^™" 
by  which  they  may  supply  them,  the  liabilities  they  are  subject  to,  and  ^^w^Jt^ 
the  remedies  they  have  at  their  disposal,  are  to  be  found  in  the  various  statutory 
gas  and  water  Acts,  and  do  not  belong  to  our  subject.  S?^^"  *^ 

The  case  of  Holden  v.  Liverpool  New  Ooa  and  Coke  Co.J^  however,  tomers. 
illustrates  a  curious  point  of  contributory  negligence.    The  defendant  Holden  v. 
company  supplied  gas  to  a  house  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.    The  last  Liverpool  New 
tenant  on  qmtting,  gave  notice  to  the  company  that  he  would  not  re-  ^       ^°^ 
quire  a  further  supply,  and  one  of  their  workmen  removed  a  chandelier, 
from  one  of  the  rooms,  leaving  the  end  of  the  pipe  secured.    Whilst 
the  house  remained  untenanted,  the  gas,  by  some  unexplained  means, 
escaped,  and  an  explosion  took  place,  by  wluch  the  house  was  damaged 
The  only  means  of  shutting  the  gas  off  was  a  stop-cock  within  the  Duty  to  turn 
house,  which  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.    The  plaintiff  brought  oflf  stop-cook, 
an  action,  but  was  nonsuited,  on  the  ground  that  he  "  must  be  respon- 
sible for  not  taking  care  that  the  stop-cock  inside  the  house  was  properly 
turned."    On  the  argument  of  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  this  decision  was 
sustained,  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  himself 
wanting  in  the  ordinary  care  of  seeing  that  the  stop-cock  in  the  inside 
was  closed,  which  would  have  effectually  prevented  the  gas  from 
escaping. 

This  case  was  cited  in  Burrows  v.  Ma/rch  Oas  and  Coke  Co.,^  as  Burrows  y. 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  the  default  of  the  defendants  in  March  Oas 
that  case  was  too  remote  to  subject  them  to  liability.  The  action  was  ^^  ^^**  ^^* 
brought  on  a  contract  that  the  defendants  should  supply  the  plaintiff 
with  a  gas-pipe  from  the  main  to  a  meter  under  the  plaintiff's  staircase. 
The  mischief  arose  thus  :  The  pipe,  having  been  laid  down,  required 
testing,  and,  to  test  it,  gas  was  laid  on  and  the  pipe  filled,  without 
notice  to  the  gasfitter.  No  one  was  sent  from  the  gas  company  to 
test  the  pipe ;  but,  an  escape  of  gas  being  perceived,  the  servant  of  the 
gasfitter  went  with  a  lighted  cancQe  to  examine  the  work,  not  to  test  the 
pipe,  when  an  explosion  occurred,  doing  the  damage  for  which  the 
plaintiff  sued  the  gas  company.  The  damage  was  caused  by  the 
concurrence  of  the  two  causes — ^the  inefficient  pipe  and  the  negligent 
introduction  of  the  Ughted  candle.  The  defendants  put  their  case  in 
the  form  of  a  dilemma — either  the  action  was  for  contract,  then  the 
damage  was  too  remote  ;  or  for  tort,  and  then  there  was  contributory 

t  Bv  the  definition  (sec.  4)  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  this  word  includes  any 
body  of  persons  corporate  or  incorporate.  Cp.  Interpretation  Act,  1889  (52  &  63 
Vict.  c.  63),  s.  19. 

a  The  Gasworks  Clauses  Act,  1874  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  15),  s.  21,  contains  similar 
provisions.    Sec  also  The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17),  s.  62* 

8  Hipkins  v.  Birmingham  and  Staffordshire  Oas  Co.,  6  H.  &  N.  250 ;  Millingian 
y.  OriffUhs,  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  65. 

4  ito  V.  Medley,  6  C.  &  P.  292.  5  3  C.  B.  1. 

e  K  R.  5  Ex.  67,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L-  R.  7  Ex.  96. 
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negligence.  On  the  latter  supposition,  however,  Holden's  case  is 
very  distinguishable,  since  the  control  of  the  regulating  agency — the 
stop-cock — ^was  exclusively  in  the  plaintiff's  possession  ;  while,  in  the 
present  case,  the  plaintiff  merely  employed  an  independent  contractor 
whose  servant  was  negligent,  and  to  whose  negligence  the  plaintiff 
could  not  be  considered  contributory.  On  the  former,  the  contract  was 
^'  to  supply  a  pipe  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
used."  Having  failed  in  this,  "the  consequence — ^the  natural  and 
necessary  consequence — ^was  that  the  gas  escaped ;  and,  having  so 
escaped,  a  further  natural  consequence  was  that  an  accident  might  be 
expected  to  result."^ 

■  Cockbum,  C.J.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  put  the  Uability  also  on  another  ground.  Besides  supplying 
a  defective  pipe,  the  defendants  were  in  default ''  in  sending  gas  uurough 
it  in  quantities  calculated  to  produce  the  catastrophe  which  occurred." 
A  remark  of  Martin,  B.'s,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  requires  notice 
in  order  to  guard  against  a  possible  misconception  :^  '^  Even  if  Sharratt 
had  been  a  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  his  negUgence  would  not  have 
exonerated  the  defendants  from  substantial  Uability  for  their  breach 
of  contract."  This  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  learned 
Baron's  previous  holding  that  there  was  '^  a  clear  breach  of  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  for  which,  I  think,  they  are 
hable."  On  the  ground  of  tort,  on  a  similar  assumption  that 
"  Sharratt  had  been  a  servant  of  the  plaintiff,"  the  result  must  have 
been  otherwise.* 

The  converse  case  is  treated  in  the  New  York  case  of  Lannen  v. 
Albany  Oas  Light  Go}  An  escape  of  gas  having  occurred  in  plaintiff's 
father's  house,  the  defendant  company  sent  a  man  to  see  about  it,  who 
struck  a  hght  and  caused  an  explosion ;  hence  the  action.  "  The 
casualty,"  says  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  "  was  the  direct 
and  immediate  consequence  of  the  explosion,  and  this  was  caused  by 
the  negligent  act  of  the  defendant's  agent  in  lighting  a  match  in  the 
midst  of  a  large  quantity  of  inflammable  and  explosive  gas."  It  was 
urged  that  the  defective  pipe  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  to  the 
gas  company,  and  to  allow  gas  to  escape  from  it  was  an  act  of  con- 
tributory negUgence  which  disentitled  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the 
action.  This  argument  the  Court  treats  as  follows  :*  Whether,  if  there 
was  negUgence  in  this  respect,  it  was  of  that  direct  and  proximate 
character  which  may  be  said  to  have  contributed  to  the  catastrophe,  is 
not,  to  my  mind,  entirely  clear.  Assuming  that  the  house  belonged  to, 
and  was  in  the  possession  of ,  the  plaintiff  and  her  father,  perhaps  they 
would  have  a  right,  a0  incident  to  that  property  and  that  possession, 
to  have  gas  in  their  cellar,  if  it  were  not  dangerous  to  other  persons. 
Perhaps  we  ought  not  to  presume  that  fire  or  Ught  would  be  permitted  to 
come  in  contact  with  it,  especially  by  persons  aware  of  the  presence 
of  the  gas  and  the  danger  of  its  contact  with  fire.  Many  an  article 
of  an  inflammable  or  explosive  character  is  permitted  to  be  kept  in 
inhabited  dwelUngs  by  law.  The  danger  arises  from  some  other 
material  being  brought  in  proximity  to  or  contact  with  them.  It  is 
hence  a  question  of  some  difficulty  whether  the  act  of  permitting  the 
gas. to  escape,  which  in  itself  was  not  the  cause  of  the  explosion,  can 

1  L.  R.  7  Ex.  97.  a  L.  R.  6  Ex.  72, 

3  See  BarOeU  y.  Boiiton  Qw  Light  (7o..  117  Mass.  633. 

4  46  BarK  (N.  Y.)  264,  6  L.e.  268. 
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be  said  to  have  contributed  to  it  in  any  such  direct  or  proximate 
manner  as  to  justify  the  imputation  of  such  negUgence  as  should 
defeat  a  recovery  for  damages  consequent  upon  the  explosion." 

The  decision  appears  conformable  to  principle  in  a  case  where  Critioised. 
damage  is  caused  by  the  negUgence  of  another  man's  servant  on  the 
plaintiffs  property ;  where,  however,  the  negUgence  of  the  plaintiffs 
servant  is  the  cause  which  sets  in  motion  the  antecedent  negUgence, 
since  the  employer ''  has  put  the  agent  in  his  place  to  do  that  class  of 
acts,"  '^  he  must  be  answerable  for  the  manner  in  which  the  agent  has 
conducted  himself  in  doing  the  business  which  it  was  the  act  of  his 
master  to  place  him  in."^  Had  the  master  himself  done  the  act,  he 
would  most  clearly  have  been  guilty  of  contributory  negUgence; 
and  he  is  not  less  so  because  his  servant  does  it  in  his  stead. 

Where  the  UabiUty  does  not  attach,  the  explanation  is  due  to  the  Combined 
force  of  the  principle  thus  stated  in  Brown  v.  Imu8  .-^  "  In  those  cases  J^^glJg^aca 
where  the  negUgence  of  the  complainant  is  a  complete  legal  excuse  for 
that  of  the  defendant,  we  always  find  that  the  injury  is  the  product, 
to  some  extent,  of  the  co-operation  of  causes  set  in  motion  by  both 
parties,  and  is  due  in  some  ineasure  to  the  combined  negUgence  of 
both." 

i  Per  Willes,  J.,  Banoich  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  B.  2  Ex.  266. 
2  27  Conn.  92,  ante,  76. 
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DUTY  TO  EXERCISE  CONTROL   OVER  PROPERTY. 
CHAPTER  L 

DUTY  ARISING  FROM  THE   OCCUPATION  OF 
PROPERTY. 

I.  Relation  to  the  Public  Generally. 

The  duty  on  every  occupier  of  land,  as  laid  down  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands^^  Maxim  sic 
la — sic  utere  tuo  ut  aUenum  non  kedas.^    This  must  be  understood  in  ^^^^^^ 
connection  with  the  distinction  pointed  out  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  icedaa 
(Chelmsford)  in  the  St.  Helenas  Smelting  Co.  v.   Tipping  between 
a  nuisance  producing  material  injury  to  property,  and  one  where  a 
personal  discomfort  only  is  involved.    The  legal  consequences  of 
the  latter  are  dependent ''  on  the  circumstance  where  the  thing  com- 
plained of  actually  occurs."    In  the  former,  ''  the  submission  which  is 
required  from  persons  Uving  in  society  to  that  amount  of  discomfort 
which  may  be  necessary  for  the  legitimate  and  free  exercise  of  the  trade 
of  their  neighbours  would  not  apply  to  circumstances  the  immediate 
result  of  which  is  sensible  injury  to  the  value  of  the  property." 

Aldred^s  case^  is  an  early  example  of  that  damage  to  property  Aldred's  case 

1  Throughout  these  inquiries  the  ambiguity  of  the  word  "  owner  "  must  be  borne 
in  mind ;  sometimes  it  is  used  as  distinguished  from  ocoupier ;  sometimes  it  includes 
occupier ;  most  generally  it  signifies  one  possessing  a  higher  title  to  property  as  against 
one  with  a  subordinate  title  or  with  no  title  at  all ;  in  this  sense  "  owner  and 
"  occupier  "  are  correlative  with  "  landlord  "  and  "  tenant,"  and  aie  thus  used.  In 
ChaurUter  v.  Robinson^  4  Ex.,  170,  Parke,  B.,  says:  "The  term  'owner'  as  well  as 
*  proprietor '  is  ambiguous.  It  may  mean  that  the  defendant  has  the  whole  legal 
interest  in  the  house,  so  that  no  one  also  had  an  estate  in  possession  or  reveision,  or 
that  he  had  the  subsisting  legal  interest  at  the  time  of  the  wrong  complained  of,  or 
that  he  was  owner  of  the  whole  or  some  interest  as  distinguished  from  that  of  the 
tenant  in  possession."  "  Owner,"  besides  being  an  ambiguous,  is  also  a  statutory 
word  with  very  variouB  connotations  (see  a  valuable  note  in  Pollock  and  Maitland, 
Hist,  of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  153),  and  the  particular  colour  that  it  takes  must 
be  sought  for  in  the  statute  to  which  it  is  in  any  particular  case  to  be  referred.  Stroud, 
Judicial  Dictionary,  sub  voce,  2  L.  R.  1  Ex.  279. 

s  Erie,  J.,  referring  to  this  maxim  says  it  "  is  mere  verbiage.  A  party  may  damage 
the  property  of  another  where  the  law  permits ;  and  he  may  not  where  the  law  prohibits ; 
so  tnat  the  maxim  can  never  be  applied  till  the  law  is  ascertained ;  and  when  it  is,  the 
maxim  is  superfluous  " :  Bonomi  v.  Backhouse^  El.  B.  &  E.  643.  Very  true,  but  it  is 
still  highly  convenient  as  a  short  expression  of  certain  mental  conclusions. 

4  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  66 ;  11  H.  L.  0.  642. 

s  9  0>.  Rep.  (1609)  57  b.  The  early  cases  are  collected  1  Roll.  Abr,  Action  Stw 
Case  (N)  Nusans. 
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which  a  man  may  not  commit  even  in  the  user  of  his  own.  The  action 
was  in  case  against  a  certain  Thomas  Benton  alleging  prcBdictiu  Thomas 
uUeriu8  machinans  et  malitiose  intendena  ipsum  W4lielmum  (Aldrei) 
muUipliciter  prcegravare,  <£c.,  quoddam  cBdificium  pro  suSms  et  pords 
suis  in  horto  8uo  prcBdicto  tarn  prope  aulam  et  concUive  ipsius  WiUielmi 
prasdidi  erexU,  ac  sues  et  porcos  suos  in  CBdifido  in  horto  illo  posuU,  et 
iUos  ibidem  per  magnum  tem^pus  custodivit  ita  quod  per  fcBtidos  et 
inscdiibres  odores  sordidorum  prcedictorum  suum  et  porcorum  prcsdicti 
ThymcB  in  aulam  et  conclave  prasdictum  ac  alias  partes  prcedicti  messuagii 
ipsius  WiUielmi  penetrantes  et  influentes  idem  WUlidmus  et  famuli  9ui 
ac  alicB  personw  in  messuagio  suo  prcedicto  conversantes  et  eadsterUes, 
absque  pericuh  infectionis  in  aula  et  conclavi  prcedicti  ac  aliis  locis 
messuagii  prcedicti  continuare  seu  remanere  non  potuerunt.  The  defend- 
ant having  been  fomid  guilty,  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment 
that  the  building  of  the  house  for  hogs  was  necessary  for  the  sustenance 
of  man  ;  and  '^  one  ought  not  to  have  so  deUcate  a  nose  that  he  cannot 
bear  the  smell  of  hogs,  for  lex  non  favet  delicatorum  votis  ;  but  it  was 
resolved  that  the  action  for  it  is  (as  this  case  is)  well  maintainable  ;  for 
in  a  house  four  things  are  desired — habitatio  hominis,  delectatio  in- 
habitantis,  necessitas  luminis,  et  saiubritas  aeris,  and  for  nuisance  done 
to  three  of  them  an  action  lies."  "  A  Ume  kiln,"  it  is  said,  "  is  good 
and  profitable  ;  but  if  it  be  built  so  near  a  house  that  when  it  bums 
the  smoke  thereof  enters  into  the  house  so  that  none  cah  dwell  therein 
an  action  Ues  for  it." 

In  Tenant  v.  Ooldunn^  filth  from  the  defendant's  "  privy  house  of 
oflSce"  flowed  into  the  plaintiflE's  cellar.  The  defendant  was  held 
liable  for  the  injury  done,  '^  because  it  was  the  defendant's  wall  and 
the  defendant's  filth,  and  he  was  bound  of  common  right  to  keep  his  wall 
so  as  his  filth  might  not  danmify  his  neighbour ;  and  that  it  was  a 
trespass  on  his  neighbour,  as  if  his  beasts  should  escape,  or  one  should 
make  a  great  heap  on  the  border  of  his  ground,  and  it  should  tumble  and 
roll  down  upon  his  neighbour's  ....  he  himself  must  repair  the 
wall  of  his  house  of  office ;  for  he  whose  dirt  it  is  must  keep  it  that 
it  may  not  trespass." 

These  principles  were  appUed  to  the  decision  of  Crowhurst  v. 
Amersham  Burial  Board,^  A  burial  board  planted  a  yew-tree  on  their 
own  land  and  four  feet  from  the  boundary.  The  tree  grew  to  project 
over  the  adjoining  land  where  the  plaintifE  had  a  right  to  pasture  his 
cattle.  His  horse  ate  of  the  yew-tree  and  was  poison^  by  it.  Plaintiff 
brought  his  action  and  recovered,  and  the  judgment  was  sustained 
in  the  Exchequer  Division.  The  finding  of  facts  precluded  "  the 
supposition  of  mere  accident "  and  estabfished  "  that  the  trees  must 
be  taken  so  as  to  have  been  planted  and  grown  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendants,  as  to  make  them  jesponsible  for  whatever  might  be 
the  direct  consequence  of  the  original  planting  "  ;  also  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  yew-tree  and  was  not  negligent. 
Defendants'  knowledge  of  the  poisonous  quaUty  of  yew-tree  leaves  was 
held  immaterial ;  "  whether  they  knew  it  or  not,  they  must  be  held 
responsible  for  the  natural  consequences  of  their  own  act,"  and  having 
brought  on  the  land  something  with  a  tendency  to  do  mischief,  there 
was  a  duty  to  prevent  its  escaping. 


1  1  Salk.  21,  360,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089,  6  Mod.  311. 
1  Ex.,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  282-5. 
«  (1878)  4  Ex.  D.  6. 


See  Fldeher  v.  Byland^,  L.  R. 
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An  attempt  to  cieirry  the  principle  of  this  case  much  further  was  6We«Y< 
made  in  Giles  v.  Walker,^    Porest  land  being  brought  into  cultivation  ^o^^- 
by  the  occupier,  became  immediately  covered  with  thistles,  which  had  Land  covered 
never  grown  there  before ;  and  thistle  seeds,  blown  by  the  wind,  fell  ^^^  thistlee. 
in  large  quantities  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  where  they  took  root  and  did 
damage.    Plaintiff  recovered  damages  in  the  County  Court,  and  the 
defendant  appealed.    His  counsel,  however,  was  stopiped  by  the  Court, 
and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  called  on,  who  urged  that  Crowhu/rst  v. 
Amersham  Burial  Board  was  in  point.     The  j  ud^gment  of  the  Court  was 
very  curt.  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  saying  :   "  I  never  heard  of  such  an 
action  as  this.    There  can  be  no  duty  as  between  adjoining  occupiers 
to  cut  the  thistles  which  are  the  natural,  growth  of  the  soil.    The 
appeal  must  be  allowed."    Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  merely  added,  "  I  am  of 
the  same  opinion."    The  distinction  between  the  cases  is  most  obvious : 
in  the  one  something  deUberately  introduced  produces  injury  through 
projecting  over  a  neighbour's  land ;   in  the  other  the  injury  arises 
from  the  spontaneous  product  of  the  soil.^ 

Had  the  learned  judges  in  Smith  v.  Oiddy^  considered  the  case  of  Smith  v. 
Giles  V.  Walker*  they  probably  would  not  have  affirmed  the  proposition  GWrfy.    Trees 
that  an  action  lies  against  an  adjoining  landowner  for  allowing  l^s^^J^^^^^ 
trees  to  overhang  the  boundary  of  his  estate  to  the  damage  of  hisianl 
neighbour's  crops.    At  least  they  would  have  had  opportunity  to 
"  differentiate  the  present  case  in  principle  from  Crowhurst  v.  Amersham 
Burial  Board ; "  ^  from  which  it  is  plainly  distinguishable.    The  finding 
on  which  that  judgment  was  based  was  that ''  the  trees  must  be  taken 
so  to  have  been  planted  and  grown  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants 
as  to  make  them  responsible  for  whatever  might  be  the  direct  con- 
sequence of  the  original  planting."'     "  Elm  and  ash  trees  growing  Decision 
on  the  defendant's  premises  overhanging  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  oritioised. 
interfering  with  the  growth  of  his  fruit  trees  "'must  primA  fade  be  of 
such  an  age  that  they  were  not  to  be  presumed  planted  by  the  occupier 
of  the  premises  even  if  t^iey  were.    The  planting  was  clearly  lawful : 
"  to  plant  a  tree  on  one's  own  land  infringes  no  right."    If  after  it  is 
planted  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature  it  grows  over  the  boundary 
and  does  damage,  it  may  well  be  that  the  person  responsible  for 
planting  it  is  in  some  cases  liable  ;  but  it  must  be  shown  that  he  has 
done  a  wrong,  in  the  same  way  as  in  Farrer  v.  Nelson  *  with  regard  to 
rabbits.    If,  however,  the  occupier  sued  is  not  the  person  who  plants, 
a  difficulty  at  once  arises.    A  quotation  from  Palles,  C.B.'s,  juq^ent  Palles,  CB/b, 
in  Brady  v.  Warren,^  where  the  alleged  cause  of  action  was  bringing  ^^^^^^^^ 
new  rabbits  on  land  to  improve  the  breed,  will  best  bring  out  the  point :  ^a,^'- 
''  It  is  not  proved  that  the  defendant  himself  brought  rabbits  to  the 
land."     "Jf,  therefore,  the  bringing  of  them  is  to  render  him  Uable, 
he  can  be  so  only  as  a  subsequetii  occupier  of  land,  which  continued  to 
be  affected  by  a  wrongful  act."^°     "  I  calmot,  however,  see  that  the 
act  "  "  can  in  law  impose  upon  the  land  a  quasi  servitude  rendering  its 
occupier  Uable  in  respect  of  wild  rabbits."    As  to  these  Boulston^s  case  ^^ 

i  24  Q.  B.  D.  056.  Damage  done  by  not  keeping  thistles  cut  has  been  the  subject 
of  legislation  in  Victoria ;  Sanderson  v,  ^Nicholson,  (1906)  V.  L.  R.  371. 

2  Under  the  Roman  Law  the  fate  of  the  case  would  not  have  differed.  Sunt  castu 
quibus  cesscU  AquilicB  actio  ....  nam  qui  agrum  non  proacindit,  qui  vites  nan  8ubserit, 
item  aquarum  ductus  comimpi  patitur,  lege  Aquilia  non  teneiur .-  D.  7*  1,  13,  §  2. 

3  (1904)  2  K.  B.  448.  4  24  Q.  B.  D.  656. 

6  4  Ex.  D.  6.  6  L,c.  9.  7  (1904)  2  K.  B.  448. 

8  16  Q.  B.  D.  268.  »  (1900)  2  L  R.  662. 

10  C^HaUY.Duk€ofNorfolk{l900),2Qi.493.      n  6 Co. Rep.  104 b. ; Cro. Eliz. 647. 
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held  that  stocking  land  with  rabbits  is  not  actionable,  for  ^Mt  was 
lawful  for  any  man  to  kill  them  upon  his  own  ground.*'^  The  oidinaiy 
growth  of  a  tree  (properly  planted)  does  not  seem  to  differ  from  the 
ordinarp'  flow  of  water  from  gravitation,  and  in  a  case  of  thissort,  aa 
Brett,  L.J.,  has  pointed  out  in  West  Cumberkmd  Iron  and  Sted  Co.  v. 
Kenyony^  it  is  ''  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  not  only  that  he  has 
sustained  damage,  but  that  the  defendant  has  caused  it  by  going 
beyond  what  is  necessary  in  order  to  enable  him  to  have  the  natural  use 
of  his  own  land."* 

A  curious  case  within  the  writer's  own  knowledge  would  possibly 
have  exercised  the  learned  judges  who  decided  Snuth  v.  Giddy.  A 
man  to  the  wall  of  his  house  with  a  south-east  aspect  built  a  vinery,  and 
for  years  grew  abundant  crops  of  grapes.  A  religious  body  on  the 
opposite  side  of  a  wide  road  built  a  church  with  a  particularly  massive 
and  lofty  tower ;  but  which  intercepted  the  sun's  rays  to  the  vinery  and 
the  grapes  would  not  ripen.  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  solves  the  legal  problem 
in  Bryant  v.  Lefever^  thus  :  ''  A  hedge,  a  waU,  a  fruit  tree,  would  each 
affect  the  land  next  to  which  it  was  planted  or  built.  They  would  keep 
off  some  light,  some  air,  some  heat,  some  rain,  when  coming  from  one 
direction,  and  prevent  the  escape  of  air,  of  heat,  of  wind,  of  rain,  when 
coming  from  the  other.  But  nobody  could  doubt  that  in  such  a  case 
no  action  would  lie  ;  nor  will  it  in  the  case  of  a  house  being  built  and 
having  such  consequences.  That  is  an  ordinary  and  lawful  use  of  pro- 
perty, as  much  as  the  building  of  a  wall,  or  planting  of  a  fence  or  an 
orchard." 

In  Breni  v.  Haddon,^  which  was  an  action  for  a  nuisance,  it  was 
alleged  that  the  request  to  abate  it  was  made  to  the  lessee,  whereas  it 
ought  to  have  been  to  the  lessor ;  "  for  the  lessee  hath  not  any  authority 
to  abate  it,  being  done  in  the  time  of  his  lessor,  and  it  should  be  waste 
in  him ;  nor  was  it  any  nuisance  erected  by  him."  The  judgment, 
however,  was  that  ''  the  continuance  is  a  nuisance  by  him,  against 
whom  the  action  well  lies."  In  RoaeweU  v.  Prior^  the  converse  was 
decided,  that  he  who  erects  a  nuisance  is  answerable  for  its  continuance, 
though  he  has  parted  with  the  land  ;  because  he  transfers  the  land 
with  the  wrong,  and  is  answerable  for  the  natural  consequences  of  his 
act.  A  tenant  for  years  erected  a  nuisance  and  then  underlet  the 
property  with  the  nuisance  subsisting.  After  recovery  against  him 
for  the  original  nuisance  he  was  held  liable,  on  the  above-stated  ground, 
for  continuing  the  nuisance  during  the  underlease.  In  The  King  v. 
Pedly,''  the  duty  of  the  landlord  was  held  to  be  to  exact  from  his  tenants 
an  obligation  to  cleanse,  with  a  right  of  entry  for  himself  in  case  of 
their  default,  where  particular  care  is  required  to  prevent  a  place 
becoming  a  nuisance — ^in  the  case  in  question,  "  two  buildings  called 
necessary  houses."  This  decision  appears  to  have  followed  The  King 
V.  Moore  "^  where  the  defendant  used  his  land  for  pigeon-shooting,  and 

1  Earl  of  Northumberland's  case,  Poph.  141.  Cp.  O' Gorman  v.  O'Oorman  (1903), 
21.  R.  673.  2  llCh.  D.  787. 

3  In  some  of  the  discussions  on  this  topic  there  has  been  a  disposition  to  reason 
from  the  fact  that  the  failure  to  cut  trees  or  bushes  overhanging  a  highway  is  a  nuisance. 
But  this  is  dependent  on  the  statute  law  dated  from  the  Statute  of  Winchester,  13  £dw. 
1,  c.  5  (1286),  and  including,  inter  alia,  7  Geo.  11.  c.  9,  13  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  ss.  6  and  7,  and 
6  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  60.  ss.  66,  66,  72.  Walker  v.  Horner,  1  Q.  B.  D.  4.  The  Civil  Law 
is  to  be  found  D.  43,  27,  De  Arboribus  Cadendis,    Post,  607. 

4  4  C.  P.  D.  176.  6  Cro.  Jac.  666. 

6  Case  6,  2  Salk.  460.  ?  (1834)  1  A.  &  £.  822. 

s  3  B.  ft  Ad.  184. 
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collected  a  crowd  of  people  outside  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  ;  for  which 
he  was  indicted  and  convicted,  though  the  crowd  was  outside  his 
premises,  on  the  ground  that  the  assembly  was  the  natural  and  pro- 
bable consequence  of  his  act. 

There  was  no  act  charged  against  the  defendant  in  RtMseU  v.  MusaeUr. 
Shenton,^  either  of  making  or  confinuing  the  nuisance  sued  on — SherUan. 
omitting  to  cleanse  and  repair  drains  and  sewers.    Yet  he  was  sought  ^!|^*^*^* 
to  be  made  liable  as  "  owner  and  proprietor ; "  but  the  Queen's  Bench,  priwA  facie 
following  Cheetham  v.  Hampson,^  held  that  no  liability  was  shown,  occupier's 
since  the  cleansing  of  drains  and  sewers  is  primd  fade  the  duty  of  the  ^^*y- 
occupier. 

Rich  V.  Better field,^  according  to  the  head  note  in  the  Law  Journal  Riehr. 
Report,  may  be  cited  for  three  propositions  :  BasterfiM. 

1.  The  owner  of  real  property  is  not  responsible  for  a  nuisance 
committed  and  continued  thereon  by  the  tenant  in  possession. 

2.  If  the  owner  of  land  demise  it  with  an  existing  nuisance  thereon, 
he  is  responsible  for  the  continuance  of  that  nuisance  during  the  term ; 
and  also,  if  he  is  a  party  to  the  creation  of  a  nuisance,  after  the  demise ; 
but  he  is  not  responsible  for  a  nuisance  created  after  the  demise,  if 
he  is  not  a  party  to  it,  though  such  nuisance  is  a  probable  consequence 
of  the  user  of  the  land  as  demised. 

3.  An  omission  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  land  to  determine  the 
tenancy,  after  the  creation  by  the  tenant  of  a  continuing  nuisance 
thereon  is  not  equivalent  to  a  fresh  demise  of  the  premises  so  as  to 
make  him  responsible  for  such  nuisance. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  :  A  building  originally  used  as  a  green-  Facta, 
house  in  which  there  was  a  stove  wont  to  bum  coke,  was  converted  by 
the  defendant,  when  he  became  owner,  into  a  shop  with  a  fireplace  and 
chimney,  and  afterwards,  before  any  fire  had  been  lighted,  was  let 
by  the  defendant  to  a  tenant,  who,  week  to  week,  lighted  coal  fires,  that 
proved  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff,  smoke  being  driven  into  his  drawing- 
room;  in  respect  of  which  he  sued  the  defendant.  The  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  decided  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  ;  because, 
it  being  quite  possible  for  the  tenant  to  occupy  the  shop  without 
making  fires,  and  quite  optional  on  his  part  to  make  them  or  not,  or 
to  make  them  so  as  not  to  annoy  the  plaintiff,  "  the  utmost  that  can  be 
imputed  to  the  defendant  is  that  he  enabled  the  tenant  to  make  fires 
if  he  pleased." 

In  the  later  case  of  Harris  v.  James,  Blackburn,  J.,^  describes  the  Criticised  by 
actual  decision  in  Rich  v.  BasterfieJd  as  a  "  desperate  refinement."         Blackburn,  J. 

In  Harris  v.  James,  land  was  let  for  the  very  purpose  of  being  Harris  v. 
worked  as  a  lime  quarry  and  for  erecting  lime-kilns  and  burning  lime.  James, 
Injury  arose  "  from  the  natural  and  necessary  consequence  of  carrying 
out  this  object ;  "  so  that  the  nuisance  became  the  landlord's.     "  J^ 
to  the  injury  caused  by  working  the  quarry  in  a  negligent  and  improper 

1  3  Q.  B.  449. 

3  4  T.  R.  318.  It  is  the  occupier,  not  the  owner,  of  lands  who  is  liable  to  repair  a 
highway  ratione  tenures  under  s.  25,  sub-s.  2,  of  the  Local  Government  Act,  1894 
(56  &  57  Vict.  c.  73) ;  Rural  District  C<mnca  of  Daventry  v.  Parker  (1900),  1  Q.  B.  1. 

3  (1847)  16  L.  J.  C.  P.  273,  4  C.  B.  783, 

4  (1876)  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  546.  If  the  lighting  fires  was  not  a  nuisance  by  reason  of 
the  place  being  an  improper  one,  the  ]^inci]^e  of  Bryant  v.  Lefever,  4  C.  P.  D.  172, 
would  apply.  In  White  y.  Jameson,  L.  R.  18  £q.  303,  it  was  held  that  where  a  landlord 
licenses  a  person  to  come  on  his  land,  and  allows  him  when  there  to  commit  a  nuisance, 
the  landlord  is  liable  to  be  sued  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law.  Cp.  8<u^  y.  Maiu^ester 
dr  Shegield  By,  Co,,  L.  R.  4  0.  P.  198,  where  the  owner  was  held  not  liable. 


410 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  ni. 


Notice  of 
defect  must 
be  given 
where  other 
party  has  no 
knowledge. 


How  an 
ownOT  may 
be  affected 


nniRance. 
OandyY. 
Jvbber. 


manner,  the  landlord  is  not  liable  for  that,  but  if  the  demise  to  the 
tenant  was  on  the  terms  that  he  should  work  the  quarry  by  means  of 
blasting,  then  he  is  liable." 

The  general  rule  of  law  seems  to  be  that  where  there  is  knowledge 
in  the  one  party  and  not  in  the  other,  there  notice  is  necessary.^  In 
Broggi  v.  Bobins^  two  rooms  had  been  let  on  a  weekly  tenancy  and 
defendants  had  agreed  to  do  the  repadrs.  The  plaintiff,  a  child  of  five, 
was  sitting  in  front  of  the  fire  when  a  plank  of  the  floor  gave  way  and 
she  was  thrown  into  the  fire,  upset  a  saucepan  of  soup  and  was  scalded. 
The  Court  of  Appeal  held,  reversing  Day,  J.,^  that  failing  knowledge 
of  the  defect  on  the  landlord's  part  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
"  No  notice  had  been  given  to  the  landlords  of  any  need  of  repairs." 
Tredway  v.  Machin,*  also  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  is  similar.  Plaintiff 
stepped  on  to  a  balcony  which  defendant  was  under  an  obligation  to 
repair.  The  balcony  gave  way  and  plaintiff  fell.  No  one  had  a  notion 
of  the  existence  of  any  serious  defect  in  the  balcony.  As  no  notice 
of  the  defective  state  of  the  balcony  had  been  given  to  the  defendant, 
judgment  was  entered  for  him. 

The  question  of  what  is  sufficient  to  affect  an  owner  with  notice 
of  a  nuisance  was  raised  in  Oandy  v.  JnhberJ^  Premises,  to  which  an 
^th^notice  of  *^®*  ^^  attached,  were  let,  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  by  the. 
owner,  who  died,  having  devised  the  property  to  the  defendant.  At 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death  there  was  an  iron  grating  over  the 
area  improperly  constructed,  and  so  far  out  of  repair  as  to  amount  to  a 
nuisance.  The  defendant,  having  no  notice  of  the  nuisance,  suffered 
the  tenant  to  remain  in  occupation  of  the  premises  upon  the  same 
terms  as  before  and  took  the  rent.  Plaintiff's  wife  having  sustained 
damage  through  the  dangerous  condition  of  the  grating,  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  defendant  as  reversioner,  was  liable  for 
it,  and  that  a  twiancy  from  year  to  year  is  not,  for  the  purposes  of  such 
an  action,  to  be  treated  as  a  continuous  tenancy,  but  as  one  recom- 
mencing every  year.  Error  was  brought,  and  after  argument  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  recon^nended  the  plaintiff  to  settle  the  matter. 
This  was  done  and  no  judgment  was  given.* 

The  judgment  prepared  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
Pjrep^Jfed  by  though  not  formally  pronounced,  was  communicated  to  the  reporter, 
C^amber!^"^"^  and  points  out^  that  '*  the  true  nature  of  such  a  tenancy  is  that  it  is 
a  lease  for  two  years  certain,  and  that  every  year  after  it  is  a  springing 
interest,  arising  upon  the  first  contract  and  parcel  of  it,  so  that  if  the 
lessee  occupies  for  a  number  of  years,  these  years,  by  computation 
from  the  time  past,  make  an  entire  lease  for  so  many  years,  and  that 

I  L.  <b  8,  W.  By.  Co.  v.  Flower,  1  C.  P.  D.,  per  Brett,  J.,  86.  Parke,  B.,  in  Vywe 
V.  Wakefield,  6  M.  &  W.  453,  exhaustively  considers  the  law  in  the  case  of  contract ; 
Mahin  v.  Waikinson,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  25. 

a  15  Times  L.  R.  224. 

3  14  Times  L.  R.  439.  4  20  Times  L.  R.  726. 

6  (1864)  6  B.  &  S.  78,  9  B.  &  S.  15.  BarOcU  v.  Baker,  3  H.  &  C.  163.  As  to  notice 
being  served  on  owner  of  premises  to  abate  a  nuisance  under  Public  Health  (London) 
Act,  1891  (54  &  56  Vict.  c.  76),  s.  4.  sub-s.  3  :  Oebhardl  v.  Saunders  (1892),  2  Q.  R  462  ; 
The  Queen  v.  Mead  (1894),  2  Q.  B.  124  ;  Andrew  v.  St.  Olave's  Board  of  Works  (1898), 
1  Q.  B.  776,  distinguished  Proctor  y.  Mayor,  Ac  of  Islington,  18  Times  L.  R  506,  and  in 
Harris  v.  Hickman  ( 1904),  1  K.  B.  13,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  in  each  of  these  cafles 
was  only  "  an  intimation  notice."  Haedicke  v.  Friern  Barnet  Urban  Council  (1904),  2 
KB.  807;  (1905)  1  K.  B.  110. 

8  5  B.  &  S.  494.  The  cases  are  gone  into  at  great  length  in  Ahem  y.  Steele,  116 
N.  Y.  203,  12  Am.  St.  R.  778 ;  where  the  decision  is  that  a  trustee  demising  property 
jn  such  a  condition  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  continues  liablie  notwithstanding  the  demiae. 

7  9  B.  &  S.  15. 


Judgment 
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after  the  commencement  of  eacli  new  year,  it  becomes  an  entire  lease 
certain  for  the  years  past,  and  also  for  the  year  so  entered  on,  and  that 
it  is  not  a  re-letting  at  the  commencement  of  the  third  and  subsequent 
years."^  The  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
was  wrong,  audit  has  ever  since  been  so  regarded. 

The  decision  in  Sandford  v.  Clarke^  need  not  detain  us.  Svh-  Sandfordr. 
sequently,  Wills,  J.,  who  deUvered  the  leading  opinion  there,  in  B&tven  O^^ 
V.  Andersony^  thought  "  we  were  mistaken  in  holding  that  a  weekly 
tenancy  came  to  an  end  at  the  end  of  each  week."  *'  The  attention 
of  the  Court  was  not  called  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Mills  ,*  and  that  decision 
was  overlooked  in  giving  judgment."  Yet  the  actual  decision  may 
rest  on  sound  principle,  if  the  practice  in  the  case  of  a  weekly  tenancy 
for  the  landlord  to  do  the  repairs  is  established  enough  to  have  judicial 
recognition.  The  ordinary  presumption  would  then  be  rebutted,  and 
a  rebuttable  presumption  would  be  substituted  that  the  repairs  are 
done  by  the  owner  and  that  the  occupier  is  exonerated. 

Irrespective  of  questions  of  length  of  tenancy,  it  is  clear  law  that  Tenant  primd 
when  it  appears  that  a  landlord  has  let  the  premises  to  a  tenant  who  /ac»«li»We 
is  bound  to  maintain  and  repair  them,  primd  fade  the  person  liable  to  repair  of 
any  one  injured  through  want  of  repair  is  the  tenant. *    This  primd  premises 
facie  liabiUty  is  rebutted  where  the  premises  are  shown  to  have  been  paps^g 
ruinous  and  in  danger  of  faUing  when  the  letting  occurred  ;  so  that  the  ^^^"^' 
landlord  is  guilty  of  the  non-repair  which  leads  to  the  damage.     Where 
then,  after  the  demise  the  fall  appears  to  have  arisen  from  no  fault 
of  the  lessee  but  by  the  laws  of  nature,  the  landlord  will  be  Uable.* 

The  strength  of  the  presumption  that  the  obligation  to  do  the 
repairs  is  on  the  occupier,  to  the  exoneration  of  the  owner,  is  well 
illustrated  by  Gwinndl  v.  Earner?    At  the  time  of  the  demise  of 
premises  by  the  defendant  to  a  tenant  a  grating,  part  of  the  demised  Otoinndlv. 
premises,  placed  in  the  foot  pavement  in  front  of  the  premises,  was  so  Earner. 
far  out  of  order  as  to  be  a  nuisance  ;  but  the  owner  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  and  no  means  of  knowing  it,  and  was  guilty  of  no  negligence 
in  being  ignorant  of  it.    By  the  terms  of  the  demise  the  tenant  bound 
himself  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair  all  except  the  roofs,  main  walls 
and  main  timbers  of  the  house.    The  plaintiff  being  injured  through 
the  defect  in  the  grating  sued  the  defendant,  the  landlord.    The 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  he  was  not  liable.     "  I  doubt  very  Tenant 
much,"  says  Brett,  J.,  "  whether  if  the  burthen  of  repair  is  cast  upon  having  duty 
the  tenant,  the  duty  of  the  landlord  does  not  altogether  cease.    Here  *<>  repair 
the  accident  occurred  after  the  demise.    If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  has  UnX^  * 
any  remedy  at  all,  it  must  be  against  the  tenant  and  not  against  the 
landlord  ;  "   otherwise,  as  is  pointed  out  by  Heath,  J.,®  there  would 
be  a  very  undesirable  circuity  of  action. 

1  The  nature  of  this  tenancy  is  discussed  in  4  Bac.  Abr.  Leases  and  Terms  for 
Years  (7th  ed.),  838,  839.  This  title  is  said  to  have  been  written  by  Chief  Justice 
Gilbert. 

a  21  Q.  B.  D.  3d8.  Sandford  v.  Clarke  was  "  distmguished  "  in  HeU  v.  Jamen, 
22  Ont.  R.  414  ;  see  Norris  v.  Caimur,  1  C.  &  E.  576. 

3  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  167.  *  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  788. 

8  (1873)  PreUy  v.  Bickmore,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  401. 

fl  (1861)  Toddv.  Flight,  9  C.  B.  N.  8.  377;  HaU  v.  Duke  of  Norfolk  (1900),  2  Ch. 
493 ;    Ferrier  v.  Trtpannier,  24  Can.  S.  C.  R.  86. 

7  (1876)  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  658 ;  Mayor  of  Scarborough  v.  Rural  Sanitary  Authority, 
Scarborough,  1  Ex.  D.  344 ;  see  Clancy  v.  Byrne,  56  N.  Y.  129,  15  Am.  R.  391,  and 
pote  at  398,  and  Leaiuxrd  v.  Storer,  15  Am.  R.  76,  and  note  at  78. 

B  P^yne  v.  Sogers,  2  H.  Bl.  350. 
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relation  did  not  exist,  and  Lord  Deas  based  his  dissent  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lord  President  on  this  ground.    If  a  contract  between 
landlord  and  tenant  disabled  the  landlord  from  doing  the  ordinary- 
repairs  to  his  adjoining  property,  the  matter  would  plainly  stand  on  its 
own  facts  and  not  be  the  foundation  of  a  rule  of  law.    If,  on  the  other 
Landlord  by    hand,  the  ownership  of  the  adjoining  house  by  the  landlord  should  be 
letting  not      gaj^  to  limit  his  rights  in  respect  of  it  to  a  greater  extent  than  if  it 
riSteinoUier  ^^^  ^  *^®  hands  of  any  other  person,  no  sufficient  reason  for  such  a 
property.        Umitation  is  advanced,  and  there  is  authority  the  other  way.^ 
Liability  at  By  common  law,  then,  the  occupier  and  not  the  owner  is  bound,  as 

common  law   between  himself  and  the  pubUc,  so  far  to  keep  buildings  in  repair  liiat 
roaTproperty.  ^^7  ^*7  ^  ^*^®  ^^^  ^^®  public  ;  and  the  occupier  is  therefore  prifnd 
facie  Uable  to  third  persons  for  damages  arising  from  any  defect,  and 
until  the  owner  has  done  something  that  is  equivalent  to  taking 
possession.^ 

The  occupier  is  always,  the  owner  may  under  peculiar  circumstances 
be,  liable  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  third  person  arising  from  negli- 
gence.' If  there  is  an  express  agreement  between  landlord  and 
tenant  that  the  former  shall  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  so  that  in  case 
of  a  recovery  against  the  tenant  he  would  have  his  remedy  over,  then, 
to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  the  party  injured  by  the  defect  and  want 
of  repadr  may  have  his  action  in  the  first  instance  a^adnst  the  landlord.^ 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  owners  are  at  once  out  oi  possession  and  not 
as  between  themselves  and  their  lessees  bound  to  repair,  nor  entitled 
to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  doing  repairs,  they  are  not  liable  for  injuries 
received  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  to  repair.* 
Where  a  A  landlord,  as  we  have  seen,  who  lets  a  house  in  a  dangerous  state  is 

^H^J?^^^'°  not  liable  to  the  tenant  for  accidents  happening  during  the  term ; 
state.  ^^^9  fraud  apart,  there  is  no  law  against  letting  a  tumble-down  house  ; 

and  the  tenant's  remedy;  if  any,  is  on  the  contract.* 

1  Cp.  Davis  V.  Town  Properties  Investment  Corporation  (1903),  1  Ch.  797  ;  WHHams 
y.  (?aMe;(1906),  1K.B.  155;  Bamford  r.  Tumleif,  3  B.  &  8.  62,  In  Harris  y.  James^ 
45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  545,  "  the  injury  complamed  of  arose  from  the  natural  and  neceasary 
consequences  of  "  granting  the  lease.  In  Tucker  y.  Neuman,  3  P.  &  D.  14,  the  erecting, 
on  defendant's  house,  eayes  and  a  pipe,  overhanging  and  conducting  water  on  land 
in  the  occupation  of  a  tenant  was  held  a  "  permanent  injury,"  giying  a  cause  of  action 
to  the  reversioner. 

a  Begina  y.  Watts,  I  Salk.  357,  as  i2.  y.  Watson,  2  Ld.  Baym.  856,  3  Ld.  Raym. 
18 ;  Cheetham  v.  Hampson,  4  T.  R.  318.  Bishop  y.  Trustees  of  Bedford  Chakhf, 
1  E.  &  £.  697,  an  interesting  case  in  Ex.  Ch. ;  Copp  y.  Aldridge,  11  Times  h.  B.  411. 
Clifford  y.  Atlantic  Cotton  Mills,  146  Mass.  47,  4  Am.  St.  B.  279,  was  an  attempt  to 
charge  a  landlord  for  injuries  to  a  passer-by  from  the  fall  of  snow  from  the  roof  of  a 
house  which  the  landlord  reserved  the  right  to  enter  upon  to  repair.  Where  smoke 
issued  from  a  chimney  on  premises  occupied  by  certain  persons  tney  are  liable  under 
the  Nuisances  Removal  Acts  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121  s.  12,  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  13» 
29  &  30  Vict.  90,  s.  14),  though  the  persons  actually  causing  the  smoke  to  issue  were 
their  servants  ;  Barnes  y.  Ackroyd,  L.  B.  7  Q.  B.  474. 

3  Coupland  v.  Hardingham,  3  Camp.  398. 

4  Payne  v.  Sogers,  2  H.  Bl.  350.  In  old  times,  when  the  lessor  covenanted  to 
repair  and  did  not,  the  lessee  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  landlord's  neglect  as  an 
answer  to  an  action  for  the  rent,  Y.  B.  14  H.  IV.  27,  pi.  35 ;  now  a  counterclaim  would 
be  avaaable.  In  Pindar  v.  Ainsley,  cited  in  Balfour  v.  Weston,  1  T.  B.  310,  312, 
Lord  Mansfield  said :  **  The  consequence  of  the  house  being  burned  down  is  that  the 
landlord  is  not  obliged  to  rebuild,  but  the  tenant  is  obliged  to  pay  the  rent  during  the 
whole  term  "  ;  Arden  v.  PvUen,  10  M.  &  W.  321 ;  Hart  v.  Windsor,  12  M.  &  W.  68 ; 
Duff  y.  Fleming  (1870),  8  Macph.  769.  Under  a  general  covenant  to  repair  the  tenant 
is  bound  to  rebuild  if  the  house  is  accidentelly  destroyed  by  fire ;  3  Kent,  Comm.  466 ; 
Bullock  y.DommiU,QT.B,.  650. 

6  Patfne  v.  Sogers,  2  H.  Bl.  350 ;  ChaunOer  v.  Bobinson,  4  Ex.  163. 
6  HartY,  Windsor, supra;  Keates  v.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  691.    De  Boos  v.  CcUatd,  8 
Times  L.  R.  338,  is  a  cellar  fiap  case,  where  defendants  had  demised  a  oellar  to  sub- 
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It  has  furthennore  been  particularly  laid  down^  that  there  are  only  Two  wavsin 
two  ways  in  which  a  landlord  can  be  made  Uable  where  injury  arises  whichaiand- 
from  the  defective  repair  of  premises  let  to  tenants — ^first,  in  the  case  ^^de^aWe 
of  a  contract  by  the  landlord  to  do  repairs,  where  the  tenant  can  sue  for  defective 
him  for  not  repairing  ;  and,  secondly,  in  the  case  of  a  misfeasance  by  repair  of 
the  landlord.    In  either  of  these  two  classes  of  cases  an  action  will  P'®"""®*- 
lie  against  the  owner.^ 

There  is  no  warranty  implied  on  the  lease  of  a  house  or  land  that  No  warranty 
it  is  or  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  habitation  or  cultivation.     The  in  ^w©  of 
implied  contract  relates  only  to  the  estate,  not  to  the  condition  of  the  thaUt  te  ftT 
property.'    On  the  other  hand,  one  who  lets  a  house  ready  furnished  for  oooupa- 
does  so  under  the  implied  condition  or  obligation  that  the  house  is  in  tiommleas 
a  fit  state  to  be  inhabited  forthwith;*    but  in  Manchester  Bonded '^^^^^^ 
Warehouse  Go.  v.  Carr,^  the  Common  Pleas  Division  were  "  not  pre-  fumiflhed. 
pared  to  extend  these  decisions  to  ordinary  leases  of  lands,  houses  or 
warehouses,  as  we  must  if  we  are  to  hold  the  plaintiffs  Uable  for  the  fall 
of  this  warehouse  by  reason  of  any  implied  covenant  or  warranty." 
Certain  floors  in  a  warehouse  were  demised  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants,  who  covenanted  to  maintain  the  inside  of  the  premises  in 
good  and  tenantable  repair  and  condition.    The  plaintiff  covenanted  to 
keep  the  walls,  roof  and  main  timbers  in  good  and  substantial  repair 
and  condition.    Sub-lessees  of  the  defendant  overloaded  a  floor  with 
flour,  in  consequence  of  which  the  whole  building  fell.    On  these  facts 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  impUed  warranty  by  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  building  was  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  demised. 

To  this  freedom  from  warranty  of  fitness  there  is  one  Umitation.  Housing  of 

the  WorUng 
tenants,  the  flap  of  which  was  aUeged  likely  to  be  dangerous  to  persons  passing  by  if  ClasBes  Act, 
no  warning  was  dven  since  it  opened  upwards.    Judgment  was  entered  for  defendants.  1890. 

1  Ndsan  y.  Liverpool  Brewery  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  311 ;  Ponsford  v.  Abbott,  1  C.  &  E. 
225. 

s  Gp.  Barham  v.  Ijmoich  Dock  Commissionera,  64  L.  T.  23.  For  the  oases  about 
water  penetrating  demised  premises  through  a  portion  not  demised,  see  pott,  482.  By 
the  common  law  as  now  developed,  a  lease  for  years  is  a  transfer  of  the  property, 
which  remains  at  the  risk  of  the  lessee ;  but  at  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  leases, 
at  the  end  of  the  twelfth  oenturv,  the  termor  had  no  real  right,  but  only  the  benefit  of 
a  covenant  {conventio) ;  his  right  was  in  personam  against  the  lessor  and  his  heirs ; 
and  his  action  was  an  action  of  covenant  {^fuod  teneat  e%  converUionem  lactam).  Pollock 
and  Maitland,  Hist,  of  English  Law,  vol.  ii.,  106  seqq.  The  civil  law  regards  a  lease, 
for  years  as  a  mere  transfer  of  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  property,  and  holds  the 
landlord  bound  without  any  express  covenant  to  keep  it  in  repair  and  otherwise  fit 
for  use  and  enjoyment  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  leased,  even  when  the  need  of 
repair  or  the  imntness  is  caused  by  an  inevitable  accident,  and  if  he  does  not  do  so, 
the  tenant  may  have  the  lease  annulled  or  the  rent  abated.  The  Roman  Civil  Law 
authorities  are  reviewed,  Yiierbo  v.  Friedlander,  120  U.  S.  (13  Davis)  713. 

s  Hart  V.  Windsor,  12  M.  &  W.  68 ;  see  Law  Mag.  N.  S.  (1844),  vol.  i.  203.  The 
English  oases  are  reviewed  in  Bowe  v.  Bunking,  135  Mass.  380,  46  Am.  R.  471,  where 
it  was  held  that  a  tenant  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  his  landlord  for  an  injury 
caused  by  falling  upon  a  stair  in  the  tenement,  the  tread  of  which  had  been  sawed  out 
and  left  unsupported  by  a  previous  tenant,  there  having  been  full  opportunity  to 
examine  the  stair  at  the  time  of  hirine,  and  no  warranty  of  the  fitness  of  the  tenement 
having  been  given  by  the  landlord,  the  only  evidence  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord  beins  that  he  knew  the  stair  had  l>een  sawed  out,  that  he  tried  it  and  it  bore  his 
weight,  and  he  thought  it  would  bear  anybody's  weight.  This  was  approved  in 
Doyle  V.  Union  Pacific  BaUroad  Co.,  147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  413,  where  it  was  said  that  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  deceit,  a  landlord  is  not  responsible  for 
injuries  happening  to  the  tenant  by  reason  of  a  snowslide  or  avalanche,  in  the  civil 
law  ei  saUum  pascuum  locasti,  in  quo  kerba  mala  naaeebalur  ;  hie  enim  si  peeora  vd 
demortua  sunt,  vd  etiam  deteriora  facta,  quod  interest  prcestabiiur,  si  seisti  ;  si  iqnorasti 
pension.m  non  petes :  D.  19, 2, 10,  §  1. 

4  8mUh  y.  Marrable,  11  M.  &  W.  5;  Wilson  v.  Fineh-HaUan,  2  Ex.  D.  336. 
These  cases  are  discussed  in  Murray  v.  AOfertson,  50  N.  J.  (Law)  167, 7  Am.  St.  R.  787. 

6  5aP.D.611;  aansrY.Bilton,1Cti.D.Bl5, 
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The  owner  of 
property  is 
tiableiiot- 
withBtanding 
the  employ- 
meat  01 
another. 


(a).     Where 
the  work  to 
be  done  is 
illegal.   Ellis 


V. 

OaaCo, 

Where  a  legal 
work  is  done 
illegally : 
Hofev. 
SiUingbowme 
andSfieemess 
Ry,  Co, 


(/3).    Whete 
injury  arises 
from  doing 
the  very 
thing  con- 
tracted to  be 
done. 


By  the  Housing  of  the  Working  Glasses  Act,  1890,^  in  any  contract 
made  after  August  14,  1885,  for  letting  for  habitation  by  persons  of 
the  working  class  a  house  or  part  of  a  house,  there  shall  be  implied 
a  condition  that  the  house  is  at  the  commencement  of  the  holding  in 
all  respects  reasonably  fit  for  habitation. 

The  occupier  of  property  cannot  escape  Uability  by  the  mere 
emplojrment  of  another : 

(a)  Where  the  work  he  imposes  upon  another  is  illegal. 

(3)  Where  injury  arises  from  doing  the  very  thing  which  he  has 
delegated. 

{y)  Where  the  thing  to  be  done  arises  out  of  a  statutory  duty  or  a 
public  authority. 

{S)  Where  tiie  thing  to  be  done  is  necessarily  dangerous. 

In  EUia  v.  Sheffield  Oas  Co,y^  the  work  to  be  done  was  illegal ;  and 
shifting  the  actual  work  to  other  shoulders  does  not  discharge  the 
Uability  incurred  by  promoting  its  execution  and  receiving  the  benefit 
of  it.  With  this  may  be  contrasted  Hole  v.  Siitingboume  and  Sheemess 
Ry.  Co.,'  where  the  work  to  be  done — ^the  building  a  bridge* — ^was 
authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  but  in  the  course  of  carrying  out 
the  contract  an  obstruction  was  occasioned  which  violated  the  Act 
of  ParUament.  The  defendants  having  sought  to  evade  responsibility 
by  showing  that  they  had  delegated  their  statutory  duty  to  a  contractor, 
it  WB&  pointed  out  by  the  Court  that  the  company's  statutory  duty 
was  absolute.  They  were  to  construct  a  bridge  and  to  avoid  obstructing 
the  navigation.  In  the  course  of  construction,  and  without  negUgence, 
an  impediment  was  caused  to  the  navigation  ;  for  this,  the  defendants 
would  be  liable,  since  it  was  directly  caused  by  non-observance  of 
their  statutory  duty,  and  was  a  positive  act  done  in  carrying  out  the 
plan  fixed  upon  for  the  work,  and  not  a  merely  negligent  act  collateral 
to  the  contract,  the  responsibility  for  which  would  turn  on  a  question 
whether  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed.  Parliament  had 
imposed  a  duty  on  the  defendants  which  could  not  be  discharged  by 
making  a  contract  with  third  parties,  though  as  between  contractor 
and  owner  the  way  of  carrying  out  the  work  might  no  doubt  give  rise 
to  a  claim  for  damages. 

The  next  case — Pickard  v.  Smilh^ — ^raised  the  question  whether 
the  mere  situation  and  circumstances  of  property,  apart  from  any 
question  of  illegality  or  of  statutory  obligation,  imports  a  similar  duty 

1  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  70,  a.  75.  To  bring  a  house  within  the  section  the  rateable 
value,  if  the  hereditament  is  situated  withm  the  metropolis,  must  not  exceed  £20,  if 
in  Liverpool,  £13,  if  in  a  parish  wholly  or  partially  in  Mancheeter  or  Birmingham, 
£10,  if  elsewheie  in  England,  £8,  32  &  33  Vict.  o.  41,  s.  3  ;  and  if  in  Scotland  or  Ireland, 
by  53  &  54  Vict.  b.  70,  s.  75,  £4.  By  the  Housing  of  the  Working  aasses  Act,  1903 
(3  Edw.  Vn.,  c.  39),  s.  12,  the  condition  implied  by  a.  75  of  the  principal  Act  is  made 
obligatory,  and  any  agreement  to  exclude  it  is  declared  void.  As  to  right  of  tenant  to 
we  his  landlord  under  this  provision,  see  Walker  v.  Hobbs,  23  Q.  B.  D.  458.  In  QoU  ▼. 
Qani/ift  2  £.  &  B.  845,  a  count  in  a  declaration  against  the  landlord  by  tenant  from 
year  to  year  of  a  house  for  neglecting  to  do  substantial  repairs  to  the  premisee  after 
notice  that  they  were  in  a  dangerous  state ;  per  quod  the  premises  during  the  tenancy 
fell  iEuid  injured  plaintiff's  ffoods,  was  held  bad,  no  obligation  to  do  substantial  repain 
on  notice  being  implied  by  law  from  the  relation  of  lancuord  and  tenant. 

8  2  £.  &  B.  767.  See  also  Paierwm  v.  Lindsay,  13  Bettie  261,  where  Lord  Young 
expresses  the  view  that  any  operations  in  the  vicinity  of  private  g^unds  which  cannot 
be  conducted  without  danger  to  persons  in  those  grounds  are  illegaL 

5  6H.&N.488. 

«  As  to  duty  in  constructing  a  bridge  see  MeCleneghan  v.  Omaka^  d&e.  JUL  Co., 
13  Am.  St.  R.  508. 

A  (1861)  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  470 ;  ThrdkM  v.  White,  8  N.  Z.  L.  R.  518. 
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paramount  to  contract.  Defendant  was  the  lessee  of  refreshment- 
rooms  at  a  railway  station  ;  the  entrance  to  the  coal  cellar  was  by  a  Pickard  v. 
trap-door  on  the  platform.  While  a  coal  merchant  by  defendant's  S^*^- 
orders  was  shooting  coals  into  the  cellar,  the  trap-door  was  negligently 
left  open  and  unguarded.  Plaintiff,  who  was  leaving  the  station  in 
the  usual  way,  feU  into  the  hole  and  was  injured.  Defendant  urged 
that  the  liability  was  either  that  of  the  railway  company  or  of  the  coal 
merchant.^  The  Court  held  that  it  was  defendant's  obvious  duty, 
if  he  used  the  hole  in  a  way  necessarily  to  create  such  danger,  to  take 
reasonable  precautions  not  to  injure  persons  lawfully  using  the  plat- 
form ;  he  was  not  absolved  from  this  duty  by  employing  the  coal 
merchant.  The  act  the  coal  merchant  was  employed  to  do  was  to 
open  the  trap  and  the  defendant  must  have  trusted  him  to  guard 
against  accidents  in  doing  the  very  thing  the  contract  was  about. 
The  defendant  was  bound  to  take  reasonable  means  to  avert  evil 
consequences  in  doing  it.  "  The  performance  of  this  duty  he  omitted ; 
and  the  fact  of  his  having  entrusted  it  to  a  person  who  also  neglected  it 
furnishes  no  excuse,  either  in  good  sense  or  law." 

The  facts  proved  showed  a  hole  in  such  a  position  that  special  pre-  Piekardr. 
cautions  may  well  have  been  needed  to  prevent  its  being  dangerous.  Smith 
Yet  this  was  not  the  ground  on  which  the  case  was  decided  ;  for  in  the  oonsidered. 
course  of  the  argument,^  Williams,  J.,  is  reported  to  have  said  :  "  The 
fact  of  the  trap-door  being  on  the  platform  of  the  railway  makes  no 
difference.    Suppose  the  hole  were  in  the  foot  pavement  of  a  public 
way ;  would  not  the  housekeeper  who  employs  the  coal  merchant  to 
open  it,  and  who  trusts  him  to  ffuard  and  to  close  it,  be  responsible  ?  " 
And  the  answer  is  :   "No  doubt  he  would."    The  case  of  Pickard  v. 
Smith  has  been  so  repeatedly  recognised  that  any  discussion  of  the 
point  decided  there  is  now  no  more  than  academic.    Nevertheless,  it 
may  be  pointed  out  that  the  distinction  has  been  contended  for  as 
being  between  a  work  ordinarily  and  necessarily  hazardous,^  and  one 
that  would  be  performed  in    the  ordinary  course  of  things,  and 
— unless    those    actually  engaged  on    the  work    are    negligent — 
without  peril.     If    the    former    were  the  correct    distinction,   the 
moving  of  a  coal-plate  in  the  pavement  for  the  shooting  of  coal 
and  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  according  to  the  ordinary  usage 
of  words,  cannot    appropriately  be   describ^    as    dangerous.      In 
properly  doing  the  act  there  is  no  risk.     The  danger  arises  trom.  default 
of  a  responsible  agent,  who,  by  the  use  of  the  simplest  precaution 
would  obviate  the  possibihty  of  danger.*    Antecedently  the  principle  Principle 
applicable  would  seem  to  be  that  stated  by  Lord  Westbury.^     "The  ^^°^^.*'^ 
ordinary  business  of  life  could  not  go  on  if  we  had  not  a  right  to  rely  bury  in 
upon  things  being  properly  done  when  we  have  committed  and  en-  Daniel  r. 
trusted  them  to  persons  whose  duty  it  is  to  do  things  of  that  nature,  ^«<^^^»to« 

1  Williams,  J.,  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  coal  merchant  would  not  be  liable. 
But  on  an  action  being  brought  against  a  coal  merchant  for  the  negligence  of  his 
carman  in  removing  an  iron  plate  in  the  footway,  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  held  that 
it  was  the  common  case  of  negligence  by  a  servant  in  the  scope  of  his  employment,  for 
which  the  master  was  responsible ;  Whiieley  v.  Pepper,  2  Q.  B.  D.  276.  As  to  a  coal- 
cellar  plate  in  a  pavement  insecurely  fastened,  Braithwaite  v.  Watsorif  5  Times  L.  R.  331. 

2  10  C.  B.  N.  8.  472. 

3  E,g.,  Hughes  v.  Perdvol,  8  App.  Cas.  451 :  Daltcm  v.  Angus,  6  App.  Gas.  829. 

4  Per  Lord  Fitzgerald,  Hughes  v.  Percival,  8  App.  Cas.  452;  and  the  opinions 
cited  in  the  judgment  of  Holker,  L.J.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  448 ;  and  especially  the  rule  of 
liability  stated  by  Lord  Blackburn  in  Dalton  v.  Angus,  6  App.  Gas  829. 

6  Daniel  v.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  45,  61. 
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and  who  are  selected  for  the  purpose  with  prudence  and  care,  as  being 
experienced  in  the  matter,  and  are  held  responsible  for  the  execution 
of  the  work.  My  Lords,  undoubtedly,  it  would  create  confusion  in 
all  things  if  you  were  to  say  that  the  man  who  employs  others  for  the 
execution  of  such  a  work,  or  the  man  who  is  a  party  to  the  employment, 
has  no  right  whatever  to  believe  that  the  thing  will  be  done  carefully 
and  well,  having  selected  with  all  prudence  proper  persons  to  perform 
the  work,  but  that  he  is  still  under  an  obligation  to  do  that  which,  to 
him,  in  many  cases,  would  be  impossible — ^namely,  to  interpose  from 
time  to  time  in  order  to  ascertain  that  that  was  done  correctly  and 
properly,  the  business  of  doing  which  he  had  rightfuUy  and  properly 
committed  to  other  persons." 

The  duty  on  the  occupier  to  watch  a  coal-hole  while  coalmen  are 
shooting  coals  down  it — a  duty  now  firmly  estabUshed  by  law — ^must, 
therefore,  be  referred  to  another  principle  than  that  of  guarding  against 
the  consequences  of  acts  ordinarily  or  necessarily  hazardous ;  and 
must  be  held  to  come  under  a  principle  of  this  sort — that  where  injury 
has  arisen  from  the  doing  of  a  delegated  act  (whether  in  itself  dangerous 
or  otherwise,  is  immaterial)  if  the  act  is  one  whereby  in  fact  danger  is 
caused,  the  Uability  attaches  just  as  if  there  were  no  delegation.  Never- 
theless the  class  of  acts  which  may  be  performed  without  danger,  if 
the  simplest  and  most  ordinary  means  are  used,  would  seem  susceptible, 
apart  from  authority,  of  quite  other  regards  than  those  in  their  nature 
dangerous,  or  calling  for  the  exercise  of  exceptional  care. 

In  Oray  v.  PuUen^  the  obligation  was  a  statutory  one.  By  the 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts,  1855^  and  1862^  the  defendant 
was  empowered  to  make  a  drain  from  his  premises  to  a  sewer,  and  was 
"  to  cause  the  pavement  to  be  reinstated  and  the  surface  to  be  made 
good  in  a  proper  and  substantial  manner."  He  employed  a  contractor 
to  do  the  work,  who  personally  supervised  its  execution.  A  day  or 
two  before  the  accident  there  were  heavy  rains  which  caused  the 
ground  to  sink  and  made  a  hole,  into  which  the  female  plaintiff  fell. 
Blackburn,  J.,  ruled  that  as  the  work  was  done  by  a  contractor,  and 
as  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  work  had  been 
done  by  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  and  as  defendant  had  authority 
to  cause  the  drain  to  be  made  under  the  statute,  there  was  no  case  to  go 
to  the  jury.  This  ruUng  was  upheld  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
nothing  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  common  doctrine  that  if  a  person, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  right,  either  as  a  private  individual  or  conferred  by 
statute,  employs  a  contractor  to  do  work,  and  the  contractor  is  guilty 
of  negligence  in  doing  it,  from  which  damage  results,  he  and  not  the 
employer  is  liable.  The  negligence  alleged  was  plainly  that  of  the 
contractor  in  the  way  he  did  the  work  ;  and  not  a  danger  arising  from 
the  doing  of  the  work. 

Hole  V.  SiUingboume  and  Sheemess  Ry,  Co}  gave  the  Court  some 
difficulty  to  distinguish.  Cockburn,  C.J.,  sought  to  do  this  by  saying 
a  statutory  duty  was  imposed  which  was  not  discharged  and  mischief 
resulted,  when  it  was  no  answer  to  say  that  the  mischief  arose  by 
reason  of  the  manner  in  which  the  duty  was  discharged  by  the  con- 
tractor ;  while  in  the  case  before  the  Court  (Gray  v.  PuUen)  all  that  was 

1  (1864)  5  B.  &  S.  970.  That  the  work  was  done  under  statutory  powers  was  the 
ground  of  the  decision  in  Barham  v.  Ipswich  Dock  Commissioners,  54  L.  T.  23.  Cp. 
City  of  Halifax  v.  Lordly,  20  Can.  S.  C.  R.  505. 

2  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  3  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102. 
4  (1861)  6  H.  *N.  488. 
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*  meant  was  "  that  where  persons  in  the  exercise  of  the  statutory  power  Interference 

:  interfere  with  a  public  highway,  they  shall,  as  quickly  as  possible,  fill  '^}^^  * 

r  up  any  opening  they  create  in  the  surface,  and  make  good  what  they    ^  ^*^' 

f  had  temporarily  interfered  with."     Crompton,  J. ,  makes  the  suggestion 

6  that  the  real  decision  in  Hole  v.  Sittingboume  and  Sheemess  By.  Co. 

r  was  that  "  where  anything  connected  with  the  real  property  of  a  party 

^  is  done  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  a  nuisance,  the  person  who  doss  it 

is  liable  ;  "  and  Mellor,  J.,  points  out  that  "  in  Hole  v.  Sittingboume 
:  and  Sheemess  Ry,  Co,  there  was  a  perpetual  obligation  on  the  defend- 

ants.   In  the  present  case  I  agree  there  is  no  warranty  from  the 
,  defendant  Pullen,^^    Blackburn,  J.,  did  not  give  any  reason  dis- 

criminating the  cases.  The  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench  was, 
however,  unanimously  overruled  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  who 
confirmed  Hole  v.  Sittingboume  Ry.  Co.,  and  Pi  kard  v.  Smithy  which 
they  treated  as  indistinguishable,  and  held  that  the  statutory  duty  was 
created  absolutely. 

In  the  case  of  a  lamp  hanging  from  the  front  of  a  house  over  the  («).    Where 

public  way,i  Lush,  J.,  says  :    "Is  it  his  [the  defendant's]  duty  to  what  is  done 
^     .    .    .     ."i^ '.  t      1^  .       t  •  y    \  1  •'         18  necessarily 

mamtam  it  m  a  safe  state  of  repair,  or  only  to  employ  a  proper  person  dangerous  or 

to  put  it  in  repair  ?     Surely  the  mere  statement  is  enough  to  show  that  may  become 

the  duty  must  be  in  the  first  proposition."     Blackburn,  J.,  puts  the  J?,n  P^^*"" 

case  :  "  If  there  were  a  latent  defect  in  the  premises,  or  something  done  taken. 

to  them  without  the  knowledge  of  the  owner  or  occupier  by  a  wrong-  Tarry  y. 

doer,  such  as  digging  out  the  coals  underneath,  and  so  leaving  a  house  ^*^°^- 

near  a  highway  in  a  dangerous  condition."    He  answers,  or  evades 

answering,  his  problem  thus  :  "  I  doubt — at  all  events  I  do  not  say — 

I  whether  or  not  the  owner  would  be  liable."* 

In  Butler  v.  Hunter^  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  houses  adjoined.  Btuler  v. 
In  consequence  of  a  fire  the  defendant  had  to  repair  his  house.  He  ^'*'*^''- 
employed  an  architect,  who  found  it  necessary  to  pull  down  and  to 
rebuild  the  front.  A  contract  was  entered  into  with  a  builder  to  do 
the  work.  In  doing  it,  the  workmen  removed  a  bressummer  that  was 
inserted  in  the  party- wall  of  the  two  houses  ;  in  consequence  of  which 
removal  the  plaintiff's  house  fell.  The  work  might  have  been  done 
with  safety  if  the  plaintiff's  house  had  been  shored  up.  To  shore  up 
the  house  would  have  been  the  usual  method  of  doing  the  work.  It 
did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  knew  anything  about  the  work  or 
the  contract. 

In  Bower  v.  Peai^  again,  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  houses  Rower  v. 
adjoined.  Defendant,  having  determined  to  pull  down  his  house,  ^^^^ 
proposed  to  carry  the  foundations  of  a  new  one  to  a  lower  depth  than 
his  neighbour's.  To  do  this  it  became  necessary  to  underpin  lus  neigh- 
bour's wall.  A  contract  was  entered  into  for  the  work  at  the  risk  of 
the  contractor.  Owing  to  defective  underpinning  or  supporting  the 
accident  happened. 

In  Butler  v.  Hunter  the  proposition  advanced  was,  that  where  a  Butler  v. 
person  employs  a  tradesman  to  do  that  which  may  be  dangerous  to  HunUr. 
another,  he  is  bound  to  show  that  he  directed  all  care  to  be  taken,  and 
specifically  pointed  out  in  what  way  the  danger  was  to  be  guarded 

1  Tarry  v.  AsJUon,  1  Q.  B.  D.  320 ;  SUverton  v.  MarrioU,  69  L.  T.  61. 

a  See  Hughes  y.  Percitxd,  8  App.  Gas.,  per  Lord  Fitzgerald,  455 :  "  He  is  not  in 
the  actual  position  of  beine  responsible  for  injury,  no  matter  how  occasioned,  but  ho 
must  be  vigilant  and  careful,  for  he  is  liable  for  injuries  to  his  neighbour  caused  by  any 
want  of  prudence  or  precaution,  even  although  it  may  be  culpa  USis&ima." 

8  (1862)  7  H.  4^  N.  826.  4  (1876)  1  Q.  B.  D.  321. 
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against ;  or,  at  all  events,  to  show  that  he  did  enough  to  exempt 
himself  from  responsibility.  But  the  Court  held  that  as  the  accident 
had  arisen,  not  from  the  act  itself  contracted  to  be  done,  but  from 
"  the  improper  mode  in  which  it  was  done,"  the  owner  was  not  liable. 
Wilde,  B.,  said  :^  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the  absence  of  a  shoring  is 
like  the  absence  of  a  proper  hoarding,  or  any  one  of  the  ordinary  pre- 
cautions which  belong  to  the  careful  taking  down  of  a  wall.  Then  it  is 
said  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  given  orders  to  do  the  work  in 
a  tradesmanUke  way,  or  ought  to  have  pointed  out  what  was  requisite. 
But  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require  an  unskilled 
person  to  point  out  to  a  skilled  person  in  what  way  the  work  should  be 
done.  I  think  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  if  a  man  gives  an  order  to  a 
tradesman  to  do  some  work,  he  means  him  to  do  it  in  the  ordinary  and 
tradesmanlike  way." 

In  Botoer  v.  Peaie  the  jud^ent  was  deliveed  by  Cockbum,  C.J., 
who  affirms  the  proposition  that  "  a  man  who  orders  a  work  to  be 
executed,  from  which,  in  the  natural  course  of  things,  injurious  con- 
sequences to  his  neighbour  must  be  expected  to  arise  imless  means  are 
adopted  by  which  such  consequences  may  be  prevented,  is  bound  to 
see  to  the  doing  of  that  which  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  mischief,  and 
cannot  relieve  himself  of  his  responsibiUty  by  employing  some  one  else 
— ^whether  it  be  the  contractor  employed  to  do  the  work  from  which  the 
danger  arises,  or  some  independent  person — ^to  do  what  is  necessary  to 
prevent  the  act  he  has  ordered  to  be  done  from  becoming  wrongful."  * 
The  dividing  Une  of  the  cases  is  indicated  by  the  Chief  Justice  to  be 
determined  by  the  test  whether  the  work  is  such  that  if  it  be  done 
carefully,  no  injurious  consequences  can  arise ;  or  whether  it  is  such 
that  injurious  consequences  will  arise  unless  precautionary  measures 
are  adopted.  It  is  strange  that  Butler  v.  Hunter  does  not  appear 
from  the  report  to  have  been  cited  in  the  argument.  The  two  cases 
have  subsequently  been  treated  as  not  consisting  well  together. 

In  DaUon  v.  Angi^,  Lord  Blackburn,  reviewing  the  cases,  say«  :' 
"  Ever  since  Qiiarman  v.  Burnett^  it  has  been  considered  settled  law  that 
one  employing  another  is  not  liable  for  his  collateral  negligence  imless 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed  between  them.  So  that  a 
person  employing  a  contractor  to  do  work  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  that  contractor  or  his  servants.  On  the  other  hand,  a  person 
causing  something  to  be  done,  the  doing  of  which  casts  on  him  a  duty, 
cannot  escape  from  the  responsibility  attaching  on  him  of  seeing  that 
duty  performed  by  delegating  it  to  a  contractor.  He  may  bargain 
with  the  contractor  that  he  shall  perform  the  duty,  and  stipulate  for 
an  indemnity  from  him  if  it  is  not  performed,  but  he  cannot  thereby 
relieve  himself  from  UabiUty  to  those  injured  by  the  failure  to  perform 
it :  Hole  v.  SiUingbourne  Ry,  Co,,^  Pickard  v.  Smith,^  Tarry  v.  AshJtonJ 

1  7^H.  &  N.  833.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  he  had  asked,  at  829 :  "  Suppose 
a  person  employed  a  contractor  to  pull  down  a  house,  and  he  omitted  to  put  up  a 
hoarding  so  as  to  prevent  bricks  falling  on  persons  passing,  who  would  be  liable  ?  " 

2  1  Q.  B.  D.  326.  See  Blake  v.  Ferri^i,  6  N.  Y.  48,  61.  Per  Thesiger,  L.J.,  Angus 
V.  Dcdion,  4  Q.  B.  D.  184  :  "  It  is  properly  admitted  by  the  defendants'  counsel  that 
the  case  of  Bower  v.  PecUe  is  undistinguishable  from  the  present,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  law  there  laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  considered 
judgment  of  the  Coiurt,  is  correctly  stated  and  placed  upon  proper  principles." 
Per  Cotton,  L.J.,  188 :  "  I  agree  with  the  decision  in  Boiver  v.  Peate"  Per  Lord 
Selbome,  C,  in  tkdton  v.  Angus^  6  App.  Cas.  791 :  "  It  follows  from  that  decision 
[Bower  v.  Peate],  as  to  the  correctness  of  which  I  agree  with  both  the  Courts  below." 

3  6  App.  Cas.  829.  4  6  M.  &  W.  499. 

5  6  E  &  N.  488.  6  10  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  470.  f  1 Q.  B.  D.  314. 
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I  do  not  think  either  side  disputed  these  principles,  nor  that,  in  Bower 
V.  Peate,^  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  thought  that  the  case  of  a  man 
employing  a  contractor  to  excavate  near  the  foundation  of  a  house 
which  had  a  right  of  support,  fell  within  the  second  class  of  cases  ;  nor 

^  that,  if  correctly  decided,  that  case  was  decisive.    But  BtUler  v. 

Hunter  was  relied  on,  which  case  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  fell 
within  the  first  class  of  cases.  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  I  understand 
from  the  report  what  the  state  of  the  evidence  was.    But,  assuming 

-  that  the  defendants  are  right  in  saying  that  it  was  such  as  to  make 

■  the  case  not  distinguishable  from  Bower  v.  Peate^  I  think  that  the 

reasoning  in  Bower  v.  Peate  is  the  more  satisfactory  of  the  two." 
Again,  in  Hughes  v.  Percival,  Lord  Blackburn,^  having  read  the  prin-  Hughes  v. 
ciple  already  quoted  from  the  judgment  of  Cockbum,  C.J.,  adds :  Perdval. 

'  "  I  doubt  whether  this  is  not  too  broadly  stiated.     If  taken  in  the  full 

sense  of  the  words,  it  would  seem  to  render  a  person  who  orders  post- 
horses  and  a  coachman  from  an  inn  bound  to  see  that  the  coachman, 
though  not  his  servant,  but  that  of  the  innkeeper,  uses  that  skill  and 
care  which  is  necessary  when  driving  the  coach  to  prevent  mischief 
to  the  passengers.  But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  no  intention, 
and,  indeed,  not  being  a  Court  of  error,  had  no  power,  to  alter  the  law 

I  as  laid  down  in  QiLarman  v.  Burnett.  ...  It  is  not  necessary  now  to 

inquire  how  far  this  general  language  should  be  quaUfied.  I  do  not 
think  the  case  of  Butler  v.  Hunter  is  consistent  with  my  view  of  the 
law.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  Court  of  Exchequer  meant  to  deny 
that  such  a  duty  was  cast  upon  the  defendant  in  that  case,  or  meant 
to  say  that  he  might  escape  liability  by  employing  a  contractor.     If 

\  either  was  meant  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  I  am  obliged  to  differ 

I  from  them." 

The  later  cases  have  tended  to  accentuate  the  liability  on  the  HardakerY, 

f  ultimate  employer.    In  Hardaker  v.  Idle  District  Courwilf^  the  work  IdUDiHrici 

r  undertaken  was  to  construct  a  sewer.     The  default  was  breaking  a  ^^^**- 

gas  main,  through  insecurely  packing  the  soil  round  it  while  ex- 
cavating. The  statutory  duty  of  the  District  Council  was  "not  per- 
formed by  constructing  a  proper  sewer.  Their  duty  was  not  only  to 
do  that,  but  also  to  take  care  not  to  break  any  gas-pipes  which  they 
cut  under  :  this  involved  properly  supporting  them.  This  duty  was 
not  performed.  They  employed  a  contractor  to  perform  their  duty 
for  them,  but  he  failed  to  perform  it.  It  is  impossible,  I  think,  to 
regard  this  as  a  case  of  collateral  negligence.  The  case  is  not  one  in 
which  the  contractor  performed  the  District  Council's  duty  for  them, 
but  did  so  carelessly ;  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  duty  of  the  District 
Council,  so  far  as  the  gas-pipes  were  concerned,  was  not  performed  at 
all."*    The  Court  of  Appeal,  in  Penny  v.  Wimbledon  Urban  Council,^ 

1  1  Q.  B.  D.  321. 

2  8  App.  Caa.  447 ;  Black  v.  Christ  Church  Finance  Co,  (1894),  A.  C.  48.  Byrnes 
V.  Western,  17  N.  S.  W.  (L.  R.)  80,  where  the  Court  were  divided  on  the  effect  of  the 
sale  of  a  house  as  old  building  materials  which  the  purchaser  was  to  cart  away — 
whether  he  was  owner  or  contractor.  Cp.  Lavery  v.  PurseU,  39  Ch.  D.  508.  In 
Lcmaitre  v.  Davis,  19  Ch.  D.  281,  both  employer  and  contractor  were  held  liable  for 
damage  done  to  the  vault  of  a  neighbour's  house.  See  Upton  v.  Tovmsend,  17  C.  B. 
.30 ;  also  Tcme  v.  Preston,  24  Ch.  D.  739.  The  Prescription  Act,  1832  (2  &  3  Will. 
IV.,  c.  71)  was  considered  in  Lemaitre  v.  Davis,  supra, 

3  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  335.  See  Groves  v.  Wimbome  {Lord)  (1898),  2  Q.  B.,  per  Rigby, 
L.J.,  412. 

♦  L.c,  per  Lindloy,  L.J.,  342. 

5  ( 1899)  2  Q.  B.  72.  The  authorities  are  grouped  and  very  fully  discussed  by  Palles, 
C.B.,  CUmenU  v.  County  Council  of  Tyrone  (1905),  2 1.  R.  415. 
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adopted  the  statement  of  the  law  by  Bruce,  J.*  "  The  principle  of 
the  decision,  I  think,  is  this,  that  when  a  person  employs  a  contractor  to 
do  work  in  a  place  where  the  public  are  in  the  habit  of  passing,  which 
work  will,  unless  precautions  are  taken,  cause  danger  to  the  public,  an 
obhgation  is  thrown  upon  the  person  who  orders  the  work  to  be  done 
to  see  that  the  necessary  precautions  are  taken  and  that,  if  the  necessary 
precautions  are  not  taken,  he  cannot  escape  liabiUty  by  seeking  to 
throw  the  blame  on  the  contractor."  Smith,  L.J.,  adds  :*  "  I  agree 
with  this  entirely,  but  would  add  as  an  exception  the  case  of  mere 
casual  or  collateral  acts  of  negligence,  such  as  that  given  as  an  illustra- 
tion during  the  argument — ^a  workman  employed  on  the  work  negligently 
leaving  a  pickaxe,  or  such  like,  in  the  road."  The  facts  of  the  case 
showed  that  a  contractor  employed  to  make  up  a  highway  negUgently 
left  on  the  road  a  heap  of  soil,  unUghted  and  unprotected,  over  which 
a  person  after  dark  fell  and  was  injured.  "I  cannot  hold,"  says 
Smith,  L.  J.,  "  that  leaving  heaps  of  soil  in  the  road,  which  would  by 
the  very  nature  of  the  contract  have  to  be  dug  up  and  dealt  with,  is 
an  act  either  casual  or  collateral  with  reference  to  the  contract." 
The  same  Lord  Justice  deUvered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  The 
Snark,^  The  facts  showed  that  a  barge  of  the  defendant's  had  sunk 
in  the  fairway  of  the  Thames  without  negligence.  The  defendants 
employed  "  an  under-waterman — ^that  is,  a  man  who  goes  down  under 
water  to  get  up  sunken  vessels — and  they  entered  into  a  contract 
with  him  to  get  up  this  barge."  He  was  negligent,  and  plaintiffs 
steamer  ran  on  the  wreck  and  was  injured.  The  Court  of  Appeal 
accepted  the  proposition :  "  When  a  person  employs  a  contractor 
to  do  work  in  a  place  where  the  public  are  in  the  habit  of  passing, 
which  work  will,  unless  precautions  are  taken,  cause  danger  to  the 
public,  an  obligation  is  thrown  upon  the  person  who  orders  the  work  to  be 
done  to  see  that  the  necessary  precautions  are  taken,  and  that,  if 
necessary  precautions  are  not  taken,  he  cannot  escape  liability  by 
seeking  to  throw  the  blame  on  the  contractor.  Pickard  v.  Smith*  is 
an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  no  sound  distinction  in  this 
respect  can  be  drawn  between  the  case  of  a  public  highway  and  a 
road  which  may  be,  and  to  the  knowledge  of  the  wrongdoer  probably 
will  in  fact  be,  used  by  persons  lawfully  entitled  so  to  do." 

This  doctrine  concerning  work  done  on  a  public  highway  had  been 
previously  formulated  in  HoUiday  v.  National  Telephone  Co,^  The 
telephone  company  were  laying  wires  in  a  public  street.  A  plumber 
who  worked  under  the  supervision  of  the  telephone  company's  fore- 
man did  so  under  a  contract  to  solder  the  tubes  containing  the  wires 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  foreman.  To  get  a  flare  which  was  necessary 
in  order  to  do  the  work  a  benzolinelamp  was  used  to  dip  into  the  caldron 
of  molten  metal.  If  the  lamp  was  in  order  there  was  no  danger.  But 
the  lamp,  as  the  plumber  should  have  known,  was  out  of  order,  an 
explosion  resulted  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  and  he  brought  his 
action  against  the  Telephone  Company.  Their  defence  was  that  the 
plumber  was  a  contractor  and  responsible,  and  they  were  not.  Lord 
Halsbury,  C,  after  pointing  out  that  facts  showed  a  co-operation  in 
work,  where  both  parties  are  liable,  said  :*  "  There  is  a  further  ground 

1  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  217.     Hill  v.  Tottenham  Urban  DistriH  Council,  16  Times  L.  R.  53  ; 
BuU  V.  Mayor,  <kc,  of  Shoreditch,  18  Times  L.  R.  171. 
a  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  76.  3  (lOOO)  P.  106. 

4  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  470.  6  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  392.  «  L.c  398. 
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for  holding  that  the  plaintiff  is  "  entitled  to  succeed.     There  was  Principle 
here  an  interference  with  a  public  highway,  which  would  have  been  ?^*?^^ 
unlawful  but  for  the  fact  that  it  was  authorised  by  the  proper  authority,  ^ury,  C*  * 
The  telephone  authority  so  authorised  to  interfere  with  a  pubfic 
highway  are,  in  my  opinion,  bound,  whether  tKey  do  the  work  them- 
selves or  by  a  contractor,  to  take  care  that  the  public  lawfully  using 
the  highway  are  protected  against  any  act  of  negligence  by  a  person 
acting  for  them  in  the  execution  of  the  works."^ 

II.  With  Regard  to  Persons  resorting  to  Premises. 

Besides  the  duties  already  enumerated,  there  are  others  which  fall  subject  dis- 
upon  occupiers  of  fixed  property.  tributed. 

I.  As  to  trespasses  upon  property. 

II.  As  to  the  use  of  premises  by  bare  licensees  or  volunteers. 
III.  As  to  the  use  of  premises  by  those  resorting  to  them  upon 
business  which  concerns  the  occupier,  and  upon  his  invitation,  express 
or  implied. 

But  before  taking  these  divisions  in  order  there  are  certain  ancient 
principles  yet  touching  familiar  things  that  must  be  noted. 

"  It  will  be  a  trespass,"  says  Comyns,^  citing  Fitzherbert,*  "  if  a  Trespais. 
man  wrongfully  enters  the  house,  lands,  or  tenements  of  another 
without  his  consent ;  and  therefore  trespass  lies  de  domo  sua  fractd,'^* 
To  the  universaUty  of  this  rule  there  are  exceptions.    In  37  H.  VI.  Treapasa, 
37,  pi.  26,  it  is  said  if  a  man  who  is  assaulted  and  in  danger  of  his  Ufe,  when  excused, 
run  through  the  close  of  another  without  keeping  in  a  footpath,  trespass  (i)  To  pro- 
does  not  lie  ;  for  the  doing  this  being  necessary  for  the  preservation  serve  one'a 
of  life  is  lawful ;   or,  if  one  enter  on  another's  land  to  succour  the  (2)  To  rescue 
owner's  beast,  the  Ufe  of  which  is  jeopardised,  trespass  does  not  Ue,  cattle, 
because  the  owner's  loss  is  irremediable  if  the  beast  died.   But  trespass 
Ues  if  the  loss  is  not  irremediable,  as  for  entering  to  prevent  the  beast 
being  stolen  or  the  owner's  com  from  being  trampled  or  eaten.*    A 
man  may  enter  the  land  of  another  to  recover  his  beast  that  has  been  (3)  Tore- 
stolen,  though  not  to  recapture  one  that  has  been  removed  to  the  ^hlt h^boen 
land  of  another,  not  feloniously  ;•  unless  the  beast  has  been  driven  stolen, 
there  by  the  owner  of  the  land  ;'  but  he  may  not  enter  to  look  for  a 
beast  he  has  lost.®    Again,  if  a  tree  belonging  to  one  person  is  blown  (4)  To  remove 
down  on  the  land  of  another,  the  owner  may  enter  to  take  it  away ;  Joto-^^^^^ 
also  fruit  faUing  from  the  tree  of  one  man  on  the  land  of  another  may  (5)  or 'fruit 
be  gathered  by  the  owner  with  impunity,  so  far  as,  and  because,  the  fallen, 
faUing  there  could  not  be  prevented  f  yet  if  the  loppings  of  a  tree  fall 
on  the  land  of  another,  an  action  Ues  if  their  falUng  could  be  prevented 
by  proper  care.  ^°    "  So  where  my  beasts  are  doing  damage  in  another  (O)  or  to 
man's  land,  I  may  not  enter  to  drive  them  out ;  and  yet  it  would  be  ^°^^®',  . 
a  good  deed  to  drive  them  out  so  that  they  do  no  more  damage  ;  but  byTstranger 
it  is  otherwise  if  another  man  drive  my  horse  into  a  stranger's  land,  on  a  neigh- 
where  they  do  damage  ;  there  I  may  justify  entry  to  drive  them  out,  bour'sland. 
because  the  wrongdoing  took  its  beginning  in  a  stranger's  wrong. 

1  See  MaxweU  v.  BrUish  Thmgon  Houston  Co.,  18  Times  L.  R.  278. 

a  Dig.  Trespass  (A  2.).  3  De  Natura  Brevium,  87  D. 

4  2  Roll.  Abr.  505.  6  Y.  B.  21  H.  VII.,  27,  pi.  6. 

6  Higgins  v.  Anirewea,  2  Roll.  Rep.  55. 

7  2  Roll.  Abr.  6^5,  pL  9.     Op,  Y.  B.  9  E.  IV.  35,  pi.  10,  per  Littleton,  J. 

«  Toplade  v.  5toy?e,  Style  165.  »  MiUen  v.  Fawdry,  Latch  119,  120. 

10  Y.  B.  6  E.  IV.  7  pi.  18.     See  post.  Book  IV.,  chapter  i. :  Duty  to  answer  for  one's 
own  acts. 
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But  here,  because  the  party  might  have  his  remedy  if  the  com  were 
anywise  destroyed,  the  taking  was  not  lawful.  And  it  is  not  like  the 
case  where  things  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  by  water,  fire,  or  such 
like,  for  there  the  destruction  is  without  remedy  against  any  man."^ 
The  same  distinction  is  pointed  in  Y.B.  38  E.  III.  10  b.,  where  it  is 
said  that  if  a  man  flies  his  hawk  at  a  pheasant  on  his  own  ground,  and 
the  hawk  pursues  the  pheasant  into  another's  warren,  the  owner  of  the 
hawk  cannot  justify  entering  the  warren  and  taking  the  pheasant. 
There  is  a  somewhat  subtle  distinction  between  this  and  what  was 
agreed  by  the  whole  Court  in  Sutton  v.  Moody, ^  that  if  a  man  pursues 
deer,  hares,  or  conies  out  of  his  land  or  the  lands  of  another  into  mine, 
and  there  takes  them,  they  are  the  hunter's  and  not  mine.  There  is 
no  right  to  enter  the  land  in  either  case.  If  the  trespass  is  already 
complete  the  game  may  be  carried  away.  Yet  where  the  hawk  has 
killed  the  pheasant,  the  owner  of  the  hawk  not  being  by,  it  is  a  trespass 
to  enter  the  land  to  claim  the  pheasant. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  consider  : 

I.  As  to  trespasses  upon  property. 

The  first  case  to  note  is  Townsend  v.  Walhen,^  Defendant  placed 
traps  baited  with  flesh  so  near  the  plaintifi's  courtyard,  where  his  dogs 
were  kept,  ^^^^  ^^7  could  scent  the  bait  without  going  upon  the 
defendant's  premises.  Several  of  the  plaintiff's  dogs  having  been 
thus  enticed  into  the  traps,,and  thereby  injured,  the  plaintiff  brought 
his  action.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  he  might  recover. 
The  defendant's  purpose  being  to  catch  dogs,  he  must  be  held  to  have 
maUce  against  those  special  dogs  which  came  into  his  traps.  '^  What 
difference,"  says  Lord  EUenborough,  C.J.,*  "  is  there  in  reason  between 
drawing  the  animal  into  the  trap  by  means  of  his  instinct,  which  he 
cannot  resist,  and  putting  him  there  by  manual  force  ?  " 

The  earlier  authorities  were  cited  and  elaborately  examined  in 

the  somewhat  unsatisfactory  case  of  Deane  v.  Clayton^    The  facts 

were  found  by  a  special  verdict :  A  large  tract  of  woodland  belonging 

to  the  defendant  adjoined  upon  a  piece  of  woodland  belonging  to  a 

gentleman  named  Townsend.    A  low  bank  or  moimd  of  earth  and  a 

shallow  ditch  marked  the  boundaries  of  the  respective  estates,  but 

was  not  a  sufficient  fence  to  prevent  dogs  passing  from  one  woodland 

to  the  other.    Through  the  defendant's  woodland  there  were  public 

paths  not  fenced  from  the  rest  of  the  land.     The  defendant  had  caused 

several  iron  spikes,  called  dog-spears,  to  be  screwed  and  fastened 

into  several  of  the  trees  in  the  woodland,  and  had  theln  purposely 

1  Per  Rede,  J.,  Y.  B.  21  H.  VII.,  27  pi.  6,  28. 

a  1  Ld.  Ravm.  250,  where  all  the  old  authoritiea  are  collected  Holt,  C.  J.,  follows 
Y.  B.  12  H.  Vin..  9  pi.  2. 

3  (1808)  9  East  277.  An  attempt  was  made,  on  the  authority  of  this  case,  in 
Stansfdd  v.  BoUingy  22  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  799,  to  render  a  confectioner  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  dog  of  a  customer  which  got  behind  the  counter  and  ate  some  poison  put  fen:  rats 
and  mice.  The  CJourt,  however,  negatived  the  right  of  action.  Towns&ni  v.  Waihen 
was  distinguished  in  argument  on  the  ground  that  there  the  enticement  was  made  to 
operate  beyond  the  defendant's  property,  but  there  was  no  decision  against  an  allure- 
ment not  calculated  to  act  beyond  the  limit  of  the  premises.  In  Janson  v.  Brown,  I 
Camp.  41,  defendant  justified  shooting  a  dog  because  the  dog  was  worrying  his  fowl 
and  could  not  otherwise  be  prevented ;  it  was  held,  however,  that  he  must  prove 
that  the  dog  was  in  the  act  of  worrying  the  fowl  at  the  moment  he  was  shot.  See  note 
1  Camp.  41 ;  also  Vere  v.  Lord  Catcdor,  11  East  568,  where  Lord  EUenborough  held  a 
gamekeeper  had  no  right  to  shoot  a  dog  following  a  hare ;  Coul  Dig.  Pleader  (3  M  33.). 

4  9  East  281. 

6  (1817)  7  Taunt.  489, 2  Marsh.  577,  where  the  arguments  of  counsel  are  given  which 
the  learned  reporter  in  7  Taunt,  regrets  he  is  unable  tojgive ;  see  also  1  Moore  (C  P.)  203. 
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placed  at  such  a  height  as  to  allow  a  hare  to  pass  under  them  without 
injury,  but  to  wound  and  kill  a  dog  that  might  happen  to  come  against 
one  of  the  sharp  ends.  None  of  the  spikes  was  at  a  less  distance  than 
fifty  yards  from  the  public  footpath.  There  were  also  notices  painted 
on  boards  outside  the  woods — "  Take  notice,  that  steel-traps  and 
spring-guns  and  dog-spikes  are  set  in  these  woods  and  premises."  The 
plaintiff,  by  the  consent  of  Townsend,  went  into  Townsend's  woodland, 
accompanied  by  a  pointer  dog,  for  the  purpose  of  sporting.  A  hare 
rose  in  Townsend's  groimds,  and  was  seen  and  pursued  by  the  plaintiff's 
dog.  The  hare  ran  and  was  pursued  by  the  dog  over  the  mound  into 
the  defendant's  woodland,  where  the  dog  ran  against  one  of  the  sharp 
ends  of  the  spikes,  and  was  killed.  The  plaintiff  tried  to  but  could 
not  stop  the  dog  going  into  the  defendant's  wood.      ■        r  ■\ 

On   these   facts   Burrough    and   Park,  JJ.,  were  of  opinion  the  Division  of 
plaintiff  could  recover  the  value  of  the  dog ;    while  Dallas,  J.,  and  opinion. 
Gibbs,  C.J.,  held  an  action  was  not  maintainable. 

The  weight  of  argument  appears  to  be  on  the  defendant's  side,  but  no 
judgment  was  given,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  think  fit  to  avail  himself 
of  the  suggestion  of  Burrough,  J.,  who  offered  to  withdraw  his  judgment 
to  enable  him  to  appeal. 

In  IloU  V.  WilkeSy^  tried  before  Garrow,  B.,  the  learned  judge,  ilottv. 
considering  that  the  same  question  was  involved  as  was  under  the  WUkcs. 
consideration  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Deane  v.  Clayton, 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  reserved  to  the 
defendant  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  jury  found,  in 
addition,  that  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge  that  there  were  spring-guns 
in  a  wood,  and  entered  the  wood,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a  right,  but  to 
gather  nuts,  and  where  there  was  no  pathway.  The  King's  Bench 
thereupon  dechned  to  consider  the  general  question  as  to  the  liability 
incurred  by  placing  such  engines  as  spring-guns  where  no  notice  is 
brought  home  to  the  party  injured,  and  decided  the  case  merely  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  their  being  on  the  ground, 
and  had  no  business  to  go  there.^ 

By  the  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  18,^  the  use  of  spring-guns  calculated  to  7&8Geo. IV. 
destroy  himian  life  or  to  inflict  grievous  bodily  harm,  with  the  intent  ^*  ^^' 
to  injure  trespassers,  was  prohibited,  unless  for  the  protection  of  a 
dwelling-house  in  the  night-time.  This  Act  rendered  the  decision 
of  what  were  the  common  law  rights  of  property  owners  with  regard 
to  the  setting  of  spring-guns,  &c.,  only  of  importance  in  cases  that 
had  occurred  previously  to  its  passing. 

Bird  V.  HoWrooky^  however,  was  such  a  case.    The  question  there  Bird  v.  Hot- 
brook, 

1  (1836)  3  B.  and  Aid.  304.  See  the  article  in  35  Edin.  Rev.  123,  "  Spring  Guns 
and  Man  Traps,"  also  "  Man  Traps  and  Spring  Guns,"  reprinted  in  Sydney  Smith's 
works,  and  probably  the  motive  force  of  the  enactment,  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  18,  superseded 
now  by  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  31. 

2  Some  discussion  must  have  taken  place  on  the  question  of  humanity,  for  Best,  J., 
says,  3  B.  &  Aid.  319,  "  Humanity  requires  that  the  fullest  notice  possible  should 
be  given,  and  the  law  of  England  will  not  sanction  what  is  inconsistent  with  humanity." 
Abbott,  C.J.,  answers  him,  at  309,  by  anticipation  thus  :  "  Nor  are  we  called  on  to 
pronounce  any  opinion  as  to  the  inhumanity  of  the  practice,  which  in  his  case  has  been 
the  cause  of  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff.  That  practice  has  prevailed  ex- 
tensively and  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  although  imdoubtedly  I  have  formed  an 
opinion  as  to  its  inhumanity,  yet  at  the  same  time  I  cannot  but  admit  that  repeated 
and  increasing  acts  of  aggression  to  property  may  perhaps  reasonably  call  for  increased 
means  of  defence  and  protection."  Best,  J.,  was  apparently  proud  of  his  sentiment, 
for  he  recurs  to  and  repeats  it  in  Bird  v.  Holbrooky  4  Bing.  Ml. 

3  See  now  24  &  26  Vict.  c.  100,  b.  31.  4  (1828)  4  Bing.  fl28. 
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was  whether  it  was  incumbent  on  a  person,  who  had  set  a  spring-gun 
in  a  walled  garden  at  a  distance  from  his  house,  to  give  notice  of  what 
he  had  done.  The  Court  included  Best,  C.J.,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
Deane  v.  Clayton,  and  Burrough  and  Park,  JJ.,  who  had  given  judg- 
ments in  favour  of  the  plaintifE  in  that  case  ;  and  they  took  the  oppor- 
timity  of  reiterating  the  contention  they  had  there  advanced.     The 

Best,  CJ.'s,    ground  of  the  decision  is  thus  put  by  the  Chief  Justice :   "  We  want 

judgment.  no  authority  in  a  case  like  the  present ;  we  put  it  on  the  principle  that 
it  is  inhuman  to  catch  a  man  by  means  which  may  maim  him  or 
endanger  his  life,  and,  as  far  as  human  means  can  go,  it  is  the  object  of 
English  law  to  uphold  humanity  and  the  sanctions  of  religion."  ^ 
Another  ground  is  that  on  which  Gaselee,  J.,  exclusively  based  his 
judgment  that  it  was  impossible,  after  IlM  v.  Wilkes,  to  hold  otherwise 
than  that  notice  was  necessary.  But  Ihtt  v.  Willces  was  the  case 
where,  assuming  notice  to  have  been  given,  it  was  contended  that,  in 
spite  of  the  notice,  the  defendant  was  liable.  The  present  case  was 
not,  therefore,  necessarily  concluded  by  the  decision ;  for  a  decision, 
that  where  notice  had  been  given  of  the  placing  of  a  spring-gun  the 
defendant  is  not  responsible,  does  not  decide  the  case  whether,  where  no 
notice  of  the  placing  of  a  spring-gun  has  been  given,  the  defendant  was 
responsible.  Abbott,  C. J.,  says  definitely :  *  "  Considering  the  present 
action  merely  on  the  ground  of  notice,  and  leaving  untouched  the  general 
question  as  to  the  liability  incurred  by  placing  such  engines  as  these 
where  no  notice  is  brought  home  to  the  party  injured,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  action  cannot  be  maintained."  Bayley,  J.,  says  :  "  The  declara- 
tion "  "  assumes  the  law  to  be,  not  that  the  mere  act  of  placing  these 
guns  in  a  man's  own  ground  is  illegal  and  punishable  by  indictment,  but 
that  a  party  doing  that  act  may  be  Uable  to  an  action  provided  he 
does  not  take  due  and  proper  means,  by  giving  notice,  to  prevent  the 
injury  which  those  engines  are  calculated  to  produce."  ^  Holroyd,  J., 
says :  *  "  Without  giving  any  decided  opinion  upon  that  point "  (i.e., 
whether  placing  spring-guns  on  property  from  which  injurious  con- 
sequences result  to  a  trespasser  without  notice  is  a  lawful  act),  "  but 
assuming,  for  the  present,  that  that  would  be  so,  it  seems  to  me  that  a 
party  having  express  notice  that  the  spring-guns  were  placed  in  a 
particular  ground,  and  entering  upon  that  place  as  a  trespasser,  stands 
in  a  very  different  situation."  We  may  hence  conclude  that  the  majority 
of  the  Court  did  not  even  express  an  opinion  upon  what  Abbott,  C.J., 
calls  the  "  general  question,"  and  that  the  argument  from  authority 
used  in  Bird  v.  HoJbrook  was  a  straining  of  the  expression  in  the  earlier 
case. 

Jordin  v.  Jordin  V.  Crumq>  *  raised  again  the  question  in  Dea/ne  v.  Clayton. 

Crump.  The  plaintiff  was  walking  with  his  dog  along  a  public  footway  through 

1  4  Bing.  643.  At  this  time  of  day  it  may  be  worth  while  to  recall,  though  it  is 
needless  to  comment  on,  another  of  the  general  principles  by  which  the  Chief  Justice 
buttressed  his  judgment :  "It  has  been  argued  that  the  law  does  not  compel  eveir 
line  of  conduct  which  humanity  or  religion  may  require ;  but  there  is  no  act  which 
Christianity  forbids  that  the  law  will  not  reach ;  if  it  were  otherwise,  Christianity 
would  not  be,  as  it  has  always  been  held  to  be,  part  of  the  law  of  England."  As  to 
this  last  proposition  see  the  argument  of  Sir  Samuel  Romilly,  A.-O,  v.  Pearson,  3 
Meriv.  379,  and  the  note,  in  which  the  history  of  the  theory  is  set  out  and  the  cases 
collected  ;  also  Shore,  v.  WiUon,  9  CI.  &  F.  356  ;  Ir^  re  Masters,  Ac.  of  Bedford  Charity, 
2  Swans  470  ;  and  a  very  able  pamphlet  by  the  late  Lindsey  Middleton  Aspland^  0.6, 
entitled  "  The  Law  of  Blasphemy,"  1884.  Lord  Eldon,  it  may  be  noted,  does  not 
seem  to  have  held  the  view  of  Best,  C.  J.     Twiss,  Life  of  Lord  Eldon,  vol.  iii.  447. 

a  3B.  &  Aid.  310.  s  L.c  312. 

4  L.c.  314.  6  (1841)  8  M.  &  W.  782. 


Abbott,  C.J. 
in  Ilott  V. 
WUkes. 


Bayley,  J. 


Holroyd,  J. 
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a  coppice  of  the  defendant's  in  which,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff, 
there  were  dog-spears.  The  dog  broke  from  plaintiff's  control,  and, 
while  chasing  a  rabbit  into  the  coppice,  was  injured  by  running  against 
a  dog-spear.  The  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover ; 
"  and  we  shall  merely  content  ourselves  with  saying  that  we  take  the 
same  view  of  the  law  on  this  subject  as  is  there  taken  [in  Deane  v. 
Clayton]  by  Gibbs,  C.J.  But  the  present  case  is  much  stronger  than 
that ;  for  here  the  plaintiff  had  express  notice  that  dog-spears  were 
set  in  the  wood  ;  though,  were  this  even  otherwise,  our  decision  would 
still  be  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  on  the  short  ground  that  the  setting 
of  them  was  a  lawful  act,  and  that  the  accident  occasioned  by  them  was 
the  act  of  the  dog,  not  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  keep  his  dog  on  the  footpath."  As  to  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  the 
Court  said :  '*  The  reason  of  this  decision  was  that  setting  spring-guns 
without  a  notice  was,  even  independently  of  the  statute,  an  unlawful 
act.  The  correctness  of  that  position  may  perhaps  be  questioned ; 
but,  if  it  be  sound,  the  decision  in  that  case  was  right."^ 

The  subsequent  case  of  Wootton  v.  Dawkins,'^  which  in  its  leading  WooUon  v. 
features  closely  resembles  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  is  an  additional  authority  ^«^*»»*- 
for  the  view  taken  in  Jordin  v.  Crump,  The  declaration  alleged  that 
plaintiff  entered  the  defendant's  garden  at  night,  and  without  per- 
mission, to  search  for  a  stray  fowl,  and  whilst  looking  into  some  bushes 
he  came  in  contact  with  a  wire,  which  caused  something  to  explode  with 
a  loud  noise,  and  to  knock  him  down,  and  to  injure  his  face  and  eyes. 
A  rule  was,  in  the  first  instance,  moved  for  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  but  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  under  the  statute'  it  was  not 
enough  that  the  instrument  was  one  calculated  to  create  alarm,  but 
must  be  calculated  to  destroy  human  Ufe,  or  to  inflict  grievous  bodily 
harm  ;  of  which  there  was  no  evidence  ;  while  at  common  law  there 
was  no  cause  of  action  at  all.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  sub- 
sequently moved,  on  the  ground  that  the  rule  had  been  moved  in  the 
Queen's  Bench  by  mistake  ;  but  they  declined  to  grant  a  rule,  holding 
that  the  conclusion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  correct.  Thus, 
the  three  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer, 
have  successively  declined  to  foUow  the  doctrines  laid  down  in  Bird 
V.  Holbrook,  which  must  therefore  be  considered  as  overruled. 

We  may  conclude  then — 

(1)  That  at  common  law  the  placing  of  instruments  in  the  nature  Summary, 
of  spring-guns,  dog-spears,   &c.,  on  a  man's  land  is  not  unlawful, 
provided  only  that  they  were  not  placed  so  as  to  be  a  peril  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  rights  of  other  persons,*  or  in  the  nature  of  a  trap.* 

(2)  That  by  statute*  the  use  of  spring-guns  is  unlawful  in  so  far  as 
their  use  is  calculated  to  destroy  human  Ufe  or  inflict  grievous  bodily 
harm  on  trespassers ;  except  in  a  dwelling-house  and  in  the  night- 
time for  the  protection  of  it.^ 

(3)  That  the  setting  up  on  a  man's  own  land  of  dog-spears  and 
such  instruments,  not  contained  in  the  statutory  exception  against 
instruments,  capable  of  causing  deadly  injuries  to  human  life,  is  a  lawful 

1  The  judgment  was  given  by  Alderson,  B.  a  (1857)  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  412. 

8  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  0.  18,  s.  1.  4  Barnes  v.  Ward,  9  C.  B.  392. 

6  Toumatnd  v.  Wathtn,  9  East  277.  «  24  &  25  Vict  c.  100,  s.  31. 

7  **  If  a  man  commito  a  trespoas  to  land,  the  occupier  is  not  justified  in  shooting  him, 
and  probably  if  the  occupier  were  sportmg  or  firing  at  a  mark  on  his  land,  and  saw  a 
trespasser  and  fired  carelessly  and  hurt  him,  an  action  would  lie  "  :  per  Bramwoll,  B., 
Deqg  v.  Midland  By.  Co,,  1  H.  ft  N.  780. 
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user  of  land,  even  where  injury  will  be  a  probable  result  from  setting 
them.^ 

The  ovmer  of  property  is  not  allowed  to  protect  his  property  in 
every  conceivable  mode.  He  must  proportion  his  means  to  his  end. 
If  danger  is  involved  notice  must  be  given  of  it.  He  must  also,  in 
certain  cases,  take  positive  measures  for  the  protection,  not  merely 
of  those  who  are  induced  to  enter  upon  his  lands  by  his  invitation  or 
acquiescence,  but  even  of  those  who  are  upon  his  land  without  invitation 
and  even  to  his  detriment. 

This  duty  arises  principally  where  lands  are  adjacent  to  a  public 
way.  In  Jordin  v.  Crump,^  Alderson,  B.,  had  said  :  "  The  case  is 
similar  to  that  of  a  man  who,  passing  in  the  dark  along  a  footpath, 
should  happen  to  fall  into  a  pit  dug  in  the  adjoining  field  by  the  owner 
of  it.  In  such  a  case  the  party  digging  the  pit  would  be  responsible 
for  the  injury  if  the  pit  were  dug  across  the  road  ;  but  if  it  were  only 
in  an  adjacent  field  the  case  would  be  very  different,  for  the  falling 
into  it  would  then  be  the  act  of  the  injured  party  himself." 

In  reliance  on  this  dictum,  the  proposition  was  maintained  in 
Barnes  v.  Ward^  that  there  is  no  conunon  law  duty  upon  an  owner  of 
land  adjoining  a  highway  to  guard  or  to  fence  a  ditch  or  area  upon  his 
own  land.  After  consideration  and  reargument,  the  Court  held  that 
where  a  newly  made  excavation  adjoining  the  highway  renders  the 
way  unsafe  to  those  who  use  it  with  ordinary  care,  a  duty  to  fence  it 
arises.  The  cases  were  classified  into,  first,  those  where  the  existence 
of  a  hole  adjoining  a  road  is  not  dangerous  to  the  persons  and  cattle 
of  those  passing  along  ;*  secondly,  those  where  the  hole  may  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  those  passing  aiong.^ 

The  test  is  not  whether  the  plaintifi  is  a  trespasser  or  not,*  but  is 
the  excavation  so  near  the  highway  as  to  interfere  with  the  ordinary 
user  of  the  same  by  the  public.  Thus,  in  HardeasUe  v.  S.  Y.  Ry.  Co., 
Pollock,  C.B.,  said  :^  "  When  an  excavation  is  made  adjoining  a  public 
way  so  that  a  person  walking  upon  it  might,  by  making  a  false  step,  or 
being  affected  with  sudden  giddiness,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  horse  or 
carriage  way,  might,  by  the  sudden  starting  of  a  horse,  be  thrown 

1  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass  (F).  For  what  injuries  to  Real  Property  an  Action  of  Tres- 
pass lies,  contains  a  large  collection  of  the  early  cases  on  the  point. 

3  8  M.  &  W.  782  787. 

3  (1850)  9  C.  B.'392 ;  Orr  Etoing  y.  Cdquhoun,  2  App.  Gas.  864.  Sarcli  v.  JSfacib- 
hum,  4  C.  &  P.  297,  was  a  dog  case  ;  there  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said,  300 :  "  Undoubtedly  a 
man  has  a  right  to  keep  a  fierce  dog  for  the  protection  of  his  property,  but  he  has  no 
right  to  put  the  dog  in  such  a  situation,  in  tne  way  of  access  to  his  house,  that  a 
person  innocently  coming  for  a  lawful  purpose  may  be  injured  by  it." 

^  BlUhe  V.  Tophanif  1  Roll.  Abr.  88 ;  Si  A,  aeidie  dun  wast  adjacent  al  un  Jtaut 
chemin  fode  un  pit  en  le  wast  deins  36  pees  del  dit  chemin  et  le  mare  de  B.  escape  en  U 
dit  vxistf  et  decade  en  le  pit  et  la  morustf  uncore  B,  n^avera  ascun  action  vers  A.,  pur  ceo 
que  le  fesans  del  pit  en  le  utast  et  nemy  en  le  hault  chemin  ne  fuit  ascun  tort  <d  B.  mes 
ceo  fuit  le  defalt  de  B,  mesme  que  son  mare  escape  en  le  uxxst :  Cro.  Jac.  168. 

5  Coupland  v.  Uardingham,  3  Camp.  398 ;   Jarvis  v.  Dean,  3  Bing.  447,  where  it 
was  assumed  as  a  matter  beyond  dispute  that  the  action  was  well  founded,  sup 
the  road  was  shown  to  be  a  public  one ;    per  Pollock,  C.B.,  Firmstone  v. 
2  D.  &  L.  208  ;  Wright  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co.,  61  L,  T.  639. 

8    "    "  -         - 

forfeit  his  rigb 

Silverion  v.  Marriott,  69  L.  T.  61. 

7  (1859)  4  H.  &  N.  74:  Stone  v.  Jackson,  16  C.  B.  199  ;  Pearson  v.  Cox,  2  C.  P.  D. 
369.  Plaintiff's  servant,  while  driving  plaintiff's  horses  along  a  road  not  dedicated 
to  the  public,  drove  into  a  trench  dug  ror  the  purpose  of  making  drains,  and  unlighted. 
Held,  there  was  no  duty  on  the  owner  to  protect  any  one  using  the  road  without 
licence  :  Murley  v.  drove,  46  J.  P.  360 


8  "  A  trespasser  is  liable  to  an  action  for  an  injury  which  he  does;  but  he  does  not 
eit  his  right  of  action  for  an  injury  sustamed  " :    Barnes  v.   Ward^  9  C.  B.  420 ; 
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into  the  excavation,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  person  making  such  Does  the 
excavation  should  be  Uable  for  the  consequences ;    but  when  the  ®^uj!^i% 
excavation  is  made  at  some  distance  from  the  way,  and  the  person  ^j^i^  the  ^ 
falling  into  it  would  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  defendant's  land  before  highway  ? 
he  reached  it,  the  case  seems  to  us  to  be  different."     "  A  man  getting 
off  a  road  on  a  dark  night  and  losing  his  way  may  wander  to  any  extent, 
and  if  the  question  be  for  the  jury  no  one  could  tell  whether  he  was 
liable  for  the  consequences  of  the  act  upon  his  own  land  or  not.     We 
think  that  the  proper  and  true  test  of  legal  liability  is  whether  the 
excavation  be  substantially  adjoining  the  way,  and  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous if  it  were  otherwise — if  in  every  case  it  was  to  be  left  as  a  fact  to 
the  jury,  whether  the  excavation  were  sufficiently  near  to  the  highway 
to  be  diangerous."*    HaunseU  v.  Smyth,^  the  case  of  an  excavation  on  Hounsdl  v. 
a  waste  between  two  roads,  and  Binks  v.  S,  Y,  Ry.  and  River  Dun  Smyth. 
Co,*  the  case  of  a  canal  twenty-four  feet  from  a  pathway,  which gy^^y 
twenty-four  feet  had  been  trampled  down  and  made  indistinguishable  andkiva^ 
from  the  pathway,  were  decided  on  the  authority  of  the  earlier  cases.  ^>»*»  ^o- 

There  is  a  Scotch  case*  erroneous  itself  but  which  bears  looking  at  M'FetUv. 
to  bring  into  prominence  principles  which  it  ignores.  A  proprietor  ^!JJ^/ 
let  the  right  of  digging  fire-clay  on  his  lands  to  a  brick  manufacturer, 
with  leave  to  him  to  erect  works  and  houses,  and  to  make  roads  there. 
The  tenant  erected  his  works  and  built  houses  for  his  workmen  near 
an  unfenced  quarry  on  the  lands,  remote  from  any  public  way,  but 
which  was  being  worked  in  the  ordinary  manner.  The  road  or  path 
used  by  the  workmen  in  going  to  the  works  from  the  houses  passed 
within  twelve  feet  of  the  quarry.  The  pursuer,  one  of  the  brick 
manufacturer's  workmen,  resided  in  one  of  the  cottages  in  full  view 
of  the  quarry  ;  as  Lord  Gifford  expressed  it,  "  seeing  it  every  day  and 
almost  every  hour  of  his  life.  After  living  there  some  time — ^it  does 
not  appear  how  long,  on  the  morning  in  question,  and  after  having 
slept  in  another  cottage,  not  his  own,  he  stumbles  into  the  open  quarry 
in  question — an  open  quarry  which  had  always  been  there  and  which 
had  never  been  enclosed."  The  pursuer  brought  his  action  against  the 
landlord,  alleging  a  neglect  of  duty  to  fence.  The  Second  Division 
of  the  Court  of  Session,  Lord  Gifford  doubting,  affirming  the  sheriff 
and  sheriff-substitute,  held  the  pursuer  entitled  to  recover.  The 
doctrines  propounded  by  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff)  are  here  Views  of  the 
used  as  a  foil  only  to  illustrate  the  principle  of  the  English  authorities,  ^rd  J^stice- 
Where,  says  he,  the  landlord  "  uses  his  land  so  as  to  bring  a  concourse  (Moncreiff). 
of  people  to  it,  then  he  must  remove  any  existing  danger.  Suppose 
a  church  or  a  school  had  been  built  on  this  piece  of  ground,  would  the 
proprietor  have  been  entitled  in  such  case  to  have  this  quarry  un- 
fenced ?  No  proprietor  is  entitled  to  give  liberty  which  exposes  the 
persons  taking  advantage  of  it  to  danger.^^     "  But  there  are  points  in 

^  The  principle  that  if  the  excavation  is  substantially  adjoining  the  highway,  the 
landowner  is  liable,  was  declared  to  be  the  Scotch  rule  in  Prentices  v.  Assets  Co,, 
17  Rettie  484.  The  dictum  in  Hidop  v.  Durhamy  4  Dunlop  116S,  importing  a  duty  to 
fence  a  disused  quarry,  is  dissented  from  in  Prentices  v.  Assets  Co.,  the  Lord  President 
(Inglis)  saying :  "  I  entertain  strong  doubts  whether  the  words  were  ever  spoken  by 
his  Lordship  (Lord  President  Boyle).  It  would  be  surprising  if  such  a  startling  pro- 
position of  law  had  been  accepted,"  &c. 

2  (1860)7  0.  B.N.  S.73L 

3  3  B.  &  S.  244  ;  Hadley  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  53,  was  the  case  of  a  "  hoist-hole  " 
within  fourteen  inches  of  the  public  way,  and  unfenced.  Willes,  J.,  referred  with 
approval  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Binks  v.  8,  Y,  Ry.  Co, 

4  M^Feat  v.  Hankin's  Trustees.  0  Rettie  1043. 
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this  case  which  take  it  out  of  that  category  altogether.  A  right  to 
make  roads  is  expressly  given  in  the  lease — ^rent  is  paid  on  that  footing. 
The  landlord,  therefore,  who  uhis  a  party  to  that  lease,  was  bound  to  fence 
this  dangerous  quarry. ^^  "  Affain,  the  increase  of  the  danger  is  of  great 
importance.  The  <^uarry  did  not  remain  in  the  state  it  was  in  when 
the  cottages  were  built.  It  had  been  enlarged,  and  that  in  the  direction 
of  the  cottages.  In  the  third  place,  this  is  not  the  first  accident  of  a 
similar  nature  which  has  occurred  here.  The  defenders  thus  had  warning 
that  this  was  a  dangerous  place,^^  Whether  as  an  exercise  in  law  or 
logic,  this  decision  seems  equally  noteworthy. 

As  to  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk's  first  point,  Williams,  J.,  in  HounseU 
V.  Smyth,^  answered  it  by  anticipation :  "  Suppose  a  person  gives 
another  leave  to  walk  on  the  edge  of  a  clifE,  surely  it  would  be  unjust 
to  say  that  such  permission  throws  on  the  proprietor  of  the  land  the 
burden  of  fencing  the  cliff.  Nor  can  it  make  any  difference  that  there 
is  a  high  road  open  to  but  at  some  distance  from  the  cUff."  And  the 
cases  presently  to  be  considered — ^under  the  heading  of  what  the 
duty  of  an  occupier  of  property  is  to  Ucensees  on  his  property* — 
show  clearly  that  there  is  no  shadow  of  authority  for  it  in  English  law  ; 
while  Pry,  L.J.,  subsequently  uses  Uke  facts  to  point  an  illustration 
of  an  incontrovertible  principle  :*  "  If  I  invite  a  man  who  has  no 
knowledge  of  the  locaUty  to  walk  along  a  dangerous  cliff  which  is  m j 
property,  I  owe  him  a  duty  different  to  that  which  I  owe  to  a  man 
who  has  all  his  hfe  birdnested  on  my  rocks." 

The  second  point  appears  to  involve  a  major  proposition  that  where 
by  lease  for  valuable  consideration  a  right  to  make  roads  over  land  is 
given,  the  person  granting  the  lease  is  bound  to  fence  all  places  on  his 
property  possibly  dangerous,  in  case  the  lessee  should  make  one  of  the 
roads  he  is  empowered  to  construct  under  the  lease  near  to  any  of  such 
places.  Assuming  any  obligation  of  this  sort  under  a  lease,  it  is 
going  a  long  way  to  give  the  benefit  of  the  implied  covenant  to  one 
not  a  party  to  it  or  taking  any  interest  under  it  or  with  reference  to 
it.  However,  the  proposition  itself  is  wholly  contradictory  to  English 
authority.* 

The  third  point  again  involves  an  illicit  assumption — viz.,  that 
knowledge  of  a  danger  is  correlative  with  a  legal  duty  to  take  pre- 
cautions against  it. 

Lord  Gifford's  remark  is  very  good  sense,  and,  in  England  at  any 
rate,  very  good  law :  "  Dunnachie,  the  clay  tenant,  had  power  to 
build  by  his  lease,  and  he  chose  to  build  his  workmen's  cottages  upon 
the  clayfield,  and  in  dangerous  proximity  to  the  open  stone  quarry. 
Now,  if  Dunnachie  chose  to  do  this  I  think  he  was  bound  to  fence  his 
own  cottages  and  the  roads  to  them,  so  as  to  make  them  safe  for  his 
own  workmen,  and  I  have  a  difficulty  in  seeing  how  and  when  the 
defenders  became  liable  to  make  safe  roads  to  cottages  which  they 
did  not  build,  which  they  were  not  bound  to  maintain,  and  which,  I 
suppose,  Dunnachie  might  remove  at  his  own  pleasure." 

innes  v.  Fife  Coed  Co,  is  a  case  where  similar  notions  of  legal  duty 
were  adopted.^    An  engine-driver  who  was  given  a  house  by  his  em- 

1  29  L.  J.  C  P.  207. 

2  Pogt,  442.     Per  Cockbum,  C.J  ,  OaUagher  v.  Humphrey,  6  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  684. 

3  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  685,  701. 

4  Erskine  v.  Adeane,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  750  ;  Sidion  v.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  62 ;  Hari  v. 
Windsor,  12  M.  &  W.  68 ;  Keates  v.  Earl  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  591.  CWpa  caret,  qui 
sett  sed  prohAere  non  potest :  B.  60, 1 7,  50.  «  3  Fraaer  336. 
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ployers  adjacent  to  his  work,  ran  over  Ms  own  child  who  was  playing  in 
£  an  unfenced  siding  fronting  the  house.     There  does  not  seem  to  have 

IV  been  any  statutory  duty  to  fence.     Lord  President  Balfour  held  that 
s  providing  the  houses  for  the  occupation  of  their  workmen  impUed  a 

V  duty  to  safeguard  the  workmen's  children  from  the  perils  of  the 
situation.  The  assumption  was  made  that  if  the  child  had  been  the 
child  of  a  stranger  (c.gr.,  the  child  of  a  fellow  workman)  there  would  be 

I,  a  cause  of  action  ;   and  it  was  concluded  that  the  fact  of  paternity 

did  not  affect  the  rights  to  recover. 

The  fact  that  a  man's  property  abuts  on  the  highway  is  not  aAbattingon 
^  reason  why  he  should  be  restricted  in  the  natural  and  beneficial  use  of  highway  does 

^  it.     In  accordance  with  this  principle,  both  the  owner  and  occupier  JjJ^^  ^^^°1 

f  of  a  building  and  elevator  were  held  not  liable  to  one  who  was  injured  and  beneEcial 

by  being  pushed  into  and  falUng  down  an  elevator  well,  where  the  i"®o^ 
opening  of  it  was  in  a  wall  of  the  building  and  outside  the  limits  of  a  P'^^P®'  ^' 
street,  and  while  the  elevator  was  actually  in  use,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  negligence  in  the  owner  or  occupier  or  that  the  opening  was 
not  so  constructed  as  to  be  closed  by  doors  or  by  a  proper  barrier 
when  the  elevator  was  not  being  used.^ 

The  duty  of  the  owner  of  land  near  a  highway  to  fence  the  land  Duty  where 
for  the  protection  of  people  using  the  highway  where  there  is  a  danger-  ¥^^T^'" 
ous  place,  either  on  the  highway  or  so  near  thereto  as  to  be  substantially   *^® 
the  same  thing,  is  at  the  root  of  the  obligation  to  take  effectual  care 
that  ordinary  passengers  should  not  stray  at  the  point  of  diversion, 
asserted  in  Hurst  v.  Taylor,'^  as  incumbent  on  those  who,  in  the  exercise  Hurst  v. 
of  statutory  power,  divert  a  highway.     This  duty  arises  probably  ^«y^ 
from  the  accustomed  user  of  the  old  way  being  likely  to  mislead  persons  ; 
so  that,  though  there  would  be  no  obligation  to  fence  the  place  if  the 
road  were  an  old  way,  yet  the  likelihood  of  travellers  being  misled 
must  be  the  measure  by  which  the  question,  whether  a  duty  to  fence  in 
the  changed  circumstances  is  imposed,  must  be  determined.     The  rule 
has  accordingly  been  formulated  that  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon  those 
who  exercise  a  statutory  right  to  divert  a  pubUc  footpath  to  take 
reasonable  care  to  protect  passengers  who  use  the  new  footpath  from 
straying  therefrom.     Whether  in  any  particular  case  such  care  has 
been  used  is  a  question  for  a  jury.    This  rule  is  undoubtedly  humane  Difficulty  of 
and  reasonable  in  itself,  but  a  difficulty  arises  in  the  application  of  it.  the  decision. 
The  power  exercised  in  diverting  the  footpath  is  by  hjrpothesis  statutory. 
In  the  case  in  question  the  work  authorised  was  completed  before  the 
^  accident.     If,  then,  the  steps  taken  follow  the  statutory  power,  in 
'  the  absence  of  actual  negligence,  what  jurisdiction  has  a  Court  to 
prescribe  other  precautions  than  those  indicated,  or  to  affect  with 
liability  those  exercising  statutory  rights  ? 

If  premises  beside  a  highway  are  so  dangerous  that  those  using  the 
highway  are  imperilled,  on  an  accident  arising  in  consequence  of  the 

1  M'Intire  ▼.  Boberts,  149  Mass.  450,  14  Am.  St.  R.  432 ;  cp.  PaUeraon  v.  Hemen- 
way,  148  Mass.  94, 12  Am.  St  R.  523. 

a  14  Q.  B.  D.  918 ;  Mayor,  die.  of  Botherham  v.  FuUerton,  50  L.  T.  364,  turns  on 

¥[)wer8  given  by  a  local  Act  to  compel  owners  of  land  abutting  on  streets  to  fence  them, 
he  case  of  Evar^  ▼.  Bhymney  Local  Board,  4  Times  L.  R.  72,  follows  Hwrsi  v.  Taylor, 
but  is  BO  implicated  with  its  particular  facts  as  not  to  furnish  any  authority  on  a  question 
of  principle.  One  statement  as  reported — "  The  decision  in  Hurst  v.  Taylor  clearly 
shows  that  there  is  a  duty  on  the  defendants  to  furnish  protection  for  people  using  an 
extremely  dangerous  nlace  on  a  dark  night  *' — is  either  an  inaccurate  view  of  Hurst 
V.  Tayloi,  or  shows  that  Hurst  v.  Tayhr  is  inaccurate.  See  Hounsell  v.  Smyth,  7 
C.  B.  N.  S.  731,  per  Williams.  J..  743. 
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dangerous  condition  the  occupier  of  the  premises  is  in  the  first  instance 
Uable.  But  if  a  highway  is  diverted  so  as  to  pass  by  a  danger  that  has 
antecedently  existed  and  remains  in  itself  unaltered,  the  proximity 
of  the  highway  casts  no  new  duty  on  the  occupier  of  the  property  ; 
and,  as  we  shall  see  more  in  detail  later,  an  occupier  of  property  may 
dedicate  a  way  over  or  through  it  subject  to  any  obstruction  existing 
antecedently  to  his  dedication. 
Canadian  In  a  Canadian  case  the  action  was  for  injuries  sustained  by  the 

case.  :^11  plaintiff  through  ice  and  snow  falling  from  the  roof  of  the  defendant's 
roo?orhouM.  house  and  injuring  the  plaintiff  while  walking  on  the  highway.  The 
evidence  was  that  before  the  accident  happened  the  defendant,  though 
warned  of  the  dangerous  state  of  the  roof,  took  no  measures  to  remedy 
it.  There  was,  further,  a  by-law  proved  requiring  people  to  keep 
their  roofs  clear  of  snow  and  ice.  A  nonsuit  grant^  at  the  trial  was 
set  aside  and  a  new  trial  directed,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  dis- 
closed evidence  for  a  jury.^ 
Attempt  to  In  Scotland  it  was  sought,  on  the  authority  of  a  passage  in  Addison 

extend  the      on  Torts*  and  the  Scotch  case  of  Beveridge  v.  Kinnear,^  to  assert  a 
owner*  ofpro?  general  obUgation  on  owners  of  property  abutting  on  a  street  to  keep 
perty  adjoin-  their  property,  not  merely  in  such  a  condition  that  injury  should  not 
ing  a  highway  result  from  its  natural  condition,  but  also  that  it  should  not  become 
in  Scot  and.     dangerous  through  the  intervention  of  trespassers.*    A  trespasser  on 
a  building  yard  wishing  to  open  a  sUding  gate  of  ordinary  construction, 
the  groove  of  which  was  somewhat  clogged,  forced  it  so  that  the  gate 
fell  into  the  street  and  upon  a  passenger,  who  sued  the  owner  of  the 
gate  for  the  injury.     The  Court  was  of  opinion  he  could  not  recover  ; 
and,  though  there  is  some  uncertainty  in  some  of  the  expressions  as 
reported,  the  general  scope  of  the  judgment  appears  to  discriminate 
between  an  unsafe  condition  which  is  made  injurious  by  a  mischievous 
or  thoughtless  act,  and  a  condition  which  is  safe  as  against  all  usual 
and  ordinary  acts,  but  which  may  be  made  imsafe  and  injurious  by 
wilful  trespassers. 
M'DoweUy.  The  law  of  England  is  the  same,  though  Kennedy,  J.,  appears  to 

G.  W.  By.  Co.  have  thought  otherwise,*  but  was  corrected  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.* 
The  position  taken  by  him  is  that  knowledge  of  danger  arising  from 
the  possible  acts  of  wrongdoers  creates  a  duty  to  guard  against  it.  It 
may,  or  it  may  not — "  according  to  the  circumstances."  Another 
position  taken  by  the  learned  judge  is  also  untenable.  A  course  of 
conduct  undertaken  for  one's  own  purposes  does  not  raise  a  duty  to 

1  Landreville  v.  Oouin,  6  Ont.  R.  456,  distinguishing  Lazaru8  v.  Toronto,  19  Up|w 
Can.  Q.  B.  9,  where  there  was  no  notice.  See  further  on  this  point,  Smeihttrsi  t. 
Proprietors  of  Independent  Church  in  Barton  Square,  148  Mass.  261,  12  Am.  8t.  R.  550  ; 
also  Ilannen  v.  Pence^  12  Am.  St.  R.  717 ;  City  of  Montreal  v.  Montreal  Street  By. 
(1903),  A.  a  482.  In  Toronto  By.  Co.  v.  City  of  Toronto,  24  Can.  S.  a  R.  589,  an 
accumulation  of  snow  was  caused  by  the  acts  of  the  tram  company ;  City  of  Kingston 


V.  Drennan,  27  Can.  S.  C.  R.  46,  turned  on  a  statutory  obligation  to  clear  away  snow. 
In  the  Metropolitan  area  the  duty  of  clearing  away  snow  from  the  streets  is  imposed 
on  the  sanitary  authorities  by  The  Public  Health  (London)  Act,  1891  (54  &  55  Vict. 


c.  76),  R.  31,  snow  being  included  under  the  words  street-refuse  by  sec.  141.  Sau!ader% 
V.  Holbom  District  Board  of  Works  (1895),  1  Q.  B.  64.  The  law  for  the  rest  of  the 
country,  exclusive  of  London  and  exclusive  of  local  Acts,  is  to  be  found  in  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  ss.  43,  44.  Graham  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  NeweaMle 
( 1893),  1  Q.  B.,  per  Lord  Esher,  M.  R.,  646,  referring  to  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  60,  s.  26. 

a  (5th  ed.)  456.  8  n  Rettie  387. 

4  Murphy  v.  Smith,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  709.  See  Hislop  v.  Durham,  4  Dunlop  1168  ; 
and  Black  v.  Cadell,  Morison,  Diet,  of  Decisions,  13,905. 

6  M'DoweU  V.  Q.  W,  Ry.  (1902)  1  K.  B.  618. 

6  (1903)  2  K.  B.  331. 
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continue  in  it  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons  ;  else  if  my  servant  omits 
^  to  ring  my  dinner  bell,  my  neighbour  may  have  his  action  against  me. 

^'  In  re  Williams  v.  Groucott^  raises  a  somewhat  different  point.     It  Duty  where 

^  is  whether,  when  a  mine  has  been  severed  from  the  ownership  of  the  ^g^^J^^g 

F  surface  soil  with  Ucence  to  the  owner  of  the  mine  to  sink  a  shaft  through  separated 

T'  the  surface,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  protect  the  owner  of  the.  surface  from  owner- 

E  against  injury  to  his  cattle  by  reason  of  the  shaft,  or  whether  it  rests  ®^*^JJ^^® 

with  the  owner  of  the  surface  to  protect  them  against  it  himself.     The  *  . 

Court  held  that  this  was  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  mine,  and  that, 
ff  "  when  a  party  alters  things  from  their  normal  condition  so  as  to 

render  them  dangerous  to  (ikeady  acquired  rights,  the  law  casts  on  him 
:^'  the  obUgation  of  fencing  the  danger,  in  order  that  it  shall  not  be  in- 

5  jurious  to  those  rights."^ 

s i  Willes,  J.,  further  held  at  Nisi  Priuf?  that  where  an  excavation  is  so  waiea,  J.'s, 

%'  near  a  highway  as  to  create  or  to  increase  danger  to  the  public,  and  an  ^^|^^  ^ 

5.  accident  happens  thereby,  the  person  making  the  excavation  is  liable,  Sun*. 

even  though  a  statutory  obligation  to  fence  the  highway  is  imposed 
if  on  other  persons  who  have  neglected  to  do  so.    But  this  is  scarcely  so 

r  absolutely.    If  the  duty  to  fence  is  imposed  for  the  benefit  of  the 

adjacent  owner  neglect  of  it  will  probably  not  be  held  to  curtail  his 
J.  rights,  unless  perchance  his  right  to  excavate  be  conditional  on  the 

^.  performance  of  the  duty  to  fence.    If  the  excavation  without  the  fence 

would  be  dangerous  and  the  duty  to  fence  is  imposed  for  another  pur- 
i:  pose  than  the  benefit  of   the  adjoining  owner,  the  neglect   of  the 

,5  duty  could  not  be  called  in  aid  to  exonerate  him  from  UabiUty  for  his 

j:  wrongful  excavation. 

^  In  In  re  Williams  v.  GroucoU^  the  law  was  laid  down  with  reference  Fisher  v. 

ji  to  an  interference  with  the  natural  condition  of  property  ;  the  converse  Prawae,  and 

^  case  had  previously  been  decided  in  a  group  of  cases,  of  which  Fisher  j^aSkerJ 

^  V.  Prowse  and  Cooper  v.  Walker^  are  the  chief.     The  law  is  clear  that 

^  after  a  highway  is  dedicated,  an}rthing  subsequently  placed  so  near  it  as 

^.  to  be  a  nuisance,  or  to  impair  the  safe  enjoyment  of  it,  is  as  unlawful  as 

an  actual  obstruction.®    No  decision  had  determined  whether  an 
,  erection  or  excavation  already  existing,  and  not  otherwise  unlawful, 

.  became  unlawful  when  the  land  on  which  it  existed,  or  to  which  it  was 

^  immediately  contiguous,  was  dedicated  to  the  public  as  a  way,  supposing 

the  erection  or  excavation  prevented  the  way  from  being  as  safe  and 
^^  commodious  as  it  otherwise  would  have  been  ;  or  whether  the  dedica- 

^  1  4  B.  &  S.  149 ;  distinguished  in  OrecU  Laxey  Mining  Co.  v.  Clague,  4  App.  Gas.  115. 

|f  a  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  4  B.  &  S.  167.     Sybray  v.  White,  1  M.  &  W.  436,  is  the  only 

similar  case  reported.     There  the  law  as  statM  in  the  text  *'  was  taken  for  granted 
'•*  in  the  declaration  and  also  by  the  parties  at  the  trial,  as  weU  as  afterwards,  by  the 

^  counsel  in  the  argument  and  the  Coiurt  in  giving  judgment.     It  is  perfectly  true  that 

^  the  point  may  have  passed  without  cnsideration,  but  still  the  case   is  so  far   an 

^'  authority ;  and  very  eminent  judges  sat  in  the  Exchequer  at  that  time  "  :  per  Black- 

P  bum,  J.,  168. 

f  3  WeUor  V.  Dunk  (1864),  4  F.  &  F.  298 ;   Hawken  v.  Shearer,  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  284. 

if  The  Quarry  (Fencing)  Act,  1887  (60  &  61  Vict.  c.  19),  does  not  extend  to  Scotland 

f  and  Ireland.  *  4  B.  &  S.  149. 

^  6  (1862)  2  B.  &  S.  770;    M'Fee  v.  Police  Commissioner  a  of  BrowgUy  Ferry,  17 

if  Rettie  764,  which  holds  that  there  is  a  duty  on  police  commissioners  to  take  effective 

i^  measures  to  prevent  the  public  using  a  street  not  safe,  would  indicate  that  the  law  of 

^  Scotland  differs  from  the  law  of  England  on  this  point,  were  it  not  as  incomistent 

(^  with  Mackenzie  v.  Bankes  (1868),  6  Macph.  936,  as  it  is  with  Fisher  v.  Prowse, 

6  Thus  in  Daniels  v.  Potkr,  4  CS.  &  P.  262,  it  was  held  that  the  duty  of  one  placing 
a  cellar  flap  upright  against  a  wall  in  the  public  highway  during  the  time  the  cellar 
l^  was  being  lawfully  useid,  was  so  to  secure  it  that  it  would  not  in  ordinary  circum- 

stances fall  on  persons  using  the  highway. 
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tion  must  be  taken  to  be  made  to  the  public  and  accepted  by  them, 
subject  to  the  inconvenience  or  risk  arising  from  the  existing  state 
of  things.  The  latter  proposition  was  decided  to  be  the  law  in  Cooper 
V.  Weaker, ^  a  case  where  stone  steps  projected  into  a  street  to  an 
extent  rendering  them  dangerous  to  passengers  by  night.  Following 
the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  in  Comwell  v.  Metropolitan  Commissioners 
of  Sewers,'^  the  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  user  of  the  way  was  taken 
subject  to  the  risk.  In  the  Exchequer  case  Alderson,  B.,  said  :  "  Sup- 
pose there  is  an  inclosed  yard  with  several  dangerous  holes  in  it,  and 
the  owner  allows  the  public  to  go  through  the  yard,  does  that  cast  on 
him  any  obUgation  to  fill  up  the  holes  ?  Under  such  circumstances 
caveat  viator,^^  And  Parke,  B.,  adds  :  "  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  new 
sewer,  and  therefore  we  may  dispense  with  the  consideration  of  what 
the  Commissioners  are  bound  to  do  when  they  make  a  sewer.  This 
is  an  ancient  sewer,  which  has  existed  with  the  highway  time  out  of 
mind,  and  therefore  the  public  have  only  a  right  to  the  highway 
subject  to  the  sewer." 

This  decision  involved  overruhng  the  decision  of  Lord  EUenborough 
in  Coupland  v.  Hardingham,^  which,  "  being  only  a  holding  at  Nisi 
Prius,  though  by  a  very  great  judge,"  "  must  yield  in  point  of  authority 
to  a  judgment  in  6awc."*  Martin,  B.,  conjectured  that,  "  in  the  case 
of  Coupland  v.  Hardingham,  in  all  probability  the  road  had  been  used 
long  before  the  house  was  built."* 

A  case  of  Jarvis  v.  Dean,^  not  cited  in  Comwell  v.  Metropolitan 
Commissioners  of  Sewers,  was  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  "  the 
report  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  the  area  in  that  case  existed  before 
the  dedication  of  the  way  or  not.  As  it  is  stated  to  have  belonged  to  an 
unfinished  house,  it  probably  had  not  been  long  in  existence,  and,  as 
Best,  C.J.,  states  in  his  judgment'  that  the  way  had  been  a  public 
thoroughfare  for  many  years,  it  seems  that  the  way  must  have  been 
more  ancient  than  the  area,  and  that  the  present  point  could  not 
therefore  have  been  raised.  It  certainly  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
raised,  and  no  opinion  is  given  on  it."® 

The  case  of  Firth  v.  BowKng  Iron  Company ^^  so  far  as  it  is  not 
determined  on  its  own  peculiar  facts — ^the  death  of  an  animal  caused 
by  swallowing  fragments  of  rusted  iron  dropping  from  a  fence  which 
the  defendants  were  bound  to  maintain — seems  to  point  to  a  principle 
that,  where  an  obligation  exists  to  fence  for  the  benefit  of  a  neighbour, 
the  fencing  must  be  so  done  as  not  to  cause  injury  to  the  neighbour, 
not  only  while  the  fencing  is  efficient,  but  from  the  natural  effects 
of  decay.  The  principle  is  undoubtedly  a  sound  one;  it  may  be 
otherwise  put :  that  there  is  a  duty  to  prevent  ill  effects  from  decay. 

A  practice  having  grown  up  of  fencing  fields  adjoining  highways 
with  barbed  wire,  the  legality  of  the  practice  was  questioned  in  several 
cases  ;^®  and  the  Barbed  Wire  Act,  1893,^^  was  passed,  giving  the  local 


1  2  B.  &  S.  770.  a  10  Ex.  771. 

3  3  Camp.  398.  4  2  B.  &  S.,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  782. 

6  10  Ex.  775.  «  3  Bing  447.  "  '  L,c  448. 

8  2  B.  &  S.  782.     In  Movant  v.  Chambetlain,  6  H.  &  N.  541,  the  point  is  touched 
on  at  564,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Court  there  is  that  a  highway  may  bo  dedicated. to 
the  public  subject  to  a  pre-existing  right  of  user  by  the  occupiers  of  adjoining  land  for 
the  purpose  of  depositing  goods  thereon. 
.»  3C.  P.  D.  254. 

io  E.g.,  SUwart  v.   Wright,  9  Times  L.  R.  480 :    Elgin  County  Roads  Trustees  ▼. 
Jones,  14  Rcttie  48.  n  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  32, 
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authority  power  to  serve  notice  in  writing  on  the  occupier  of  any  land  Barbed  wire 
adjoining  a  highway  within  its  district  fenced  with  barbed  wire,  or  in  adjoining  a 
which  barbed  wire  is  placed,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  such  highway^  '"S*^^"'^- 
requiring  him  ''  to  abate  such  nuisance  "  within  a  time  to  be  stated 
in  the  notice ;  and  on  the  expiration  of  the  time  stated  (which  is  not 

*•  to  be  less  than  one  month  and  not  more  than  six  months),  if  the 

"^  occupier  has  not  done  so,  empowering  the  local  authority  to  apply 

to  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction,  which  may  direct  the  occupier 

^  to  abate  such  nuisance ;  and  on  the  occupier  failing  to  comply  with  an 

k'  order  to  do  so,  may  themselves  "  do  whatever  may  be  necessary  in 

t  execution  of  the  orde^,  and  recover  in  a  sunmiary  manner  the  expenses 

1.  incurred  in  connection  therewith." 

T  Apart  altogether  from  legislation,  if,  by  any  act  of  an  owner  of  Common  law 

property  adjoining  the  highway,  the  user  of  the  highway  is  made  less  "8^*^  ®*  . 

I  commodious  to  the  public,  such  owner  is  liable  to  indictment.     If,  Ef^^y"*"^^ 

?  too,  any  private  person  is  injured  by  a  barbed  fence  while  lawfully 

using  a  highway,  from  "  making  a  false  step  or  being  affected  with 

r.  sudden  giddiness,"^  or  through  the  wind  blowing  his  cloak  against  the 

barbed  wire  and  tearing  it,  or  through  any  accident  of  a  similar  sort 

tr  causing  him  particular  damage,  he  will  have  his  action.     No  new 

right  is  given  by  the  Barbed  Wire  Act,  1893,  but  merely  a  summary 
and  efficient  way  of  vindicating  rights  as  old  as  the  law.     A  barbed  Barbed  wire 
wire  fence  adjoining  a  highway  is  not  made  a  nuisance  by  the  Act.  fence,  in  what 

j;  So  soon  as  it  becomes  a  nuisance  to  the  highway  it  may  be  dealt  with  aT^MJwe!^^* 

under  the  Act.     But  if,  through  the  placing  of  barbed  wire  along  or 

f  against  the  highway,  the  person  or  property  of  any  one  lawfully  using 

the  highway  ia  injured  in  a  way  special  to  himself  and  not  common  to 
all  using  the  highway,  then,  though  no  nuisance  was  before  experienced, 
a  right  of  action  will  arise,  for  interfering  with  that  full  and  absolute 
user  of  the  highway  that  is  the  right  of  every  one  lawfully  using  the 
highway.  A  barbed  wire  fence  adjoining  a  highway  is  in  the  same 
position  legally  as  an  excavation  there.  So  soon  as  any  one  in  the 
right  user  of  the  highway  by  false  step,  or  swerving,  or  slipping,  or 
fainting,  or  even  by  being  run  against  or  pushed,  is  injured  by  the 
barbed  wire,  a  right  of  action  arises  against  the  person  who  is  responsible 
for  its  being  there.  In  all  these  cases  the  question  for  the  jury  will 
be  whether  the  barbed  wire  was  placed  so  close  to  the  highway  as  to 
be  dangerous  to  those  rightly  using  the  highway  in  the  ordinary  and 
accustomed  manner. 

In  this  connection  may  be  noted  the  case  of  Simhin  v.  L.  &  N.  W.  Simkin  v. 
Ry.  Co.^    The  plaintiffs'  horse,  drawing  a  waggonette  in  which  plain-  ^  ^J^-  ^• 
tiffs  were  seated,  was  frightened  by  seeing  or  hearing  (which  is  not  clear)    ^* 
an  engine  of  the  defendants'  blowing  off  steam  at  a  station,  where 
the  roadway  leading  to  the  station  was  not  fenced  or  screened  from 


I  Per  Pollock,  O.B.,  HardcasOe  v.  South  Yorkshire  By.  Co.,  4  H.  &  N.  74. 

s  21  Q.  B.  D.  453.  In  Manchester  South  Junction,  die  By.  Co.  v.  FuUarton, 
14  C.  B.  N.  S.  54,  plaintifirB  carriage,  with  others,  was  waiting  at  a  crossing  for  a 
train  to  pass  from  tne  station.  The  engineer,  at  starting,  quite  unnecessarily  blew 
off  the  mudcocks  and  frightened  plaintiff's  horse  whereby  injury  was  occasioned, 
for  which  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  recover.  In  Clancy  v.  Glasgow  <b  S,  W. 
By,  Co.,  25  Rettie  581,  the  cause  of  action  alleged  was  that  the  defendant "  culpably 
caused  the  ensine  to  emit  a  prolonged  andpiercing  whistle,  which  continued  without 
intermission  for  about  five  minutes."  lius  was  held  insufficient,  for  there  is  a 
duty  to  whistle  and  no  standard  to  determine  what  is  "  prolonged."  Jones  v. 
Grand  Trunk  Bd.  Co.,  16  Ont.  App.  37.  Bohinson  v.  Toronto  By.  Co.  (1901),  2 
Ont  L.  B.  18. 
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the  station.  The  horse  bolted,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  thrown  out 
of  the  waggonette  and  injured.  The  breach  of  duty  alleged  was, 
"  the  defendants'  line  of  rsolway  at  the  station  was  not  properly  and 
sufficiently  screened  from  the  roadway  forming  the  approach  to  the 
railway."  The  case  manifestly  has  nothing  to  do  with  such  a  caae  as 
Iniermawr  v.  Dames,^  as  the  condition  of  things  was  perfectly  obvious, 
and  has  to  be  considered  as  the  case  of  property  abutting  on  the 
highway.  If,  then,  a  duty  to  screen  existed,  it  was  a  common  law 
duty ;  since  no  statutory  provision  imposing  the  duty  on  the  defendants 
was  even  averred.  That  being  so,  the  assertion  of  the  existence  of  such 
a  duty  would  have  had  very  widespreading  consequences.  For 
example,  practising  military  signalling  would  have  to  be  carried  on 
under  rigidly  restrictive  conditions  lest  the  waving  of  flags  should 
startle  horses  on  the  highway.  So,  too,  the  working  of  windmills, 
and,  except  in  extreme  loneliness,  games  of  football  and  cricket.  The 
Court,  however,  held  there  was  no  such  duty  ;  the  only  duty  was  "  to 
provide  a  reasonably  safe  mode  of  leaving  their  station  having  regard 
to  the  business  they  carried  on  at  their  station." 

Fry,  L.J.,  in  assenting  reluctantly  to  the  decision,  states  the  ques- 
tion as  being  '^  whether  this  danger  would  have  been  lessened  by  placing 
a  screen  as  suggested,"  and  thus  gives  an  apparent  sanction  to  a  mode 
of  estimating  liability  greatly  wider  than  has  usually  been  accepted. 
The  work  of  the  railway  being  carried  on  under  statutory  authorisation, 
the  company  were  entitled  to  carry  on  their  business  under  conditions 
that  would  otherwise  be  a  nuisance,  if  necessary  to  the  adequate 
conduct  of  their  enterprise.^  Neither  were  they  bound  to  adopt  every 
possible  means  of  obviating  danger  or  inconvenience  that  ingenuity 
could  suggest  or  boundless  resources  supply.*  There  must  be  a  pro- 
portion between  means  and  ends.  If  that  be  so,  the  question  is  not 
as  proposed  by  Fry,  L.J.,  but  rather,  whether  the  placing  of  a  screen 
could  be  regarded  as  a  reasonable  precaution  for  a  railway  company 
to  take,  having  reference  as  well  to  the  outlay  necessary,  the  benefit 
likely  to  be  derived,  the  means  of  the  company,  and  the  existing  public 
sentiment  on  the  matter. 

In  the  case  before  the  Court  there  was  some  indistinctness  in  the 
evidence  as  to  whether  it  was  the  sight  or  the  sound  that  frightened 
the  horse.  In  the  latter  event  a  duty  to  shut  out  the  sounds  of  railway 
operations  would  impose  such  an  excessively  onerous,  if  not  impossible, 
obligation  on  a  railway  company  as  to  come  within  the  principle — 
that,  operations  carried  on  in  accordance  with  statutory  authorisation 
are  exonerated  from  liability  for  what  would  be  otherwise  actionable. 
It  is  doubtless  possible,  by  a  considerable  outlay,  to  shut  out  the  sight 
of  railway  engines  from  the  highway.  The  question  then  becomes  one 
of  general  law  :  Is  there  an  obligation  so  to  use  premises  that  animals 
traversing  the  highway  shall  not  be  frightened  or  offended?  Is  a 
hosier  to  abstain  from  the  display  of  vermilion-coloured  hosiery,  a 
cook-shop  proprietor  from  the  emission  of  steam,  a  hairdresser  from 
the  display  of  possibly  disquieting  figures,  a  lamp  vendor  from  the  show 
of  brilliantly  revolving  lamps  ?  These  and  other  cases  may  be  put 
which  do  not  seem  at  all  to  differ  in  principle  from  what  was  sought  to 


1  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  311. 

2  L.  <«?  B.  By.  Co.  V.  Truman,  11  App.  Cos.  45. 

3  Hanson  v.  Lanes,  ds  Y.  By.  Co.,  20  W.  R.  297 ; 


2  F.  &  F.  730. 


Ford  V.  L.  dt  8.  W  By.  Co., 
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be  established  in  this  case.  Fry,  L.  J.,  states  the  case  as  being  that  of 
an  '^  engine  which  was  blowing  ofi  steam,  and  which  also  presented  a 
hideous  and  terrifying  aspect. "  This  appalling  vision  must  be  tempered 
by  circumstances  of  time  and  place.  An  Indian  in  full  war-paint, 
plumed,  scalp-decked,  and  equipped  with  lethal  weapons,  would 
doubtless  be  a  disquieting  apparition  in  the  streets  of  an  English 
country  town.  Some  years  ago,  at  any  rate,  such  a  vision  in  a  remote 
Western  settlement  would  not  necessanly  have  bred  much  observation. 
So,  too,  with  a  steam-engine  and  its  incidents.  To  the  contemporaries 
of  Oliver  Cromwell  it  would  have  brought  suggestions  of  the  nether 
world.  To  the  ordinary  sane  Englishman  of  to-day  it  is  too  familiar 
to  excite  more  than  the  most  cursory  regard.  With  the  change  of 
habits  and  modes  of  life  comes  a  change  of  legal  liabilities — especially 
in  such  a  branch  of  the  law  as  negligence ;  what  would  have  been 
appalling  a  hundred  and  fifty  years  ago,  is  to-day  an  ordinary 
incident  of  life. 

If  such  is  the  operation  of  civilisation  on  the  relations  of  human  Should  an  ex- 
beings,  is  an  exception  to  be  made  with  regard  to  the  susceptibilities  ception  to  the 
of  animals  ?     Setting  aside  the  uncertainty  of  their  dispositions,  a  Se'm^e  in^ 
plain  ground  of  policy  forbids  subordinating  improvements  in  the  mode  the  case  of 
of  living  to  the  wayward  dispositions  of  animals,  whose  presence  »ni«^^  ^ 
amongst  us  is  regulated  by  their  utility  to  us.     To  say  that  a  human 
being  could  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  terrified  by  the  blowing  off 
of  steam  from  a  railway  engine  is  absurd  ;  to  require  a  railway  company 
to  encounter  the  large  expense  of  averting  the  chance  glance  of  a  horse 
from  their  operations  seems  scarcely  less  so,  when  a  comparison  is 
made  between  the  existing  risk  and  the  probable  benefit  resulting  from 
a  change.     As  property  adjoining  a  spot  on  which  the  public  have  a 
right  to  carry  on  trafl&c  is  subject  to  the  ordinary  exigencies  of  that 
traffic,^  so  traffic  carried  along  a  spot  where  the  rights  of  private  pro- 
perty are  exercised  must  acconmiodate  itself  to  the  exercise  of  those 
rights — where,  that  is,  that  exercise  does  not  exceed  what  is  ordinary 
and  accustomed. 

Simkin  v.  L.  <Sk  N.  W.  Ry,  Co.^  was  the  case  of  people — ^a  railway  Special  rights 
company — carrying  on  their  business  with  reasonable  care  and  caution,  of  railway 
Moreover,  the  decision  involved  no  more  than  the  assertion  of  common  c<^°^P*»>®*- 
law  rights ;  for  the  business  the  defendants  were  carrjring  on,  being 
authorised  by  the  Legislature,  could  be  treated  as  if  in  the  same 
situation,  and  subject,  therefore,  to  the  same  obligations  as  any  busi- 
ness at  common  law ;  for  example,  that  of  a  smith  or  a  miller.  The 
case  of  a  railway  company,  however,  may  be  put  even  higher  than 
this.  In  L.  (&  B.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Truman^  the  Court  of  Appeal,  on  the 
authority  of  Managers  of  the  Metropolitan  Asylums  District  v.  ffiK,* 
had,  indeed,  held  that  the  Legislature  cannot  be  taken  to  sanction 
that  which  is  a  nuisance  at  common  law,  except  in  the  case  where  it 
has  authorised  a  certain  use  of  a  specific  something  in  a  specified 
position,  which  cannot  be  so  used  without  occasioning  nuisance ;  or 
in  the  case  where  it  has  imperatively  directed  that  something  shall  be 
done  within  a  certain  area,  from  the  doing  of  which  a  nuisance  must 
result.  But  this  decision  was  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords  ;*  and 
Lord  Blackburn  stated  the  correct  principle  as  follows  :  "  I  think  the 

1  River  Wear  Commissioners  v.  Adamson,  2  App.  Caa.  743,  per  Lord  Blackburn,  ^67. 
a  21  Q.  B.  D.  453.  3  29  Ch.  D.  89. 

4  6  App  Cas.  193.  &  11  App.  Gas.  60. 
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construction  of  ordinary  Railway  Acts  is  now  fixed.  And  whether 
they  should  have  originally  been  construed  so  or  not,  I  agree  with 
what  is  said  by  North,  J.  :* '  Now  it  is  clearly  settled  that  the  power 
to  take  defined  lands  compulsorily,  and  to  make  a  line  of  railway 
thereon,  and  to  use  locomotives  upon  that  line,  entitles  a  company  to 
run  locomotives  thereon,  notwithstanding  that  in  so  doing  they  cause 
what,  in  the  absence  of  such  power,  would  be  an  actionable  nuisance, 
provided  always  that  they  are  not  guilty  of  negligence.  See  Rex  v. 
Pease,^  Hammersmith  Ry.  Co.  v.  Brcmd.^  "^  Thus  a  railway  company 
can  justify  under  statutory  powers. 

It  has  been  sought  to  bring  the  class  of  cases,  of  which  Powell  v. 
Fall  ^  is  a  prominent  example,  within  the  same  principle.  But,  apart 
from  the  very  material  consideration  that  the  decided  cases  are  decided 
on  the  Railway  Acts  and  not  on  the  Locomotive  Acts,  in  the  latter 
there  is  distinct  legislative  authority  that  the  rule  applied  in  railway 
cases  shall  not  apply.^  An  additional  element  of  difference  is  that  a 
railway  engine  is  used  on  the  company's  own  land,  a  locomotive  engine 
on  the  highway.  Admitting,  then,  that  the  same  law  as  to  nuisance 
should  apply  to  both,  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  a  nuisance  on 
a  highway  might  be  very  much  slighter  than  those  required  to  point 
a  nuisance  in  the  user  of  a  man's  own  property.  The  emission  of 
steam,  the  shrieking  of  whistles,  and  the  noise  caused  by  the  moving 
of  trains  may  very  probably  appear  by  no  means  abnormal  in  a  big 
manufacturing  town  when  issuing  from  premises  in  private  ownership, 
but  would  considerably  alter  their  complexion  if  perpetrated  on  the 
public  highway  in  a  rural  or  residential  district.  That  being  so,  the 
attention  of  the  jury  would  have  to  be  called  to  the  distinction  in  obliga- 
tion on  the  respective  defendants,  though  the  question  of  nuisance  or 
not  nuisance  in  both  cases  would  be  for  them. 

The  law  as  to  locomotive  engines  on  highways  is  most  succinctly 
laid  down  by  Erie,  C.J.,*  as  follows :  "  THie  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
your  verdict,  if  the  engine  was  calculated  by  its  noise  and  appearance 
to  frighten  horses,  so  as  to  make  the  use  of  the  highway  dangerous  to 
persons  riding  or  driving  horses.  For  the  defendant  has  clearly  no 
right  to  make  a  profit  at  the  expense  of  the  security  of  the  public." 
In  Powdl  V.  Fall,''  where  Watldns  v.  Reddin  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  cited,  Bramwell,  L.J.,  states  the  reason  of  the  law  in  language 
V  JVaS^^^  very  similar  :  "  It  is  just  and  reasonable  that  if  a  person  uses  a  dan- 
gerous machine,  he  should  pay  for  the  damage  which  it  occasions; 
if  the  reward  which  he  gains  for  the  use  of  the  machine  will  not  pay 
for  the  damage,  it  is  mischievous  to  the  public  and  ought  to  be  sup- 
pressed, for  the  loss  ought  not  to  be  borne  by  the  community  or  the 
injured  person.  If  the  use  of  the  machine  is  profitable,  the  owner 
ought  to  pay  compensation  for  the  damage."  The  inapplicability  of 
reasoning  from  the  railway  cases  to  cases  of  this  class  is  noted  by 
Lindley,  L.J.,  Lindley,  L.J.,  in  Oaler  v.  Rawson,^  where  it  was  "  clear  to  him  that 
in  OaUr  v.  there  was  a  great  difference  between  locomotive  engines  on  railways 
and  traction  engines  on  highways.     The  result  of  the  sections  was 

1  26  Ch.  D.  431.  a  4  B.  &  Ad.  30. 

3  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171.     Cp.  per  Kekewich,  J.,  Evans  v.  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and 
Lincolnshire  Ry,  Co.,  36  Ch.  1).  626,  634. 

4  6  Q.  B.  D.  697.  »  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  70,  b.  13. 
«  Watlcina  v.  Reddin,  2  F.  &  F.  629,  634. 

7  6  Q.  B.  D.  601. 

8  6  limes  L  R.  17  (C.  A.).     BaUoch  x.  Jopp,  23  N.  Z.  L.  R.  819. 
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that  any  traction  engine  which  was  a  nuisance  and  caused  damage  would 
give  rise  to  a  cause  of  action  even  though  all  the  statutory  requirements 
were  complied  with." 

This  was  said  on  the  appeal  of  a  case  tried  before  Stephen,  J.,  Engine  on  a 
where  the  issue  was  whether  the  engine  which  caused  the  accident  highway  not 
sued  on  was  lawfully  on  the  road  and  properly  managed.     The  jury  ^^^^ance.^ 
found  this  in  the  affirmative.     It  was  then  sought,  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  to  obtain  a  decision  that  an  engine  was  in  itself  a  dangerous 
thing,  and  any  one  using  it  did  so  at  his  own  risk.     The  Court  refused 
to  rule  this  as  matter  of  law ;  and  since  the  point  had  not  been  taken 
at  the  trial,  but  the  parties  had  been  content  to  fight  on  the  issue  of 
negligence,  they  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict.     The  decision  comes 
to  no  more  than  the  affirmance  of  the  proposition  that,  where  an  engine 
on  a  road  has  fulfilled  all  the  statutory  requirements,  the  onus  is  on  On  whom  the 
the  persons  danmified  by  injuries  caused  by  it  to  show  it  is  a  nuisance,  <^^}^^  <>* 
and  not  on  the  owners  of  it  to  prove  it  is  not ;   or,  to  state  the  point  Sute^ce. 
somewhat  differently,  unless  evidence  is  given  to  show  such  an  engine 
is  a  nuisance,  the  presumption,  in  an  action  against  the  owner,  is  that 
it  is  not.     Apart  from  cases  altogether,  the  statute  seems  clear  beyond 
dispute  on  the  point.  ^ 

The  recent  impulse  given  to  electric  power  as  applied  to  motion  and  Motor 
the  repeal  of  s.  29  of  the  Highways  and  Locomotives  (Amendment)  Act,  ^©^"cles. 
1878^  (which  itself  had  modified  s.  3  of  the  Locomotive  Act,  1865^) 
requiring  a  man  with  a  red  flag  to  precede  any  locomotive  propelled 
by  steam  pr  by  other  than  animal  power  has  produced  a  revolution 
in  the  kind  of  vehicles  used  on  highways  and  necessitates  a  conse- 
quent modification  in  the  law.  By  the  Locomotives  on  Highways  Act, 
1896,*  light  locomotives,  that  is  any  vehicles  propelled  by  mechanical 
power  under  three  tons  in  weight  unladen,  not  used  to  draw  more  than 
one  vehicle,  and  so  constructed  that  no  smoke  or  visible  vapour  is 
emitted  except  from  a  temporary  or  accidental  cause,  are  exempted  from 
the  earlier  legislation  restricting  the  use  of  locomotives  on  highways.^ 
The  council  of  any  borough  may,  by  bylaws,  prevent  or  restrict  their 
use  on  bridges  in  their  area.®  A  light  locomotive  must,  between  one 
hour  after  sunset  and  an  hour  before  sunrise,  carry  a  lamp,^  and  a 
warning  bell  or  other  instrument,^  and  at  no  time  go  at  a  greater  pace 
than  fourteen  miles  an  hour.  ®  The  Local  Government  Board  may  make 
bylaws  for  the  construction,  conditions  of  user  and  use  of  light  loco- 
motives on  highways^*^  and  otherwise  have  very  extensive  powers,  which 
are  further  extended  by  ss.  7  &  8  of  the  Act  we  are  now  to  consider. 

The  Locomotives  on  Highways  Act,  1896,  was  amended  by  the  Motor-Car 
Motor-Car  Act,  1903."  The  expression  "  motor-car  "  is  to  have  the  Act,  1903. 
same  meaning  as  "  light  locomotive  "  in  the  earlier  Act.^^  Any  person 
who  recklessly  or  negligently  drives  a  motor-car  on  a  public  highway 
(and  this  expression  includes  any  roadway  to  which  the  public  are 
granted  access  ^^)  commits  an  offence  under  the  Act  ^*  punishable  by  a 
fine  not  exceeding  £20,  and  on  a  second  conviction  by  a  fine  not  exceed- 
ing £50  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  three  months. ^^    To  drive 

1  See  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  70,  s.  13 ;  and  2S  &  29  Vict,  c  S3,  a.  12. 

2  41  &  42  Vict.  c.  77,  by  sec.  18  of  61  &  62  Vict.  c.  29.        3  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  83. 
H  69  A;  60  Vict.  c.  36.  6  S.  1  (1).  e  S.  1  (1)  ft.  ?  S.  2. 

8  S.  3.  fl  S.  4.  10  S.  6. 

11  3  Edw.  VII.  c.  36.  la  S.  20  (1).  "  S.  20  (1). 

14  S.  1  (1),      Elioes  V.  Hopkins  (1906),  2  K.  B.  1;    Todfick  v.  Dennelar,  7  Fraser 
(Court  of  Justiciary)  8.  i«  S.  11  (1).     Sx  parte  Novi3{lW5),2K,  B.466. 
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"  at  a  speed  or  in  a  manner  which  is  dangerous  to  the  public,  having 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  including  the  nature, 
condition  and  use  of  the  highway,  and  to  the  amount  of  traffic  which 
actually  is  at  the  time,  or  which  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  be,  on 
the  highway,"  is  also  an  offence.^  Motor-cars  are  to  be  registered* 
and  drivers  licensed.^  A  duty  to  stop  in  case  of  accident  is  also 
imposed  and  sanctioned  by  a  penalty.  The  rate  of  speed  in  the  earUer 
Act  mentioned  is  increased,  but  is  not  to  exceed  twenty  miles  per 
hour;  while  within  limits,  that  may  be  prescribed  in  the  Local 
Government  Board's  regulations,  it  is  not  to  exceed  ten  miles  per 
hour.     This,  too,  is  sanctioned  by  a  penalty.* 

These  alterations  in  the  law,  while  they  permit  the  use  of  motor- 
cars and  regulate  their  user,  are  directed  to  the  public  and  poUce 
aspects  of  the  case,  and  do  not  affect  individual  rights  or  remedies. 
The  statutes  referred  to  come  within  Willes,  J.  ,*  £b*Bt-class ;  they  leave 
the  common  law  remedy,  but  they  give  other  remedies  directed  to  other 
ends.  The  statutes,  except  in  imposing  a  penalty  for  failure  to  stop 
in  case  of  accidents,  bring  nothing  under  the  purview  of  the  law  that 
was  not  so  before.  Reckless  or  negligent  driving  or  to  the  common 
danger,  is  not  permitted,  and  when  injury  results  to  a  passenger 
on  the  highway  was  and  is  actionable,  whether  the  offending  vehicle  is 
motor-car  or  the  meanest  form  of  conveyance.  The  duty  on  the  driver 
of  a  motor-car  is  greater  the  more  powerful  and  complicated  the 
engine  he  drives  is  ;  for  the  duty  to  use  care  increases  in  proportion 
to  the  danger  involved  in  dealing  with  the  instruments  which  for  a 
man's  own  purposes  he  brings  into  relations  of  proximity  to  his  neigh- 
bours.® On  the  other  hand,  the  change  in  ways  and  customs  of  using 
the  highways  must  act  on  the  standard  of  care  of  passengers.  A 
person  crossing  the  road  in  front  of  an  oncoming  motor  with  a  clear 
course,  must  take  that  into  account  and  not  leave  a  margin  that 
would  only  be  sufficient  to  admit  of  crossing  in  front  of  a  lame  donkey 
drawing  a  costermonger's  barrow. 

An  error  has  become  prevalent,  through  the  ill-considered  decisions 
of  certain  County  Court  judges,  that  where  an  accident  happens  through 
the  skidding  of  a  motor  vehicle,  the  fact  of  the  accident  fixes  liability 
on  the  owner,  on  a  principle  that  in  one  of  the  cases  was,  with  some 
infelicity,  referred  to  as  the  principle  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  The  law 
is  plain  that  there  is  no  liability  in  the  case  of  traffic  on  a  highway  unless 
negligence  is  affirmatively  shown ;  or  the  user  of  the  machine,  the 
motor,  is  dangerous.  Powell  v.  FalVhaa  been  cited  as  in  point.  The 
locomotive  in  that  case  had  been  constructed  in  conformity  with  the 
Locomotive  Acts,  but  had  a  habit  of  emitting  sparks.  The  protection 
of  the  statutes  did  not  protect  from  the  consequences  of  sparks  causing 
fire  on  a  highway  or  elsewhere  ;  and  to  emit  sparks  which  cause  fire 
is  a  wrong  at  common  law.  The  skidding  of  a  motor  is  averred  to  be 
due  to  a  concurrence  of  causes ;  the  efficient  one — the  condition  of  a 
road  lacking  grip — ^is  outside  the  motor  altogether.  Again,  the  skidding 
should  not  be  a  merely  abnormal  occurrence  ;  if  it  is,  as  is  pointed  out 


1  S.  1  (1).     Troughlon  v.  Manning.  21  Times  L.  R.  408 ;  Hargteaves  v.  Baldvnn.  21 
Times  L.  R.  716 ;  The  King  v.  Ha7ikcy  (1906),  2  K.  B.  687. 

a  S.  2.  8  S.  3.  4  S.  9. 

5  Wolverhampton  New  Walerworka  Co.  v.  Hawkeaford  (1869),  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  366. 

0  Cp.  U  Lxevre  v.  Gould  (1893),  1  Q.  B.  491. 

7  5  Q.  B.  D.  697. 
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in  Hawtayne  v.  Bowrne,^  there  is  no  liability.  The  same  rule  must  be  Bicycles, 
applicable  to  bicycles.  Where  liability  is  held  to  attach  to  a  motor 
for  skidding,  proof  of  the  impact  and  damage  is  not  sufficient.  The 
motor  is  a  licensed  vehicle,  the  skidding  carries  no  presumption  of 
negligence  or  nuisance.  There  should  also  be  evidence  that  in  normal 
circumstances  there  exists  a  reasonable  probability  of  skidding  or 
other  abnormality ;  the  res  ipsa  loquitur  doctrine  is  not  apphcable. 
The  ground  that  a  motor  that  skids  is  a  nuisance^  has  also  been  taken.  AsBumption 
But  this  is  a  mere  petitio  prindpii.  If  the  skidding  itself  does  not  ^^"^,J^|^ 
make  the  nuisance,  it  still  leaves  the  tendency  in  normal  circum- 
stances to  be  proved  before  it  can  be  treated  as  one.  If  the  thing 
itself  is  shown  to  have  this  tendency,  well  and  good.  If  it  is  only 
shown  to  have  it  in  abnormal  conditions,  or  where  there  is  default 
outside  itself,  if  legal  analogies  hold  good,  there  is  no  liabiUty.  Sup- 
posing the  proof  to  be  that  on  ordinary  macadamised  roads  skidding 
did  not  ordinarily  occur,  the  fact  of  an  unprecedented  skidding  does 
not  affect  with  liabiHty.  Suppose,  again,  a  stretch  of  road  prepared 
in  some  special  way  by  which  "  skidding  "  is  rendered  likely,  but  the 
fact  of  this  special  dealing  with  the  road  is  unknown  to  the  motorist 
he  is  not  liable  for  what  is  a  pure  accident.  If  he  has  knowledge  of 
the  danger,  he  must  use  greater  precautions.  If  the  roadway  is 
asphalted  but  there  is  a  rule  of  the  road  authorities  to  sprinkle  sand  or 
gravel  so  that  the  exceptional  danger  from  the  sUpperiness  of  the  road 
is  obviated,  the  motorist  is  entitled  to  rely  on  this  being  done.  It  is 
plainly  incompetent  for  any  judge  without  evidence  to  rule  that  a 
motor  is  either  dangerous  or  a  nuisance.^ 

Lord  Blackburn  has  on  several  occasions  summed  up  the  law  Lord  Black- 
relating  to  this  subject,*  and  on  the  rights  of  persons  using  the  highway,  ^^^%^T^ 
and  nowhere  more  clearly  than  in  River  Wear  Commissioners  v  Adam-  misswners  v. 
«(m,*  thus :    "  The  common  law  is,  I  think,  as  follows :    Property  Adamson. 
adjoining  to  a  spot  on  which  the  pubUc  have  a  right  to  carry  on  traffic 
is  liable  to  be  injured  by  that  traffic.     In  this  respect  there  is  no 
difference  between  a  shop,  the  railings  or  windows  of  which  may  be 
broken  by  a  carriage  on  the  road,  and  a  pier  adjoining  to  a  harbour 
or  a  navigable  river  or  the  sea,  which  is  liable  to  be  injured  by  a  ship. 
In  either  case  the  owner  of  the  injured  property  must  bear  his  own  loss, 
unless  he  can  establish  that  some  other  person  is  in  fault  and  liable  to 
make  it  good.     And  he  does  not  establish  this  against  a  person  merely 
by  showing  that  he  is  owner  of  the  carriage  or  ship  which  did  the 
mischief,  for  the  owner  incurs  no  liabiUty  merely  because  he  is  owner." 
The  reason  of  this,  the  same  learned  judge  had  previously  explained.  Reason  of 
in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,^  to  be  because  traffic  on  a  highway — whether  *^*^  '^^®- 
by  land  or  sea — "  cannot  be  conducted  without  exposing  those  whose 
persons  or  property  are  near  it  to  some  inevitable  risk  ;  and,  that  being 
so,  those  who  go  on  the  highway,  or  have  their  property  adjacent  to 
it,  may  well  be  held  to  do  so  subject  to  their  talang  upon  themselves 
the  risk  of  injury  from  that  inevitable  danger ;  and  persons  who  by  the 
licence  of  the  owner  pass  near  to  warehouses  where  goods  are  being  raised 
or  lowered,  certainly  do  so  subject  to  the  inevitable  risk  of  accident." 

1  7  M.  &  W.  698.  2  Bamford  v.  TunUey,  3  B.  &  S.,  per  Pollock,  C.B.,  79. 

»  The  principles  enunciated  by  the  C.  of  A.  in  The  MereharU  Prince  (1892),  P.  179, 
are  applicable.     Oaler  y.  Rawson,  6  Times  L.  R.  17  (C.  A.). 

4  E.g.,  in  Fletcher  v.  Bylands,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  286 ;  The  Khedive,  6  App.  Cas.  890 ; 
Cayzer  v.  Carron  Co.,  9  App.  Cas.  882. 

6  2  App.  Cas.  767.  c  L.  R.  i  Ex.  286. 
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Doty  to  meet        II.   We  are  now  to  ascertain  what  is  the  duty  of  an  occupier  of 
lioenfleefl.        property  to  persons  using  his  property  as  bare  licensees  or  volunteers. 
Corby  v.  HiU.        The  first  case  under  this  head  is  Corby  v  Hill,^  where  slates  were 
stacked  on  a  private  road,  without  notice,  against  which  the  plaintiffs 
horse  was  driven  and  injured.    The  defendant  pleaded  licence  by  the 
owners  of  the  soil.     The  Court*  was  of  opinion  that,  "  having,  so  to 
speak,  dedicated  the  way  to  such  of  the  general  public  as  might  have 
occasion  to  use  it  for  that  purpose,  and  having  held  it  out  as  a  safe  and 
convenient  mode  of  access  to  the  estabUshment,  without  any  resenra- 
tion,  it  was  not  competent  to  them  to  place  thereon  any  obstruction 
calculated  to  render  the  road  imsafe,  and  Ukely  to  cause  injury  to 
those  persons  to  whom  they  had  held  it  out  as  a  way  along  which 
they  might  safely  go."     Neither  could  a  third  person  "  acquire  the 
right  to  do  so  under  their  licence  or  permission." 
Bofc*  V.  In  the  succeeding  case  of  Bolch  v.  Smith,^  Wilde,  B.,  thus  expressed 

SmUh.  tig  yig^  Qf  ^]^g  jj^^  .   "  If  ^  gives  B  permission  to  cross  his  yard,  in 

the  lawTy  °^  ^^i^^  there  are  several  ways,  and  there  is  a  pit  in  the  yard  which  is 
Wilde,  B.  usually  covered,  but  on  a  particular  night,  it  being  uncovered,  B 
falls  into  it,  I  can  understand  that  A  would  be  liable.*  But  if  the  hole 
has  alwayB  been  uncovered,  and  B  in  broad  day  walks  into  it,  would  A 
be  Uable  ?  "  The  facts  proved,  showed  that  men  were  employed 
under  condition  that  they  were  not  to  leave  their  work  for  the  day, 
and  water-closets  were  built  for  their  use,  to  reach  which  they  had 
permission  to  use  certain  paths  which  crossed  the  dockyard.  The 
defendant  had  been  permitted  to  build  a  mortar-mill  on  the  side  of 
one  of  the  paths.  The  plaintiff  had  gone  along  this  path  to  one  of 
the  water-closets,  and  on  returning  had  stumbled,  and,  in  endeavouring 
to  save  himself,  his  left  arm  had  been  caught  by  the  shait,  and  so  injured 
as  to  require  amputation.  There  were  two  other  paths  to  the  water- 
closet,  the  one  the  plaintiff  used  being  the  most  convenient.  The  Court 
Corby  v.  HOI  held  that  he  could  not  recover ;  and  distinguished  Corby  v.  HiU  on  the 
distinguished,  ground  that  there  the  injured  man  had  a  right  to  use  the  road,  while 
in  the  present  case  plaintiff  had  only  permisaior^,  which,  said  Martin,  B., 
"  involves  leave  and  Ucence,  but  it  gives  no  right.''  "  I  will  add,"  says 
Wilde,  B.,^  "  that  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  if  the  defendant  had  made 
a  hole  in  the  yard  and  had  covered  it  in  a  way  that  was  msuffident, 
but  which  appeared  to  be  sufficient,  he  would  not  have  been  liable. 

1  4  C.  B.  N.  a  666.  a  L,c,  per  Ck)okburn,  C  J.,  663. 

3  7  H.  &  N.  742.  In  OHffUhs  v.  L.  <b  N.  W.  By.  Co,,  14  L.  T.  (N.S.)  797,  whore 
a  "  mere  licensee  "  eot  under  a  crane  from  which  a  package  fell  and  injured  him,  it 
was  said  that  a  rauway  company  must  be  allowed  to  carry  on  their  businesj  on 
their  own  premises  in  such  a  way  as  they  think  fit  "  When  the  company  used  this 
crane  it  was  never  thought  that  any  one  would  go  under  it ;  it  was  merely  ased  in 
carrjring  out  their  own  mode  of  doing  their  own  business ;  how  can  it  be  said  that 
there  was  any  negligence  ?  "  '*  The  defendants  had  a  right  to  use  the  most  defective 
slings  they  liked  as  far  as  the  conduct  of  their  own  business  was  concerned,  merely 
compensating  the  owners  of  goods  for  any  injury  done  thereby  to  such  goods." 
Harrison  v.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  29  L.  T.  (N.S.)  844,  holds  that  there  is  no  duty  on  a  railway 
company  which  allows  people  to  cross  their  line,  but  in  no  definite  track,  to  use 
care  to  protect  them.  In  Cawte  v.  OlyeU,  6  Times  L.  R.  66  (G.  A.),  where  the  hatch 
of  a  disused  barge  was  open  and  plaintiff  fell  down  while  crossing  the  barge  to 
moor  his  own  barge  to  the  same  buoy,  yet,  as  the  evidence  showed,  that  the  hatch 
had  been  properly  fastened,  and  that  the  bar  had  been  removed  without  defendant's 
knowledge,  it  was  held  there  was  no  duty  on  the  defendant  to  afford  further  pro- 
tection. Moore  v.  City  of  Toronto,  26  Ont.  R.  69  n.,  the  case  of  a  park  lake  haying 
been  deepened  into  which  a  child  fell  is  obviously  not  to  be  decided  on  the  principle 
of  B<dch  V.  Smith. 

4  Cp.Oavin  v.  Arrol,  16  Rettie  609 ;  Priiehard  v.  Lang,  6  Times  L.  R.  639. 
»  7  H.  &  N.  746. 
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^  But  here  there  was  nothing  of  the  character.      The  danger  was  open 

^  and  visible  ;  there  was  nothing  which  could  be  called  a  trap." 

'  It  is  questionable  whether  the  distinction  drawn  between  a  right  Distinction 

-  and  a  permission  explains  the  cases.    In  Corby  v.  Hill  the  slates  were  considered. 

^  on  the  road  unknown  to  the  licensee,  while  in  Bolch  v.  Smith,  the  engine 

was  there  before  the  hcence  to  use  the  path  had  been  granted.    In 

*  the  one  case,  the  plaintiff  took  subject  to  the  right  to  have  the  engine 

'•  there  ;  in  the  other,  the  obstruction  was  an  infringement  on  his  right, 

^  or  at  least  the  placing  of  a  dangerous  substance  in  a  place  that  he 

r  was  allowed  to  use  without  giving  him  warning  of  the  alteration  in 

r  the  state  of  things,  whereby  he  might  be  injuriously  affected.    In 

f:  both  cases,  as  long  as  the  tacit  permission  existed,  there  was,  as  against 

'  any  one  except  the  owner,  a  right  to  use  the  paths.    In  neither  case, 

had  the  owner  taken  proper  steps  to  forbid  or  to  limit  the  user,  was 

!?  there  any  right  as  against  him.     It  seems,  then,  that  the  ground  of 

the  decision  in  the  two  cases  is  that  in  one  a  danger  had  been  added 

without  means  being  taken  to  communicate  the  alteration  to  the 

plaintift ;  in  the  other,  the  condition  of  the  way  was,  or  might  have 

been,  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  no  alteration  had  been  made 

I  in  it.^ 

Cockburn,  C.J.,  points  out  the  distinction  between  these  cases  Cockbum, 
in  Gallagher  v.  Humphrey,*  where  a  passage  over  defendant's  premises  C.J/b,  judg- 
was  used  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  by  numbers  of  people,  a^Sagher  v. 
and,  amongst  them,  by  the  plaintiff.     The  accident  from  which  the  Humphrey. 
>  action  originated  was  caused  by  negligently  lowering  goods  from  the 

,  warehouse  abutting  on  the  way.    Cockbum,  C.J.,  says  :   "  A  person 

r  who  merely  gives  permission  to  pass  and  repass  along  his  close  is  not 

f  bound  to  do  more  than  allow  the  enjoyment  of  such  permissive  right 

f  under  the  circumstances  in  which  the  way  exists  ;  that  he  is  not  bound, 

,  for  instance,  if  the  way  passes  along  the  side  of  a  dangerous  ditch  or 

along  the  edge  of  a  precipice,  to  fence  off  the  ditch  or  precipice.     The 
;  grantee  must  use  the  permission  as  the  thing  exists.     It  is  a  different 

question,  however,  where  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  person  granting 
I  the  permission  is  superadded.     It  cannot  be  that,  having  granted 

^  permission  to  use  a  way  subject  to  existing  dangers,  he  is  to  be  allowed 

J  to  do  any  further  act  to  endanger  the  safety  of  the  person  using  the  way. 

J  The  plaintiff  took  the  permission  to  use  the  way  subject  to  a  certain 

amount  of  risk  and  danger ;   but  the  case  assumes  a  different  aspect 
when  the  negligence  of  the  defendant — for  the  negligence  of  his  servants 
[  is  his — ^is  added  to  that  risk  and  danger." 

There  is  a  nisi  prius  ruUng  of  Watson,  B.,  in  Barrett  v.  Midland  Ry.  watson,  B., 
I  Co.,®  that  appears  to  go  beyond  this.    The  plaintiff  lived  in  one  of  a  row  in  Barreu  v. 

\  of  cottages  facing  the  defendants'  railway  hues,  and  the  occupants  of  ^*^^^  ^V- 

the  cottages  were  in  the  habit  of  using  a  defined  way  across  the  line 

\  ^  The  judgment  of  Bigelow,  C.J.,  in  Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony  and  Newport  Rd.  Co., 

I  92  Mass.  368,  weU  deserves  study  as  a  comprehensiTe  statement  of  the  principle  of 

I  the  law  on  this  subject.     "  The  true  distinction,"  the  Chief  Justice  says,  374,  "  is 

this :  a  mere  passive  acquiescence  by  an  owner  or  occupier  in  a  certain  use  of  his 
land  by  others  involves  no  liability ;  but,  if  he  directly  or  by  implication  induces 
persons  to  enter  on  and  pass  over  his  premises,  he  thereby  assumes  an  obligation  that 
they  are  in  a  safe  condition,  suitable  for  such  use,  and  for  a  breach  of  this  obligation 
he  is  liable  in  damages  to  a  person  injured  thereby."  This  distinction,  the  Chief 
Justice  adds,  is  the  pivot  '*  on  which  the  cases  turn.  Ccutle  v.  Parker,  IS  L.  T. 
(N.  S.)  367,  compared  with  Waihina  v.  O,  W.  Ry.  Co.,  46  K  J.  C.  P.  817. 

2  6  L.  T.  (N.  8.)  684.     Malone  v.  Laakey,  23  Times  L.  R.  399. 

3  (1858)  1  F.  &  F.  361. 
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with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  but  not  as  a  right.  Plaintiff 
sued  in  respect  of  injuries  received  while  crossing.  Watson,  B., 
directed  the  jury  that  "  though  there  was  no  right  of  way,  still  the 
circumstance  of  people  being  in  the  habit  of  passing  threw  upon  the 
company  the  responsibility  of  using  reasonable  care  before  moving 
over  that  portion  of  their  line.  If  you  think  there  was  negligence  in 
the  person  having  the  conduct  of  the  engine,  or  that  warning  in  some 
way  should  be  given  to  those  crossing  the  line  under  circumstances 
of  danger,  of  which  they  may  not  be  in  a  condition  to  be  fully  consdons, 
the  defendants  will  be  liable."  It  is  doubtful  if  this  amounts  to  more 
than  a  direction  that  the  defendants  are  not  allowed  to  increase  the 
risks  of  crossing.  Because  the  crossers  are  bare  licensees,  the  defend- 
ants are  not  entitled  to  conduct  themselves  negligentlv  with  regard 
to  them.  The  question  of  how  this  ^^  responsibility  of  using  reasonable 
care  "  is  to  be  measured,  is  untouched  by  the  direction.  The  answer 
to  it  is  given  by  Willes,  J.,  in  Qautret  v.  Egerton} 

In  OatUret  v.  Egerton  the  declaration  alleged  a  general  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  keep  their  land  in  safe  condition  for  the  benefit  of  any 
persons  that  misht  go  on  it,  without  alleging  any  benefits  that  might 
accrue  to  the  deifendants,  or  that  they  had  been  guilty  of  any  wrongful 
act  of  commission,  or  anjrthing  that  amounted  to  the  laying  a  trap. 
Willes,  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  having  examined  the  declaration  and 
shown  that  it  only  alleged  a  permission  to  use  a  way,  thus  dealt  with 
the  alleged  legal  duty  :  ^  ''  A  permission  to  use  the  way  must  be  taken 
to  be  in  the  character  of  a  gift.  The  principle  of  law  as  to  gifts  is,  that 
the  giver  is  not  responsible  for  damage  resulting  from  the  insecurity 
of  the  thing,  unless  he  knew  its  evil  character  at  the  time,  and  omitted 
to  caution  the  donee.  There  must  be  something  like  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  giver  before  he  can  be  made  answerable.  It  is  quite  consistent 
with  the  declaration  in  these  cases  that  this  land  was  in  the  same  state 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  that  it  was  in  at  the  time  the  permission 
to  use  it  was  originally  given.  To  create  a  cause  of  action,  something 
like  fraud  must  be  shown.  No  action  will  he  against  a  spiteful  man, 
who,  seeing  another  man  running  into  a  position  of  danger,  merely 
omits  to  warn  him.  To  bring  the  case  within  the  category  of  actionable 
negligence,  some  wrongful  act  must  be  shown,  or  a  breach  of  some 
positive  duty ;  otherwise,  a  man  who  allows  strangers  to  roam  over 
his  property  would  be  held  to  be  answerable  for  not  protecting  them 
against  any  danger  which  they  might  encounter  whilst  using  the 
licence.  Every  man  is  bound  not  wilfully  to  deceive  others,  or  to  do 
any  act  which  may  place  them  in  danger." 

The  law  is  succinctly  summed  up  by  Pigot,  C.B.,  in  StdUvan  v. 
Waters  ;  ^  "  A  mere  licence  given  by  the  owner  to  enter  and  use  premises, 
which  the  licensee  has  fuU  opportunity  of  inspecting,  which  contain 
no  concealed  cause  of  mischief,  and  in  which  any  existing  source  of 
danger  is  apparent,  creates  no  obligation  "  in  the  owner  to  guard  the 
licensee  against  danger. 

1  (1866^  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371  ;  Keeble  v.  East  and  West  India  Docks,  5  Times  L.  R. 
312  (C.  A.).  2  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  375. 

3  14  It.  G.  L.  R.  476.  It  had  previously  been  laid  down  in  Metcalfe  v.  Hethering- 
ton,  11  Ex.  257,  that  the  words  ''  negligently  and  improperly  "  and  "  contrary  to 
their  duty  "  will  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  setting  forth  facts  that  show 
the  duty.  See,  too.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.  ▼.  Morrison,  13  C.  B.  581 ;  JhiUon 
y,  Povdes,  2  B.  k  S.  191 ;  Seymour  v.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  326 ;  Robertson  r.  Adamson^ 
24Dunlop,  1231. 
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BurcheU  v.  Hickisson^  is  very  like  OaUagher  v.  Humphrey.    A  boy  BurcheU  ▼. 
of  four  years  accompanied  his  sister,  who  was  going  on  business  to  ^ickisson, 
the  defendant's  house.     A  flight  of  steps,  with  railings,  led  up  to  the 
front  door.    A  broken  rail  left  a  gap^  across  which  a  rope  had  been 
placed,  but  which  had  worn  out.     The  sister  went  up  the  steps,  telUng 
the  child  to  remain  below.    He  disobeyed,  fell  through  the  gap  and 
was  injured.    Lindley,  J.,  rested  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the 
alternative — "The  defendant  never  invited  such  a  person  as  the  No  invitation 
plaintiff  to  come  unless  he  was  taken  care  of  by  being  placed  in  charge  »o  liability. 
of  others,  and  if  he  was  in  charge  of  others,  there  was  no  concealed 
danger."*    Had  there  been  an  invitation  On  business — had,  for  example 
the  sister  fallen  through  the  hole — the  obligation  on  the  defendant 
would  have  been  different,  to  maintain  the  steps  in  the  ordinary 
condition  in  which  steps  for  the  purpose  of  approaching  a  house  are 
ordinarily  kept.*    In  that  case,  in  the  words  of  Bylea,  J.  :  *  "  The 
knocker  says  '  Come  and  knock  me,'  the  bell  says  *  Come  and  ring  me,' 
and  he  who  on  proper  occasion  responds  to  this  invitation,  does  so 
with  a  nght  to  protection." 

The  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  is  further  illustrated  Imy  ▼. 
in  Ivay  v.  Hedges^    Defendant,  the  landlord  of  a  tenement  house,  ^^ges, 
allowed  each  tenant  the  privilege  of  using  the  roof  to  dry  hnen  on.  ^?®'^"^ 
The  roof  was  flat,  with  an  iron  rail  round  the  edge.     This  rail  was,  to  i©ttk^^d 
the  knowledge  of  the  landlord,  out  of  repair.    The  plaintiff,  when  going  licence, 
to  the  roof  for  the  purpose  of  removing  linen,  slipped  and  caught  at 
the  rail,  which  gave  way,  so  that  the  plaintiff  fell  into  the  courtyard 
below.     The  county  court  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant, 
holding  that  those  using  the  roof  used  it  as  licensees  and  not  under 
their  contract.     In  the  Divisional  Court  it  was  sought  unsuccessfully 
to  obtain  a  new  trial  on  the  authority  of  a  Scotch  case,  M^Martin  v. 
Hcmnayy^  where  a  child  was  killed  by  falling  through  the  railing  of  a  Falling 
common  stair,  where  one  of  the  banisters  was  wanting.     The  Scotch  through 
case  was  distinguishable  in  that  there  the  staircase,  through  defect  in  ^J^n^n  * 
which  the  accident  happened,  was  a  necessary  part  of  the  holding,  stair, 
which  all  the  tenants  were  entitled  to  the  use  of,  and  which  had  to  be  kept 
in  repair ;   while  in  the  present  case,  the  roof  was  not  a  part  of  the 
holding,  and  the  tenants  were  merely  at  liberty  to  use  it  as  it  was,  and 
without  obUgation  on  the  landlord.     The  plaintiff  in  this  case  and  the 
child  in  BurcheU  v.  Hickisson  had  precisely  similar  rights  ;   while  the 
legal  rights  of  the  child  in  M^ Martin  v.  Hannay  were  similar  to  those  of 
the  sister  in  BurcheU  v.  Hickisson  had  the  accident  happened  to  her. 

The  same  absence  of  a  legal  duty  to  take  care  is  the  ground  of  the 
decision  in  Baichelor  v.  Fortescue?    The  defendant,  a  contractor,  was  Bakhdor  y 
carrying  on  his  business  on  his  own  ground  when  the  deceased  husband  Forteacue, 

1  (1880)  50  L.  J.  Q.  B.  101.  In  MuHey  v.  Qrove,  46  J.  P.  360,  Cave,  J,  says 
as  to  the  didum  in  Gallagher  v.  Humphrey :  "  I  think,  too,  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
even  the  fact  that  the  injured  person  was  present  unlawfully  would  excuse  negli- 
gence." "  I  cannot  think  that  Compton,  J.,  can  have  been  coirectly  reported."  Cp. 
Bedman  v.  Tottenham  Local  Board  of  Health,  4  Times  L.  R.  22.  Very  like  BurcheU 
Y.  Hiekisson  is  Cusick  v.  Adams,  116  N.  Y.  65,  12  Am.  St.  R.  772.     As  to  allure- 


ments to  children  and  the  special  degree  of  responsibility  attaching,  see  ante,  166. 
a  Cp.  WaiU  v.  N,  E.  By.  Co.,  El,  B.  &  E.  719. 
3  Holmes  v.  N,  E.  By,  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  264,  affirmed,  "  for  the  reasons  given  by 


the  Court  of  Exchequer,"  L.  R.  6  Ex.  123. 

4  8mUh  V.  London  and  8t,  Katharine  Docks  Co.,  L.  R.  3  a  P.  331. 

6  9  Q.  B.  D.  80.     Cp.  WUloughby  v.  Horridge,  12  C.  B.  742. 

«  10  Macph.  411 ;  cp.  Webster  v.  Brown,  19  Rettie  766. 

f  11  Q.  B.  D.  474.     Smith  v.  Highland  By.  Co.,  16  Rettie  67,  where  a  child  was 
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of  the  plaintiff  (the  action  was  brought  under  Lord  Campbeirs  Act), 
who  was  the  watchman  of  neighbouring  property  to  that  where  defend- 
ant's men  were  working,  came  to  look  on  at  the  progress  of  the  ^work, 
and,  an  accident  happening,  was  killed  while  there.    Doubts  were 
expressed  whether  the  case  of  the  deceased  could  be  put  as  high  even 
as  that  of  a  licensee ;  even  if  they  could,  the  deceased  must  still  be 
taken  to  have  stood  where  he  did,  subject  to  all  the  risks  of  his  being 
there.     Some  of  the  expressions  used  in  Batchelor  v.  Fortescue^  if  taken 
literally,  seem  to  go  a  very  great  way — ^further  perhaps  than  in  any 
other  case  of  the  kind  ;  for  example,  Smith,  J.,  is  reported^  as  saying  : 
"  There  was  no  duty  cast  upon  the  defendant  to  take  due  and  reason- 
able care  of  him" — ^the  deceased;  and  Brett,  M.R.,'  says:    "There 
was  no  contract  between  the  defendant  and  the  deceased  ;  the  defend- 
ant did  not  undertake  with  the  deceased  that  his  servants  should  not 
be  guilty  of  negligence  ;  no  duty  was  cast  upon  the  defendant  to  take 
care  that  the  deceased  shoidd  not  go  to  a  dangerous  place."     These 
expressions  might  suggest  that  towards  a  trespasser  there  is  no  duty  ; 
but  this  is  not  so  either  in  law  or  in  reason.®    Where  the  safety  of  life 
or  Umb  is  involved,  more  serious  responsibility  intervenes  than  in  other 
cases.^    The  existence  or  non-existence  of  a  contract  cannot  be  an 
wholly  adequate  measure  of  the  responsibility  of  one  man  with  reference 
to  the  safety  of  another ;  *  and  though  "  no  duty  was  cast  upon  the 
defendants  to  take  care  that  the  deceased  should  not  go  to  a  dangerous 
place,"  yet  if,  in  full  sight  of  defendants'  servants,  he  were  there,  they 
were  in  a  different  position  with  regard  to  the  continuance  of  operations 
known  to  them  to  be  dangerous  than  if  he  were  not.    As  Lord  Esher^ 
M.R.,  says  in  Le  Lievre  v.  Gould  :  •  "  If  a  man  is  driving  on  Sahsbury 
Plain,  and  no  other  person  is  near  him,  he  is  at  liberty  to  drive  as  fast 
and  as  recklessly  as  he  pleases.     But  if  he  sees  another  carriage  coming 
near  to  him,  inmiediately  a  duty  arises  not  to  drive  in  such  a  way  as  is 
likely  to  cause  an  injury  to  that  other  carriage."    The  same  is  true  if 
a  man  is  driving  in  his  own  park  and  he  sees  a  trespasser  in  front  of 
him.     He  may  not  in  law,  any  more  than  in  morals,  drive  over  him. 
An  inquiry  of  Bowen,  L.J.'s,  in  the  course  of  the  argument — "  what 
evidence  is  there  that  the  defendant  had  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
deceased  would  be  at  the  spot  where  he  met  his  death  " — ^very  probably 
affords  the  key  to  the  decision.    Not  only,  as  stated  by  Brett,  M.R., 
in  the  judgment,  was  there  no  "  reason  to  expect  the  deceased  to  be  at 
the  spot  where  he  met  with  his  death ;  "  but  there  was  no  evidence 
to  show  he  was  there  such  a  time  as  to  enable  the  defendant's  servants 
to  warn  him  of  his  danger,  or  to  cause  the  duty  to  do  so  to  arise. 

Tolhausen  v.  Dams'  illustrates  the  same  principle  as  Batchehr  v. 


killed  on  a  private  line  of  railway  leading  to  a  harbour,  illustrates  the  same  principles. 
Castle  V.  Parker,  18  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  367 ;  cp.  Thatcher  v.  The  O.  W.  By.  Co.,  10  Times 
L.  R.  13  (C.  A.). 

1  11  Q.  B.  D.  477.  a  11  Q.  B.  D.  479. 

3  Bird  V.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  628.  Petrie  v.  Oumers  of  88.  Bostrevor,  (1898)  2 
I.  R.  556.     Ante,  428,  n.  6. 

4  Ante,  159.  CoUett  v.  L.  ds  N,  W.  By.  Co,,  16  Q.  B.  984 ;  Indianapolis,  fto. 
Bd.  Co.  V.  HorH,  U.S.  93  (3  Otto)  291. 

6  Fo^Ukes  V.  Metiopoliian  District  By.  Co.,  5  C.  P.  D.  157. 

6  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  497. 

7  58  L.  J.  Q.  B.  98;  Crawford  v.  Upper,  16  Ont  App.  440.  The  American  cases 
arc  collected  in  a  note  to  Donaldson  v.  Wilnon,  1  Am.  St.  R.  489.  Walker  t.  Midland 
By.  Co.,  2  Times  L.  R.  450  (H.  L.),  was  a  case  where  a  man  mistook  the  door  of  a 
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Foftescue — that,  because  the  defendant  was  not  shown  to  have  had 
any  reason  to  suppose  the  injured  person  would  be  where  she  was  when 
injured,  there  was  no  duty  to  take  precautions  againsjfc  her  being 
injured. 

The  doctrine  prevalent  in  the  United   States,  and  at  any  rate  Rights  of  the 
favourably  looked  on  in  Canada,^  that  discriminates  between  "public  people  in 
duties  "  and  "  private  or  corporate  powers,"  is  not  of  vaUdity  in  Eng-  SndbuSdings. 
land  to  exonerate  corporations  in  respect  of  their  ownership  of  parks 
and  buildings  from  liability  for  injuries  sustained  by  people  using  them 
from  their  want  of  repair.    In  England,  a  person  using  a  park  for  recrea- 
tion, or  a  building  provided  for  shelter,  would  not  be  held  a  "  mere 
licensee,"  but  an  "  invitee  "  at  least.     The  purpose  for  which  muni- 
cipal corporations  hold  parks  is  for  the  recreation  of  the  townsmen, 
whose  rights  cannot  be  thus  whittled  down.     The  case  of  a  royal  park  A  royal  park 
may  be  different.    As  appeared  in  the  discussion  on  the  case  of  Hyde  K^*^'^ 
Park  railings  in  1867,  an  opinion  was  given  by  Sir  R.  Bethell,  Sir  A.       "' 
Cockbum,  and  Mr.  Willes  in  1855  on  the  Sunday  Riots  case,  that  the 
Crown  has  a  right  to  shut  the  gates  of  a  royal  park  and  to  exclude  the 
people.     But  many  eminent  lawyers  were  then  of  a  different  opinion, 
based  probably  on  the  consideration  that  the  park  was  maintained 
by  pubUc  funds  and  for  the  public  benefit ;  certainly  now  no  such  claim 
of  exclusion  would  be  advanced.     In  a  park  Uke  Windsor  Great  Park, 
or  the  private  park  of  a  nobleman,  the  view  taken  of  popular  rights  by 
the  Canadian  case  is  probably  a  just  one. 

In  two  United  States  cases^  the  duty  to  use  ordinary  care  to  a  United  States 
trespasser  is  asserted  ;  and  this  duty  is  described  by  the  Supreme  Court  °**^- 
of  the  United  States  as  one  that  "  cannot  be  doubted."^ 

Travellers  on  a  street  have  not  only  the  right  to  pass,  but  to  stop  Rights  of 
and  rest  on  necessary  and  reasonable  occasions,  that  is,  provided  they  travellers, 
do  not  obstruct  the  street  or  doorways,  or  wantonly  injure  them.    In 

service-room  for  that  of  a  water-closet,  and,  entering,  fell  down  the  well  of  a  lift 
and  was  killed.  It  was  held  in  the  House  of  Lords  Uiat  there  was  no  duty  on  the 
defendants,  '*  for  the  service-room  was  a  place  in  which  no  gnest  of  the  hotel  had 
any  rieht  or  legitimate  occasion  to  be,  and  into  which  no  gnest  was  expressly  or 
impliedly  invitmi  to  go."  Lord  Selbome  thought  it  "  impossible  to  hold  that  the 
general  duty  of  an  innkeeper  to  take  proper  care  for  the  safety  of  his  guests  extends 
to  every  room  in  his  house,  at  all  hours  of  night  or  day,  irrespective  of  the  question 
whether  any  such  guests  may  have  a  right  or  some  reasonable  cause  to  be  there. 
The  duty  must,  I  think,  be  limited  to  those  places  into  which  guests  mav  reasonably 
be  suppoied  to  be  likely  to  go  in  the  belief  reasonably  entertained,  that  they  are 
entitled  or  invited  to  do  so.**  Headford  v.  McCkury  Manufacturing  Co,  24  Can 
S.  C.  R.  291,  is  the  case  of  falling  into  the  well  of  a  lift.  Hawley  v.  Wright,  32  Can. 
S.  C.  R.  40,  is  a  lift  accident  case  where  the  victim  was  entirely  in  fault,  endeavouring 
to  get  out  of  the  lift.  Li  Mountney  v.  Smith,  3  S.  R.  (N.S.W.)  668,  plaintiff 
askml  the  barmaid  of  a  public-house  the  way  to  "  the  lavatory,'*  was  misdirected 
and  was  injured.  The  New  South  Wales  Court  held  that  it  was  outside  the  scope 
of  a  barmaid's  authority  to  direct  men  to  the  "  places  of  convenience.'*  They  were 
over-ruled  by  the  High  Court  of  Australia,  1  C.  L.  R.  (Australia)  146,  which  held 
that  the  barmaid  had  this  authority.  See  The  ApoUo  (1891),  A.  C.  499;  Mackie 
V.  Macmillan,  36  Sc.  L.  R.  137 ;  Fleming  v.  Eadie,  25  Rettie  500.  As  to  "  due 
diligence,"  see  per  North,  J.,  GoUeu  v.  Hart,  44  Ch.  D.  184.  Li  The  Queen  v.  Com- 
missioners for  Special  Purposes  of  the  Income  Tax,  20  Q.  B.  D.  549,  21  Q.  B.  D.  313, 
it  is  held  that  under  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  133,  over-assessment  of  income-tax  must 
be  found  and  proved  as  soon  after  the  end  of  the  year  for  which  it  is  assessed  as  the 
applicant  can  ascertain  it,  "  by  using  all  reasonable  and  proper  exertions."  This 
may  serve  as  a  species  of  translation  of  "  due  diligence." 

1  Schmidt  v.  Tovm  of  Berlin,  26  Ontw  R.  54. 

a  Bains  v.  Bd.  Co.,  42  Vt.  380 ;  Bounds  v.  Detaxoare,  die  Bd.  Co.,  64  N.  Y.  129. 

3  Grand  Trunk  Bd.  Co.  v.  Bichardson,  91  U.  S.  (1  Otto),  471.  Sievert  v.  Brook- 
field,  35  Can.  S.  C.  R.  494. 
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a  Maryland  case^  a  foot  passenger  on  a  city  street,  sat  for  a  moment  on 
the  door  sill  of  a  house  fronting  on  the  street  to  tie  his  shoe,  and  while 
there  was  injured  by  a  brick  falling  from  the  dilapidated  wall  of  the 
house  upon  his  head,  which  was  within  the  street  line.  The  Court 
held  the  owner  of  the  house  liable,  adding  :  '^  A  ruined  and  dilapidated 
wall  is  as  much  a  nuisance  if  it  imperils  the  safety  o£  passengers  or 
travellers  on  a  pubUc  highway  as  a  ditch  or  pitfall  does  by  its  side/' 
Distinction  In  Harris  v.  Perry, ^  an  invitee  was  injured  while  being  taken  a 

between         gratuitous  ride  on  the  defendant's  premises,  where  the  dangers  to  which 
^naee  tS*    he  was  exposed  (known  to  the  defendant's  servants)  were  greater  than 
use,  and         they  appeared  to  the  invitee,  who  was  injured  and  brought  an  action. 
aflfording  Wm  The  distinction  was  taken^  between  the  measure  of  duty  towards  a  bare 
^*  *^         licensee  "  where  the  licensor  accepts  the  duty  of  carrying  him,  from 
what  it  is  where  he  merely  permits  him  to  pass  through  his  premises." 
This  appears  well  founded.     There  is  the  difference  between  permitting 
to  use  or  not  troubling  to  forbid  the  use,  and  suggesting  or  inviting  the 
use.    This  latter  carries  with  it  the  implication  that  nothing  is  known 
of  particular  perils.* 
Special  fea-  The  circumstances  of  tenement  houses  suggest  the  consideration 

turesoftene-  of  the  duty  to  maintain  the  conmion  staircases  and  passages.     The 
hcMMes  ordinary  relation  between  landlord  and  tenant  does  not  satisfy  the 

requirements  of  this  case  ;  for  there  the  tenant  has  full  control,  here 
only  user  with  others.  The  possession  and  control  is  in  the  landlord, 
who  prefers  "  to  make  one  passage  way  for  all  rather  than  one  for  each." 
He  holds  out  an  inducement  to  all  who  need  such  accommodation  to 
come  and  pass  over  this  passage,  which  is  a  way  provided  in  the  same 
sense  as  a  man  provides  a  way  for  his  customers  to  his  place  of  business. 
This  being  so,  '  the  same  implied  covenant  to  keep  in  safe  and  con- 
venient repair  must  exist  as  much  in  one  case  as  in  the  other,"  and  the 
use  of  the  hall  and  staircase,  for  the  purpose  of  enjoying  visits,  is  by 
necessary  implication  within  the  reasonable  intent  of  the  demise  of 
the  rooms.^ 
MiUer  v.  This  was  held  good  law  in  England  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Miller 

Hatusock.  y  Hancock,^  where  the  landlord's  liability  to  repair  was  denied  on  the 
ground  that  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  (so  the  tenant  was 
called)  must  do  such  repairs  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  enjoyment 
of  his  easement.^  Bowen,  L.J.,  met  this  by  citing  Lord  Mansfield's 
dictum  in  Taylor  v.  Whitehead,^  that  "  by  the  common  law  he  who 
has  the  use  of  a  thing,  ought  to  repair  it.    The  grantor  may  bind 

1  Murray  v.  M'Skane,  52  Md.  217,  36  Am.  R.  367. 

a  (1903)  2  K.  B.  219  ;  PoweU  v.  M'Olynn  (1902),  2  I.  R.  164. 

3  L.c  225. 

4  Cp.  ThaJtcher  v.  Q,  W,  Ry.  Co.,  10  Times  L.  R,  13,  per  Lord  Esher,  M.R,  ;  Lax 
V.  Corporation  of  DaHingion,  5  Ex.  D.  28,  32 ;  and  a  New  South  Wales  case  where 
a  man  was  crushed  on  the  top  of- a  lift,  McFerran  v.  Randle,  3  S.  R.  (N.S,W.)  445, 
where  the  decision  might  very  well  have  been  otherwise.  MouiUney  v.  Smiih^ 
I  C.  L.  R.  (Australia)  146,  reversing  3  S.  R.  (N.S.W.)  668.  Harris  v.  Perry  is  dia- 
tinguished  Nightingale  v.  Union  CoUiery  Co.,  35  Can.  S.  C.  R.  66. 

&  Satoyer  v.  McOillicuddy,  10  Am.  St.  R.  260.  In  M'Martin  y.  Hannay,  10 
Macph.  411,  where  a  child  was  killed  by  falling  through  the  railing  of  a  common 
stair  where  one  of  the  banisters  was  wanting,  the  proprietor  was  held  liable  on  the 
ground  that  notice  of  the  defect  was  brought  home  to  his  factor.  DriaeoU  v.  Pariick 
Burgh  Commissioners,  37  Sc.  L.  R.  274. 

6  (1893)  2  Q.  B,  177.  MarshaU  v.  Industrial  ExhibUion,  <fcc  of  Toronto,  (1901) 
1  Ont.  L.  R.  319.  where  the  plaintiff  was  licensee  of  premises  under  an  agreement. 

7  Pomfret  v.  Ricroft,  1  Wms.  Saund.  321.  R.  N  Buckky  tb  Sons  v.  N.  BueUey 
dh  ^09M(1898),  2  Q.  B.  608. 

8  2  Doug.  746,  749. 
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i  himself."    The  Court  were  of  opinion  that  in  the  case  of  tenement 

I  houses,  there  is  by  necessary  implication  an  agreement  by  the  landlord 

with  his  tenants  binding  him  to  keep  the  staircase  in  repair,  since  he 
knows  that  persons  who  have  business  with  the  tenement  will  be  coming 

I  up  and  down  the  stairs  in  ordinary  course  ;  and  that  on  the  analogy 

f  of  Smith  V.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co}  a  duty  arises  on  the 

landlord's  part  towards  persons  using  the  staircase  on  business  with 

ta  the  tenants.    Kay,  L.J.,  adds  :  "  It  may  be  that  in  order  to  preserve 

such  an  easement  (i.e.,  the  right  to  use  the  staircase),  as  between 

r  himself  and  the  landlord,  the  tenant  might  have  a  right  to  repair  the 

I  staircase  ;  "  but  this  has  since  been  decided  adversely  to  the  Lord 

Justice's  view.^    In  Hargroves,  Aronson  <6  Co.  v.  Hartopp,^  the  land- 
lord was  held  liable  after  notice  of  disrepair  and  default  not  only 

f  to  the  tenant's  visitors,  but  to  the  tenant  himself. 

Common  staircases  in  Scotland  have  been  for  long  time  past  an  ciommon 

p  usual  means  of  construction.    So  far  back  as  1814  in  a  Scotch  case  Btairoaaes. 

in  the  House  of  Lords,^  Lord  Eldon  '^  thought  a  common  staircase 
might  be  considered  as  a  highway  to  the  effect  of  supporting  an 

J  action  "  of  negligence  for  injuries  caused  by  its  bad  condition. 

III.  As  to  the  use  of  premises  by  those  resorting  to  them  upon  m^  Persons 
business  which  concerns  the  occupier,  and  upon  his  invitation,  express  going  upon 

or  implied.  premises  by 

I  In  Southcote  v.  Stanley  ^  the  position  of  a  visitor  to  premises  was  ^press  or 

I  considered.     Defendant  was  an  hotel -keeper,  and  was  visited  by  the  implied. 

plaintiff,  who,  in  leaving,  opened  a  glass  door,  from  which  a  piece  of  Southcote  v. 
glass  fell  and  cut  him  ;  in  respect  of  which  injury  he  brought  his  action.  ^'<»*^- 
Defendant  demurred  ;  and  following  Priestley  v.  Fowler, ^his  demurrer 
was  allowed ;  for  not  only  do  the  servants  in  a  domestic  establish- 
ment undertake  to  run  all  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  service,  but  all  the 
members  of  the  establishment,  and  a  visitor  is  in  this  category,  are 
included. 

Had  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  guest  and  not  a  Erie,  J.'s, 
mere  visitor,  there  would  have  been  a  difference,  as  is  pointed  out  by  SS^"^®***  ^^ 
Erie,  J.,  in  Chapman  v.  RotkweU :  '^  "  The  distinction  is  between  the  boJSwM."^ 
case  of  a  visitor  (as  the  plaintiff  was  in  Southcote  v.  Stanley),  who  must 
take  care  of  himself,  and  a  customer,  who,  as  one  of  the  public,  is 
invited  for  the  purpose  of  business  carried  on  by  the  defendant."    Had 
the  plaintiff  been  a  guest  using  the  hotel,  the  defendant's  obligation 
would  have  been  greater.    He  would  have  been  bound  to  know  that 
things  like  the  window  will  ultimately  get  out  of  order,  and  that  there 
is  a  duty  from  time  to  time  cast  upon  him  to  turn  his  attention  to 
them.   If  he  could  show  that  he  did  investigate,  and  there  was  some 
latent  defect  which  he  could  not  discover,  he  "would  discharge  the 
duty  on  him ;  if  he  did  not  discover  what  he  ought  on  investigation 
to  have  discovered,  then  he  would  be  liable  for  the  consequences.* 

i  L.  R.  3  G.  P.  326.  >  Campbdl  Davys  y.  Lhyd  (1901),  2  Gh.  618,  527. 

s  (1905)  I  EL  B.  472.  «  Milne  y.  Smith,  2  Dow  390,  396. 

»  (1856)  1  H.  &  N.  247.  In  CoUis  v.  Sdden,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  495.  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  defendant  negligently  hung  a  chandelier  iii  a  public-house,  which 
fell  on  the  plaintiff.  This  was  held  not  to  disclose  a  duty,  "  for  it  is  not  shown  in 
what  capacity  the  plaintiff  was  there  ;  it  is  merely  alleged  he  was  lawfully  there." 
Converse  v.  Walker,  30  Hun  (N.Y.)  596,  is  said  in  the  judgment,  at  602,  where  the 
law  is  carefully  considered,  to  be  "  not  unlike  Southcote  v.  Stanley  " — people  during 
a  storm  crowded  in  such  numbers  upon  the  piazza  of  an  hotel,  strong  enough  for 
ordinary  purposes,  that  it  broke  down.  Cp.  King  v.  O.  IF.  By.  Co.,  24  L.  T.  (N.S.) 
583.      «  3  ^  &  W.  1.      7  El.  B.  &  E.  168,  170.      3  Tarry  v.  Ashton,  1 Q.  B.  D.  314. 
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Axford  V. 
Prior :  the 
case  of  "  a 
guest  *'  and 
not  of  "  a 
visitor." 


Resorting  to 
premises  on 
business 
purposes. 

Pamabyv. 
Lancaster 
Canal  Co. 


Chapman  v. 
RothweU  and 
W%lk%n>8<m  V. 
Fairrie  com- 
pared. 


There  is  at  first  sight  some  difficulty  in  reconciling  Axford  v.  Priar^ 
with  Southcote  v.  Stanley^  and  CoUis  v.  Sdden,^  Plaintiff  enter^ 
defendant's  inn  without  speaking  to  any  one,  and  not  for  the  purpose 
of  ordering  refreshments,  but  to  wait  for  a  friend  who  had  not  arrived. 
Part  of  the  floor  of  the  parlour  of  the  house  had  been  taken  up,  leaving 
a  hole  about  four  feet  square,  and  the  carpenter  was  still  at  work  upon 
it.  The  plaintiff  walked  into  the  parlour,  and  fell  into  the  hole,  which 
he  swore  he  did  not  see.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  got  a  verdict,  with 
£30  damages.  The  Court  refused  a  rule,  saying  there  was  no  ground 
for  a  non-suit,  and  that,  as  the  judge,  who  tried  the  case,  was  not 
dissatisfied  with  the  verdict,  they  would  not  be  justified  in  interfering 
with  it.  The  declaration,  however,  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was 
'^  lawfully  in  the  said  inn  as  a  guest,"  and  the  decision  of  the  Court 
was  probably  no  more  than  that  it  was  matter  for  the  jury  to  say 
in  what  capacity  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  defendant's  premises,  and 
that  they  could  not  disturb  the  verdict  of  the  jury  when  the  declaration 
alleged  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  judge  at  the  trial  was  not  dissatisfied 
with  the  finding  of  the  jury.  In  Sovthcote  v.  Stanley  the  declaration 
alleged  that  defendant  "  invited  the  plaintiff  to  come  as  a  visitor," 
thus  showing  no  cause  of  action  on  the  face  of  it ;  while  in  CoUis  v. 
Sdden  there  was  no  averment  beyond  the  general  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  was  on  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 

The  judgment  in  Southcote  v.  Stanley  goes  no  further,  then,  than  its 
direct  decision  as  to  the  position  of  a  visitor.*  Before  that  decision — 
indeed,  as  early  as  the  year  1839,  in  the  well-known  case  of  Pamaby 
V.  Lancaster  Canal  Co} — the  liabilities  attaching  to  canning  on  busi- 
ness, and  the  consequent  invitation  to  the  public  to  resort  to  the 
premises  where  business  was  carried  on,  were  considered  in  the  Queen's 
Bench,  and  on  appeal  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  The  company 
had  a  canal,  and  took  tolls  on  it.  A  boat  having  sunk  in  the  canal, 
the  difficulties  of  avoiding  it  were  very  great.  By  the  company's 
Act  it  was  lawful  for  the  company,  in  the  case  of  a  boat  sinking  in  the 
canal,  to  weigh  it  up,  and  retain  it  for  expenses,  but  the  company 
did  not  act  upon  their  powers ;  by  reason  of  leaving  the  sunk  boat 
in  the  canal  Parnaby's  boat  navigating  the  canal  ran  foul  of  it,  and 
was  inj  ured.  Both  Courts  held  that  though  the  exercise  of  the  statutory 
power  conferred  on  the  canal  company  was  permissive,  yet  the  com- 
pany were  liable  on  a  common  law  principle  that  the  owners  of  a  canal 
taking  tolls  for  the  navigation  are  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  in 
making  the  navigation  secure.* 

The  comparison  of  Chajyman  v.  RothtmlP  with  WUkituion  v.  Fairrie,^ 
will  enable  us  to  distinguish  the  risks  against  which  it  is  imperative 

1  14  W.  R.  611.  2  1  H.  &  N.  247.  3  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  496. 

4  This  is  manifest  from  Sandys  v.  Florence^  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  698,  where  th©  daini 
was  against  an  hotel-keeper  for  injuries  caused  by  the  fall  of  a  ceiling  in  a  room 
of  the  hotel  while  plaintin  ''  wa.s  using  the  said  hotel  as  a  guest  for  reward  to  the 
defendant." 

5  11  A.  &  E.  223. 

6  In  MonagJuin  y.  Buchanan,  23  Sc.  K  R.  680,  the  bow  rope,  by  which  a  steamer 
was  secured  to  a  pier,  was  let  go  before  the  gangway  for  passengers  to  pass  on 
the  boat  was  removed,  and  plaintiff  was  thrown  off  and  injured.  Held,  that  **  the 
safe  practice  is  to  see  the  gangway  withdrawn  before  the  bow  rope  is  thrown  off, 
and  the  tide  forces  the  boat's  head  away  from  the  pier,"  and  this  should  have  been 
adopted.  The  plaintiff  recovered.  Cp.  John  v.  Bacon,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  437  ;  Timhrdl 
V.  Waterhouse,  6  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  77. 

7  (1858)  El.  B.  &  E.  168 ;   Hasson  v.  Wood,  22  Ont.  R   66. 

8  (1862)  1  H.  &  C.  633. 
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for  the  occupier  to  take  heed,  from  those  which  the  invitee  must  guard  Falling  into 
against.     In  the  former  case,  a  trap-door  in  the  floor  of  a  passage,  ^?}^_^* 
along  which  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  was  passing  as  a  customer,  was  FaULag^down 
left  open,  not  properly  guarded  and  lighted,  whereby  she  fell  down  stain,  have 
and  was  killed.     In  the  latter,  the  plaintiff,  going  along  a  dark  passage,  ^®^*^  ^®^** 
on  business,  fell  down  a  staircase.    In  the  one  case,  the  plaintiff  was  ®  ^ 
held  entitled,  in  the  other  disentitled,  to  recover.     The  ground  of  the 
distinction  is  reasonable  and  obvious  ;  since  ordin»y  accidents,  such 
as  falling  down  stairs,  are  to  be  imputed  to  the  carelessness  or  mis- 
fortune of  the  sufferer,  while  accidents  from  unusual  covert  danger, 
such  as  that  of  falling  into  a  pit,  are  rather  referable  to  the  neglect 
to  give  adequate  warning  of  their  existence.^ 

The  leading  case,  however,  on  this  branch  of  the  law  is  Indermaur  rndermaur  v. 
V.  Dames.^  Defendant  was  a  sugar  refiner,  at  whose  place  of  business  Dames. 
there  was  a  shaft,  necessary,  usual,  and  proper  for  the  purposes  of  the 
defendant's  business.  When  it  was  in  use  it  was  sometimes  necessary, 
for  purposes  of  ventilation,  that  it  should  be  open.  It  was  not  necessary 
that  it  should  be  unf enced  when  not  in  use  ;  and  it  might,  then,  without 
injury  to  the  business,  have  been  fenced.  The  plaintiff  was  on  the  pre- 
mises testing  a  gas  regulator  supplied  by  his  employer  to  the  defendant 
and,  without  negligence  on  his  part,  fell  down  the  shaft. 

"  The  common  case,"  says  Willes,  J.,®  "  is  that  of  a  customer  in  a  Willes,  J.'s, 
shop  ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  this  is  only  one  of  a  class  ;  for  whether  judgment, 
the  customer  is  actually  chaffering  at  the  time  or  actually  buys  or  not, 
he  is,  according  to  an  undoubted  course  of  authority  and  practice, 
entitled  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  by  the  occupier  to  prevent 
damage  from  unusual  danger,  of  which  the  occupier  knows  or  ought 
to  know,  such  as  a  trap-door  left  open,  unfenced,  and  unlighted."  .... 
"  The  class  to  which  the  customer  belongs  includes  persons  who  go, 
not  as  mere  volunteers  or  licensees,  or  guests,  or  servants,  or  persons 
whose  employment  is  such  that  danger  may  be  considered  as  bargained 
for,  but  who  go  upon  business  which  concerns  the  occupier,  and  upon 
his  invitation,  expressed  or  implied.     And,  with  respect  to  such  a 

1  Wilkinson  v.  Fairrie  wa«  distinguiBhed  in  Paddock  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co,,  18  L.  T. 
(N.  S.)  ^>  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  choBe  to  go  wandering  about  in  the  dark 
looking  for  what  he  wanted,  and  was  to  all  intents  a  volunteer.  DriscoU  v.  Com- 
missioners of  the  Burgh  of  Partick,  2  Fraser  368 — case  of  uniighted  common  stair- 
case ;  Fleming  v.  Eadie,  25  Rettie  600 — sanitary  inspector  goes  about  strange 
house  without  waiting  to  be  shown.  In  Nicholson  v.  Lanes,  dt  Y.  Ry.  Co.  34  L.  J. 
Ex.  84,  a  passenger  tell  over  a  hamper  taken  out  of  a  train  and  placed  at  the 
side  of  the  line  some  distance  from  the  platform,  but  wheie  theie  wa<)  an  usage  for 
passengers  to  pass  in  going  out  of  the  station  ;  it  was  held  there  was  some  evidence 
*      -  the  '  ^      -  -  „    ^    -.      ^      -    «    .  _ 


of  a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  company.  Cp.  Holmes  v.  N.  IS.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ex. 
264,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  6  Ex.  123.  See  Common  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.,  4  H.  & 
N.  781  ;  Sturges  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  231  (C.  A.) ;  Jones  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Rd.  Co.,  16  Ont.  App.  37. 

a  (1866)  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  274,  in  the  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  31 1.  In  Butts  v.  Ooddard, 
4  Times  L  R.  193,  plaintiff  recovered  where,  calling  upon  auctioneers  and  estate 
agents,  she  entered  by  a  door,  which  was  not  the  usual  entrance,  and,  having  reached 
a  folding  door,  which  she  pushed  open,  fell  down  a  flight  of  steps  leading  to  a  cellar 
In  Mason  v.  Langford,  4  Times  L.  R.  407,  plaintiff  wa^  held  disentitled  where  she 
went  to  defendant's  shop  when  the  iron  shutters  were  down,  but  the  door  was  ajar, 
which  she  pushed  open  and  stepped  in  down  a  steep  flight  of  steps,  the  trap-door 
of  which  was  raised.  Steer  v.  St.  Jameses  Residential  Chamhers  Co.,  3  Times  L.  R. 
600 ;  O'NeU  v.  Everest,  61  I*  J.  Q.  B.  453.  The  law  in  the  United  States  is  identical 
with  our  own :  Bennett  v.  Rd.  Co.,  102  U.S.  (12  Otto)  577,  581,  where  the  English 
cases  are  reviewed.  Hudson  v.  Victorian  Rys.  Commissioner,  26  V.  L.  R.  260  ; 
Harrington  v    Wellington  Harbour  Board,  14  N.  Z.  L.  R.  347. 

3  L.  R.  I  C.  P.  287. 
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visitor  at  least,  we  consider  it  settled  law,  that  he,  using  reasonable 
care  on  his  part  for  his  own  safety,  is  entitled  to  expect  that  the  occupier 
shall  on  his  part  use  reasonable  care  to  prevent  damage  from  unusual 
danger,  which  he  knows  or  ought  to  know;  and  that,  where  there  ifl 
evidence  of  neglect,  the  question  whether  such  reasonable  care  has  been 
taken  by  notice,  lighting,  guarding,  or  otherwise,  and  whether  there 
was  contributory  negligence  in  the  sufierer,  must  be  determined  by  a 
jury  as  matter  of  fact."  ^ 

In  determining  what  precautions  ought  to  be  adopted  in  individual 
cases  practical  difficulties  will  often  arise;  the  discriminating  line, 
however,  is  indicated  in  Crafter  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,^  "  between 
suggestions  of  possible  precautions  and  evidence  of  actual  n^Ugence 
such  as  ought  reasonably  and  properly  to  be  left  to  a  jury." 

In  Smith  v.  London  d  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co,^  the  duty  of  the  occu- 
pier is  held  to  exist  independent  of  privity.  The  company  there  were 
the  owners  of  docks,  who  provided  access  by  means  of  gangways  to  the 
vessels  there.  The  plaintiff,  going  on  a  vessel  for  business,  saw  the 
gangway,  and,  proceeding  upon  it,  fell  into  the  water.  The  defendants 
were  held  liable ;  '*  for  the  gangway  being  placed  there  as  the  means 
of  access  to  all  persons  having  business  on  board  the  ship,  it  amounts 
to  an  invitation  to  persons  having  business  on  board  the  ship  to  go 
upon  it."  The  rule,  then,  may  be  thus  stated,  that  persons  inviting 
others  not  only  on  their  own  premises,  but  upon  any  premises,  are 
answerable  for  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  trap  existing  in  the  means 
they  afford  for  going  upon  such  premises,*  or  while  they  are  there.* 
The  test  of  an  act  done  for  the  common  interest  of  the  parties  was 
subsequently,  in  Holmes  v.  N,  E.  Ry.  Co,,^  used  to  discriminate  the 
position  of  a  licensee  from  that  of  a  person  on  premises  to  whom  a  duty 
to  take  care  is  owing.  '^  As  soon  as  you  introduce  the  element  of  busi- 
ness, which  has  its  exigencies  and  its  necessities,  all  idea  of  mere 
voluntariness  vanishes."' 

In  Lax  V.  Corporation  of  DarUngton^^  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  thus  expressed 

^  Dclan  y.  Burnet,  23  Rettie  550  (defeotive  condition  of  shop  floor),  distinguished, 
PaUrson  v.  Kidd's  Trustees,  24  Rettie  99  (latent  defect  in  floor  of  granary) ;  Wais(m 
y.  M^Leish,  25  Rettie  1028  (workman  using  rotten  planks  lying  on  premises  instead 
of  bringing  his  own). 

a  L.  R.  1  0.  P.,  per  Montague  Smith,  J.,  304 ;  Longmare  y.  O.  W,  Ry.  Co.,  19 
C.  B.  N  S.  183;  Q.  W.  Ry.  Co.  y.  Davits,  39  L.  T.  (N.S.)  475;  Wood  v.  Canadian 
Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  30  Can.  S.  C.  R.  110.  »  L.  R.  3  C.  P.,  per  Boyill,  C.J.,  332. 

4  In  Waikina  y.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  46  L.  J.  C.  P.  817,  Denman,  J.,  held  that  a  pw- 
eenger's  friend  is  not  in  the  position  of  a  person  barely  licensed,  but  when  seeing 
his  friend  off  is  "on  lawful  business  in  which  the  passenger  and  the  company  have 
both  an  interest "  ";  and  in  Thatcher  y.  The  O,  W.  Ry.  Co.,  10  Times  L.  R.  13,  Lord 
Esher,  M.R.,  said :  "  If  a  person  was  on  the  premises  of  another  with  that  other's 
consent,  the  latter  had  a  duty  to  take  reasonable  care  not  to  act  in  such  a  way 
as  to  cause  personal  injury  to  the  former."  In  York  y.  .Canada  Atlantic  88.  Co., 
22  Can.  8.  C.  R.  167,  a  woman  fell  off  a  wharf  on  her  way  to  meet  a  passenger  ex- 
pected by  steamer ;  Sparkes  y.  North  Coast  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  20  N.  S.  W.  L-  R 
371.  6  Harris  y.  Perry  (1903),  2  K.  B.  219. 

6  L.  R.  4  Ex.  254,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  6  Ex.  123.  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
Channell,  B.,  says,  258  :  "  In  one  Bcnse  the  plaintiff  was  a  licensee,  but  he  was  not 
a  mere  licensee,  and  the  word  mere  has  a  yery  qualifying  operation."  Romer,  LJm 
in  Frank  Warr  and  Co.  v.  London  County  Council  {1004),  1  K.  B.  721,  quotes  Vaughan, 
C.J.,  in  Thomas  y.  Sorrell,  Vaugh  351,  where,  speaking  of  the  general  effect  of  * 
licence,  he  says  that  "  a  dispensation  or  licence  properly  passeth  no  interest,  nor 
alters  or  transfers  propeity  in  anything,  but  only  makes  an  action  lawful  which 
without  it  had  been  unlawful."  A  licence  to  do  something  in  its  nature  permanent, 
as  to  erect  a  building,  when  acted  on  is  ineyocable,  Liggins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing  682. 
was  followed  in  Plimmer  y.  Mayor,  <tc.  of  Wellington,  9  App.  Ca&.  699. 

7  L.  R.  4  Ex.  254,  ik^h  Cleaaby,  B.,  259.  8  5  Ex.  D.  28,  34. 
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the  duty  owing  in  the  second  class  above  mentioned :  "  If  the  place  Warning  must 
was  not  safe,  if  there  was  a  danger  that  was  not  obvious  to  any  person  ^  ^^^  ^^ 
coming  there,  that  person  ought  to  have  been  warned  against  it,  and  danger. 
^  it  shoi^d  have  been  said  :  *'  If  you  come,  you  must  come  and  take  the 

place  as  you  find  it,  for  the  situation  of  things  is  such  that  there  is  danger 
there.'  The  defendants  did  not  warn  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  jury 
have  found  that  the  place  was  dangerous,  and,  therefore,  there  is,  in 
my  opinion,  a  prima  facie  case  against  them,  not  upon  any  ground 
•  of  negligence  or  misfeasance  but  simply  upon  this  ground  that  they 

'  have  not  done  their  duty  to  their  customer  in  apprising  him  that  there 

■  was  danger  in  his  accepting  their  invitation  and  allowing  him  to  come 

^  on  their  ground  for  a  profit  to  themselves."     The  case  raised  the  ques- 

tion of  the  liability  of  the  lord  of  a  market  for  the  death  of  a  cow 
injured  by  jumping  a  dangerous  railing  in  a  market  place.     Brett,  L.  J., 
was  of  opinion  "  that  the  defendants  were  under  the  liability — prima    . 
'  fade  at  all  events — of  affording  a  reasonably  safe  place  for  the  standing 

'  of  cattle.     The  finding  of  the  j  ury  is  that  they  did  hot  do  so  ;  therefore, 

^  in  my  opinion,  the  defendants  are  liable."^ 

f  White  V.  France^  raised  for  decision,  not  what  the  duty  to  a  person  Whiuv. 

'  invited  on  premises  is — for  that  was  made  clear  by  the  earlier  cases —  France. 

but  what  circumstances  outside  express  invitation  will  confer  upon  a 
person  the  rights  of  a  licensee.    A  licensed  waterman  out  of  employ- 
ment saw  that  defendant's  barge  was  in  charge  of  one  man  only,  and 
I  not  of  two,  as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  Thames  Conservancy  Board, 

r  Accordingly,  he  went  on  the  defendant's  premises  to  point  out  the 

omission,  and  to  get  employment.    He  was  referred  to  the  foreman, 
who,  he  was  told,  woidd  be  on  the  premises  the  next  day.     Returning 
I  the  next  day  he  was  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  bale  of  goods  from  a  ware- 

I  house  trap-door.    The  Court  held  that  he  was  on  the  premises  "  on  lawful 

I  business  in  which  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  had  an  interest," 

and  so  could  recover.     A  similar  decision  was  given  in  a  Scotch  case,  Scotch  case : 
i  where  a  dealer  in  firewood  visited  premises  on  a  dark  evening  to  buy  p*"*^^' 

tar-barrels  for  firewood,  and  was  referred  by  one  of  the  workmen  to  a    '^    ' 
I  clerk,  who  told  him  that  they  did  not  sell  them  ;   on  his  way  off  the  ^ 

I  premises  he  fell  down  an  open  hatchway  and  was  killed.^ 

Nicohon  v.  Macanirew^  another  Scotch  case,  is  governed  by  dif-  NieoUifm  v. 
ferent  considerations.  Pursuer,  a  mason,  had  lent  a  shovel  to  a  fellow-  Mamndrew. 
workman,  and,  wishing  to  reclaim  it,  climbed  a  ladder  and  passed  along 
a  scaffold  erected,  not  for  masons,  but  for  joiners.  It  was  not  alleged 
that  other  workmen  than>  the  joiners  were  in  the  habit  of  using  the 
scaffolding  with  the  permission  of  the  defenders,  or  that  they  had 
occasion  to  use  it.  Through  the  defect  of  the  scaffold  the  pursuer  was 
injured.  "  I  do  not  see,"  said  the  Lord  President  (Inglis),  '  that  there 
can  be  any  common  law  liability,  the  scaffolding  not  having  been 
erected  for  the  use  of  the  masons."    If  this  view  of  the  facts  is  right, 

1  L.c  33.  Cp.  Clayards  v.  Dethich,  12  Q.  B.  439 ;  also  Pittsburgh  Southern 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  104  Pa.  St  306,  where  the  Supteme  Court  of  Pennsylvania, 
Paxson,  J.,  deliverinff  the  judgment,  took  a  view  similar  to  that  of  Bramwell,  L.J. 
The  Court  of  Maine  decided  the  same  way,  in  Merrill  v.  Inhabitants  of  North  Yar- 
mouth, 78  Me.  200,  where  a  man  nnnecessarily  drove  his  waggon  across  a  flooded 
highway.  The  other  side  of  the  question  is  considered  in  C%ty  of  Altoona  v.  Lotz, 
114  Pa.  St.  238 ;   Keith  v.  Ottawa,  Ac.  Ry.  Co.,  (1902)  5  Ont.  L.  R.  116. 

a  2  C.  P.  D.  308. 

8  Brady  v.  Parker,  14  Rettie  783,  cited  in  Mountney  v.  Smith,  1  C.  L.  R.  (Aus- 
tralia)  146. 

4  (1888)  16  Rettie  854. 
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the  difference  between  the  two  cases  is  that  between  a  licensee  and  a 
trespasser.  In  the  former  case  the  dealer  visited  the  premises  on  a 
purpose  common  to  himself  and  the  owner  of  them.  In  the  latter, 
the  mason's  user  was  without  reference  to  the  owner  of  the  premises, 
and  purely  for  his  own  convenience. 

In  O^Neill  v.  Everesfi^  the  decision  was  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
on  special  facts.  Defendant,  a  master  lighterman,  contracted  to  convey 
goods  to  a  ship,  and  supplied  a  barge  for  the  purpose.  He  contracted 
with  another  person  to  take  his  barge  to  the  ship  and  return  it  when 
unloaded.  Plaintifi  was  employed  by  a  stevedore  to  unload  the  barge. 
In  the  course  of  unloading  and  after  dark  he  fell  through  the  hatchway 
of  the  cabin,  for  which  the  defendant  had  not  supphed  a  cover,  and  was 
injured.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  as  it  was  no 
part  of  his  duty  to  supply  a  cover  for  the  hatchway. 

The  case  of  Mansfield  v.  Baddeley^  is  one  very  close  to  the  line. 
Plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendant  as  a  dressmaker.  It  was  no 
part  of  her  duty  to  go  down  into  the  kitchen,  but  on  one  occasion  she 
went  there,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  to  fetch  something  up. 
As  she  was  leaving  the  kitchen,  a  savage  dog,  which  was  generally 
tied  up,  rushed  from  under  the  table  and  bit  her  leg.  Plaintiff  was 
aware  that  a  dog  of  this  kind  was  kept  on  the  premises.  The  county 
court  judge  nonsuited,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  servant 
and  knew  the  disposition  of  the  dog.  The  Court  held  the  non-suit 
wrong,  as  the  risk  '  was  not  incidental  to  the  service." 

If  the  plaintiff  sustained  the  injury  as  a  servant,  it  was  undisputed 
that  she  knew  of  all  the  surroundings  ;  there  was  no  concealed  danger, 
and  no  circumstances  known,  or  that  ought  to  have  been  known,  to 
the  defendant  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant ;  while,  if  she  did  not 
sustain  the  injury  as  a  servant,  the  question  of  whether  the  risk  was 
incidental  or  not  could  not  arise.  ^  The  duty  of  the  occupier  of  the  pre- 
mises is,  then,  to  protect  the  invitee  from  all  unusual  risks  ;*  yet,  from 
the  undisputed  facts,  it  is  evident  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence 
of  the  dog  and  the  savageness  of  its  disposition.  The  possibility  of 
the  dog's  being  loose  could  not  be  called  an  unusual  risK,  for  it  was 
distinctly  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge  of  what  the  practice 
with  regard  to  it  was,  viz.,  that  it  was  generally  tied  up.  The  law 
applicable  is  thus  stated  by  Bowen,  L.J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine  .-* 
*'  Where  the  danger  is  one  incident  to  a  perfectly  lawful  use  of  his  own 
premises  neither  contrary  to  statute  nor  common  law,  where  the 
danger  is  visible  and  the  risk  appreciated,  and  where  the  injured  person, 
knowing  and  appreciating  both  risk  and  danger,  voluntarily  encounters 
them,  there  is,  in  the  absence  of  further  acts  of  omission  or  commission, 
no  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  occupier  at  all."  In  SmtUie 
V.  Boydy^  the  dog  was  habitually  shut  up  while  the  pursuer  was  on  the 
premises,  whither  she  went  by  the  permission  and  on  the  invitation  of 

I  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  463.     See  anU,  64.  a  34  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  696. 

3  But  quaere,  must  not  the  plaintiff  bo  held  to  take  not  merely  the  risks  inci- 
dentnl  to  the  seryice  "  but  all  the  knoton  risks  '*  on  the  defendant's  premises : 
Brooks  V.  Courtney,  20  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  440. 

4  Chapman  v.  RothweU,  El.  B.  &  E.  168 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Fairrie,  1  H.  &  C.  633 ; 
SrnUh  V.  London  and  St,  Katharine  Docks  Co.,  L,  R.  3  0.  P.  326. 

6  18  Q.  B.  D.  697. 

6  24  Sc.  L.  B.  148.  The  business  which  will  ordinarily  justify  an  entry  on 
premises  in  the  absence  of  an  express  invitation  or  an  engagement  for  servioes 
must  be  the  ordinary  business  of  the  occupant,  not  that  of  the  plaintiff  (for  excep- 
tions to  this  see  Bao.  Abr.  Trespass,  P):  Bigelow,  L.C.,  on  Torts,  706. 
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the  defender's  wife.  On  the  day  of  the  accident  the  dog  was  let  out 
before  the  pursuer  had  left  the  premises,  and  bit  her.  The  only  point 
was  whether  the  pursuer's  licence  had  terminated  before  she  was  bitten 
or  the  dog  had  been  released  while  her  licence  was  yet  unexpired.  The 
latter  having  been  found  as  a  question  of  fact,  the  liability  of  the 
defender  followed. 

A  great  diversity  of  opinion  was  caused  by  the  case  of  Woodley  v.  Woodley  v. 
Metropolitan  District  Ry.  Co.,^  on  the  following  facts :  The  plaintifE  MetropoiUan 
was  a  workman  in  the  employ  of  a  contractor  engaged  by  the  defend-  q^  *  ^' 
ants  to  execute  certain  work  on  a  side  wall  on  their  line  of  railway  in  a 
dark  tunnel.  Trains  were  passing  the  spot  every  ten  minutes,  and  the 
line,  being  there  on  a  curve,  the  workmen  would  not  be  aware  of  the 
approach  of  a  train  till  it  was  within  twenty  or  thirty  yards  of  them. 
The  space  between  the  rail  and  the  wall,  on  which  the  workmen  had 
to  stand  while  at  work,  was  just  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  keep 
clear  of  a  train.  The  place  was  wholly  without  light.  No  one  was 
stationed  to  give  notice  of  an  approaching  train.  Xhe  speed  of  the 
trains  was  not  slackened  when  arriving  near  where  the  men  were  at  work, 
nor  was  any  signal  given.  The  service  was  one  of  extreme  danger, 
and,  while  the  plaintifi  was  reaching  across  the  rail  to  find  a  tool  he 
had  laid  down,  a  train  came  upon  him  suddenly,  and  struck  and 
seriously  injured  him.  On  a  previous  occasion,  when  similar  work 
was  being  done,  a  look-out  man  had  been  stationed  to  give  warning 
of  approaching  trains,  but  this  precaution  had  been  discontinued.^ 

In  the  Exchequer  Division,  Kelly,  C.B.,  and  Amphlett,  B.,  gave  The  case  in 
judgment^  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  a  look-out  man  had  *^®  ^^"  ^. 
formerly  been  employed  to  warn  the  workmen  of  their  danger,  and  ^g^on^^ 
that  after  the  accident  a  look-out  man  was  again  employed,  so  that 
the  jury  might  hence  reasonably  infer  negligence.     On  appeal,  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was  reversed  by  Cockburn,  C.J., 
IMeUor  and  Grove,  JJ.,  Mellish  and  Baggallay,  L.  JJ.,  dissenting. 

The  point  raised  was  whether,  on  the  facts  as  stated,  there  was  The  case 
evidence  of  negligence.    Cockburn,  C.J.,  considered  that  the  plaintifE  ^^^'jf  *?® 
was  working  either  as  a  servant  of  the  company  ;  or  was  on  their  pre-  AppeaL 
mises,  not  only  on  lawful  business,  but  by  their  invitation.    If  the  Cockburn, 
former,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  been  aware  of  the  nature  and  character  C. J.'b,  view, 
of  the  work  and  its  attendant  risks  when  he  entered  upon  it.    If  the 
latter,  he  had  full  notice  of  the  risks,  and  yet  chose  to  remain.    Mellor 
and  Grove,  JJ.,  considered  that  there  was  no  implied  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  company  to  provide  a  look-out  man,  as  suggested  by 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  ;  that,  as  there  was  nothing  done  or  omitted  by 
the  company  in  the  working  of  the  line  that  varied  from  the  ordinary 
way,  if  the  plaintiff  thought  there  was  danger  of  an  unusual  character 
in  the  nature  of  the  work,  he  was  free  to  have  stipulated  for  precautions 
or  to  have  left  the  work  altogether  ;  and  that,  as  neither  mismanage- 

1  (1887)  2  Ex.  D.  384.  Woodley' a  case  was  approved  in  Leary  v.  Boston^  Ac- 
Rd.  Co.,  139  Mass.  580.  Cp.  Bobertson  v.  Adamson,  24  Dunlop  1231,  an  accident 
ariaine  from  a  man,  who  had  been  employed  on  works  twenty  years,  falling  from 
a  briage  within  the  works,  which  was  unprotected  bv  any  kind  of  parapet,  and 
was  accustomed  to  be  unlighted,  although  there  was  a  lamp  ;  also  Clark's  Adminis- 
trator V.  Bichmond  and  Danville  Bd.  Co.,  49  Am.  B.  394,  where  a  railway  brakesman 
was  killed  by  collision  with  a  low  bridge  while  standing  on  the  top  of  a  car  at  night. 
Cp.  Casey  v.  Sinclair,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  305 :   also  Huff  v.  Austin,  15  Am.  St.  B.  613. 

2  From  the  judgment  of  Cockburn,  C.J.,  2  Ex.  D.  388,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  working  for  a  fortnight  before  the  accident  happened. 

3  2  Ex.  D.  385  n. 
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ment  nor  misconduct  ensued,  but  the  business  was  conducted  in  the 
usual  way,  with  equal  means  of  knowledge  on  all  sides,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover. 
Dissent  of  Baggallay,  L.  J.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 

Me^ah  *LT/  ^^^^v*^^  ^^  ^^®  Contractor,  and  that  the  case  could  not  be  distinguished 
'  from  Indermaur  v.  Dames  ;  also  that  "  the  real  question  is  whether 
the  company's  train  was  run  in  such  manner  and  with  such  precau- 
tions that  the  plaintiff  was  not  exposed  to  any  undue  risk  ;  and  this 
was  essentially  a  question  for  the  jury."  The  learned  judge  seems  to 
have  overlooked  the  preliminary,  that  there  must  be  evidence  of 
negligence  before  any  question  can  be  left  to  the  jury.  Mellish,  L. J., 
also  dissented,  as  he  considered  that  railway  companies  are  bound 
to  take  reasonable  care  that  the  servants  of  contractors  are  not  injured 
by  passing  trains,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  worked  in 
the  tunnel  for  a  fortnight  without  making  any  objection,  and  without 
abandoning  his  service,  was  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  necessary  inference 
in  point  of  law  that  he  consented  to  their  running  their  trains  as  usual. 
This,  too,  assumes  that  a  contract  to  work  in  the  normal  conditions 
of  working  the  line  is  not  good.^ 

'*  I  think,"  Mellish,  L.J.,  adds,  assuming  that  he  did  understand 
what  the  risk  was  which  he  was  running, "  he  is  entitled  to  say  '  I  know 
I  was  running  great  risk,  and  did  not  like  it  at  all,  but  I  could 
not  afford  to  give  up  my  good  place,  from  which  I  get  my  livelihood, 
and  I  supposed  that  if  I  was  injured  by  their  carelessness  I  should 
have  an  action  ugainst  the  company,  and  that  if  I  was  killed  my  wife 
and  children  would  have  their  action  also.'  " 

Later  cases^  have  conclusively  shown  that  a  workman  is  entitled 
to  say  this  in  the  case  of  an  alteration  in  the  conditions  of  his  employ- 
ment. The  present  case  is  different;  for  to  allow  a  workman  to 
accept  work  in  circumstances  of  risk  and  when  he  has  entered  on  it  to 
say  :  "  I  know  I  am  running  great  risk,  but  I  cannot  afford  to  give  np 
my  good  place,  and  I  suppose  if  I  am  injured  I  shall  have  an  action 
against  the  company,"  would  be  to  permit  him  without  communicating 
with  his  employer  to  vary  his  contract  and  to  diminish  the  risks  by 
reference  to  which  his  remuneration  is  fixed,  or  at  any  rate  the  com- 
petition for  his  employment ;  though  another  class  of  cases  denies  to 
the  employer  the  right  of  increasing  the  risks  without  the  most  un- 
equivocal making  of  a  new  contract. 

In  Thrussell  v.  Handy side,^  Hawkins,  J.,  distinguished  Woodley  v. 
Metropolitan  District  Ry.  Co}  A  workman  was  directed  by  his  em- 
ployer to  work  in  a  particular  place.  The  defendants  were  contractors 
working  above  the  place  where  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  at  his  work. 
For  some  time  the  defendants'  work  was  carried  on  in  a  manner  that 
obviated  danger  of  injury,  but  subsequently  the  plaintiff's  employers 
required  the  safeguard  which  protected  the  plaintiff  to  be  removed  so 
that  they  might  more  speedily  accomplish  their  own  work  on  which 
the  plaintiff  was  engaged.    No  other  safeguards  were  substituted. 

1  In  MacCarthy  v.  Young,  6  H.  &  N.  329,  it  was  decided  that  a  servant  had  no 
greater  right  than  his  master,  where  the  master  was  the  gratuitous  bailee  of  a 
defective  scaffolding,  of  whose  defects  the  bailor  was  ignorant. 

2  E.g.,  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Fry,  L.J.,  701,  expressing  con- 
currence with  the  view  of  Ck^ckbum,  C.J. ;  Smiih  v.  Baker  (1891),  A.  C.  326.  Cp. 
Membery  v.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  14  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Halsbur  ,  C,  184,  and  per  Lord 
Herschell.  192. 

3  (1888)  20  Q.  B.  D.  369.    Cp.  Casey  v.  Sinclair,  23  Sc.  Ix  R.  306. 

4  2  Ex.  D.  384. 
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Plaintiff  complained  to  the  defendants'  foreman  of  the  danger  from 
their  operations  to  which  he  was  exposed,  but  without  result,  though 
it  was  proved  that  satisfactory  precautions  could  have  been  easily  taken 
if  desired.  Plaintiff  was  injured  by  the  falling  of  an  iron  bolt  from 
the  work  carried  on  by  the  defendants  above  where  he  was  placed, 
and  brought  his  action.  An  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  the 
county  court  was  brought  on  the  groimd  of  the  identity  of  the  case  with 
Woodley  v.  Melro'poUtan  District  Ry.  Co}  Hawkins,  J.,  however,  DUtinpiished 
pointed  out  that  in  Woodley^s  case  the  plaintiff  was  injured  through  a  ^omWoodf^ 
regularly  recurrent  danger,  which  the  exercise  of  foresight  woidd  have  Ij,;fto»l>w- 
obviated ;  while  in  ThntsseJTs  c(ise  the  danger  was  intermittent,  and  triaRy,  Co, 
not  to  be  avoided  consistently  with  a  continuance  of  the  employment. 
In  addition  to  this,  it  may  be  noted  that,  in  Woodley* s  case,  the  running 
of  the  trains  was  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  and  without  negli- 
gence, and  the  duty  sought  to  be  imposed  upon  the  railway  company 
was  that  of  taking  extra  precautions  to  secure  the  safety  of  the  work- 
man ;  while  in  ThrussdCs  case  an  ordinary  means  of  doing  the  work  in 
safety — "  in  order  to  do  this  work  and  to  hoist  the  plates  a  large  stage 
had  been  erected  which  was  called  a  gantry  "^ — had  been  abandoned 
for  other  means  not  safe.  The  removal  of  the  workman  in  Woodley^s 
case  is  not  paralleled  by  the  alteration  in  the  mode  of  doing  the 
work,  since  the  cessation  of  extra  precautions  differs  widely  from 
the  abandonment  of  ordinary  ones.^  Neither  does  the  fact  that  the 
abandonment  of  the  first  mode  of  working  was  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff's  employers  affect  the  nature  of  his  claim,  which  appears  almost 
identical  with  Smith  v.  Baker }  That  a. workman's  employer  has  for 
his  own  purposes  made  arrangements  with  third  persons  without 
reference  to  his  workman  cannot,  m  the  absence  of  special  circumstances, 
alter  the  conditions  of  the  workman's  employment.  It  remains  that 
a  dangerous  method  of  working  was  dehberately  imdertaken,  with 
the  effect  of  injuring  some  one  who  had  not  contracted  to  encounter 
the  risk,  and  who,  therefore,  became  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of 
his  injury.  In  this  view  WoodUy^s  case  has  little,  if  any,  bearing  on 
the  present. 

Some  American  cases  may  be  shortly  noticed,  as  they  raise  questions  American 
on  which  there  are  no  reported  English  decisions.^    "  It  is  a  very  omob  not 
ancient  rule  of  the  common  law,"  says  Gray,  C.  J.,®  **  that  an  entry  upon  ^^{^  ^^ 
land  to  save  goods  which  are  in  jeopardy  of  being  lost  or  destroyed  by  authority, 
water,  fire  or  any  like  danger  is  not  a  trespass."     "  As  individuals  may 
thus  enter  upon  the  land  of  another,  firemen  may  do  so  for  the  pro- 
tection of  property,  oflGicers  of  the  law  for  similar  purposes,  and  under 
proper  circumstances  for  the  arrest  of  offenders  or  the  execution  of 
criminal  process.     The  right  to  do  this  may  be  in  limitation  of  the 
more  general  right  of  property  which  the  owner  has,  but  it  is  for  his 
protection  and  that  of  the  public."     A  later  case  improves  on  this  and 
holds  that  if  a  police  officer  enters  the  premises  of  a  private  owner, 
at  the  request  of  a  tenant  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  a  person  there 
engaged  in  disturbing  the  peace,  he  may  maintain  an  action  against 
the  owner  of  the  premises,  for  injuries  received  while  leaving  with 

1  2  Ex.  D.  384.  a  20  Q.  B.  D.  361. 

s  Altogether  apart  from  the  fact  that  in  Woodley* s  case  the  look-out  man  had  not 
been  employed  in  the  same  work,  but  per  Kelly,  C.B.,  2  Ex.  D.  386,  '*  on  some  former 
occasion,  or  on  some  other  part  of  the  railway.*' 

4  (1891)  A.  C.  325.  fi  So  far  as  the  writer's  researches  go. 

«  Proctor  V.  Adams,  1 13  Mass.  376. 
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the  offender  in  custody,  from  their  defective  condition,  in  a  respect 
not  attributable  to  the  tenant.^  Such  is  the  head  note.  The  facts 
do  not  bear  it  out.  The  defective  condition  wa^  in  the  entry  to  the 
premises ;  the  duty  to  repair  was  found  to  be  on  the  defendaiit ;  and 
the  officer  was  on  the  premises  in  pursuance  of  his  public  duty. 

In  Maine  it  has  been  held  that  a  Customs  officer  searching  ion 
smugglers  on  a  wharf  without  a  lantern  and  who  fell  into  the  water 
through  an  opening  negligently  left  unguarded  and  unlighted  could 
maintain  an  action,  and  that  contributory  negligence  could  not  success- 
fully be  alleged,  since  his  duty  in  searching  for  smugglers  rendered  it 
necessary  for  him  to  keep  himself  concealed.^ 

Letter  carriers  and  water  inspectors  apparently  in  America  enjoy 
immunities  of  their  own.  In  England  their  position  is  that  of  any 
other  person  coming  on  premises  on  business  with  the  occupier.' 

1  Learoyd  v.  Godfrey,  138  Mass.  316.     The  judgment  is  by  Holmes,  J. 
a  Low  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  72  Me.  313.     The  English  rule  may  be  gathered 
from  ScoU  v.  London  &  St,  Katharine  Dock  Co,  3  H.  &  C.  696. 
3  Ante,  449. 


CHAPTER  II. 

WATER   AND  WATERCOURSES. 

The  collection,  distribution,  and  user  of  water  on  a  man's  estate  raise 
questions  of  difficulty  with  reference  to  the  exercise  of  control  over 
property  that  must  be  dealt  with  here. 

There  is  no  property  in  running  water.  ^    That  there  should  be  a  No  property 
property  fixed  in  running  water,  says  Callis  :^  "  I  cannot  be  drawn  to  "^  running 
that  opinion,  for  the  Civil  Law  says  farther,  quod  aqua  profluens  non  ^*  ^* 
manet  in  certo  loco,  sed  procul  fuit  extra  ditianem  ejus  cujua  flumen  est 
ut  ad  mare  tandem  perveniat  ;  for  in  my  opinion  it  would  be  strange 
that  the  law  of  property  should  be  fixed  upon  such  uncertainties,  as 
to  be  altered  into  meum,  tuum,  suum  before  these  words  can  be  spoken, 
and  to  be  changed  in  every  twinkling  of  an  eye."    "  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  taking  this  word  aqua  for  the  bare  running  water  there  can  be 
no  property  therein,  but  as  the  same  is  incident  to  the  soil,  taking 
them  two  for  one,  it  is  drawn  with  the  property  thereof.    And  this 
difference  is  apparent  by  12  H.  VII.  aforesaid  ;'  and  Mr.  Linwood  put 
a  difference  inter  fluvium  et  flumeny  for,  saith  he,  est  perennis  decursus 
aquarum  sed  flumen  est  propria  ipsa  aqua.^^^ 

The  moment  the  water  of  a  spring  runs  into  a  definite  channel,  it  Watercourse, 
constitutes  a  watercourse.^  "  A  watercourse  differs  from  a  way  or 
common ;  that  it  doth  not  begin  by  prescription  nor  yet  by  assent, 
but  the  same  doth  begin  ex  jure  naturoB,  having  taken  this  course 
naturally  and  cannot  be  averted."*  A  declaration  stating  merely 
the  possession  of  the  place  through  which  the  water  used  to  run  is  the 
proper  mode  of  laying  claim  to  a  watercourse.^ 

We  have  therefore  to  consider  the  relations  raised  : 

I.  By  water  flowing  upon  land  by  the  operation  of  natural  causes  l  Relations 

merely.  raised  by 

II.  By  water  brought  upon  land  by  the  intervention  of  an  artificial  ^^^l^^^' 
agency.  upon  land. 

1  Higgina  v.  Inge,  7  Bing,  per  Tindal,  C. J.,  692.  Distinction. 

3  Reading  on  the  Statute  of  Sewers,  78.  11.  Relations 

3  In  1 2  H.  VII.  4,  a  precipe  quod  reddat  is  brought  de  una  aera  temm  eu^  aqua  eooperta,  raised  by 

^  Cp.  D.  43,  22,  4.     De  fonle.      Cistema  non  habei  perpetuatn  caugam,  nee  vivam  water  brought 
aquam.     Ex  quo  apparet  in  his  omnibus  exigenium,  ut  vit?a  aqua  sit,  Cistemae  aufem  on  land. 
itnbribus  eoneipiuntur.     Denique  constat  interdictum  cessare,  si  locus,  piscina,  puteus 
vivam  aquam  non  habeat, 

5  Dudden  v.  Guardians  of  Clutton  Union,  1  H.  &  N.  627  ;  Briscoe  y.  Drought,  11 
If.  C.  L.  R.  250  :  where  the  question  is  of  the  existence  of  a  watercourse^  the  judge 
ought  to  define  the  term  to  the  jury. 

«  Per  Whitlock,  J.,  Shury  v.  Piggot,  3  Buls.  339. 

7  Broum  v.  Best,  I  Wils.  (K.  B.)  174. 
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Under  the  first  class  we  shall  consider,  first,  water  running  in 
defined  channels,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  as  it  is  snrface  water 
or  subsoil  water ;  and,  secondly,  water  not  running  in  any  channels  ; 
and  this  also  under  the  two  heads  of  surface  water  and  subsoil  water. 

Under  the  second  class  a  distinction  must  be  noted  between  (a) 
water  brought  on  land  with  reference  to  the  right  of  the  landowner 
bringing  it  there  alone,  and  (6)  water  brought  on  land  where  a  con- 
tractual relationship  has  been  constituted  between  the  landowner  and 
others  liable  to  be  afiEected  by  the  bringing  of  water  there. 


Two  heads: 

I.  Water  in 
a  defined 
channeL 

II.  Water 
not  in  defined 
channels. 


I.  Water  in 
a  defined 
chMinel. 
Definition  of 
a  water- 
course. 


Water- 
course (a) 
natural ; 
(6)  artificial, 
(a)  Natural 
water- 
courses. 


I.  Water  naturally  plowing  upon  Land. 

This  we  proceed  to  consider  under  the  headings  of — 

I.  The  position  of  the  owners  of  land  by  or  through  which  water 
runs  in  a  defined  channel ;  and 

II.  The  position  of  the  owners  of  land  by  or  through  which  water 
runs  not  in  any  defined  channel. 

The  rule  of  the  civil  law  is  :  Sic  enim  debere  quern  mdiorem  agrum 
8uum  facere,  ne  vidni  deteriorem  fadat} 

This  is  followed  by  the  Code  Civil,^  which,  with  its  comments, 
is  declared  by  the  Privy  Council,  in  Miner  v.  GUmour^  not  to  difEer 
materially  from  the  law  of  England.' 

I.  The  position  of  the  owners  of  land  by  or  through  which  water 
runs  in  a  defined  channel. 

To  be  a  watercourse,  by  force  of  the  term,  water  must  flow  in  a 
defined  stream.  It  need  not  always  flow;  but  there  must  be  a 
stream  usually  flowing  in  a  particular  direction.  Sometimes  it  may 
even  be  dry  ;  still  usually  it  must  flow  in  a  definite  channel,  having  a 
bed,  sides  or  banks,  and  most  frequently  discharging  itself  into  some 
other  stream  or  body  of  water.  A  mere  surface-drainage  over  the 
entire  face  of  a  tract  of  land  made  up  of  unusual  freshets  or  other 
extraordinary  causes,  is  not  a  watercourse  ;  neither  is  water  flowing 
in  the  hollows  or  ravines  in  land,  which  is  the  mere  surface-water  from 
rain  or  melting  snow,  and  is  discharged  through  hollows  or  ravines,  at 
other  times  destitute  of  water,  from  a  higher  to  a  lower  level.* 

Water  running  in  a  defined  stream  within  the  foregoing  description 
may  be  either  natural  or  artificial. 

(a)  A  natural  stream  is  one  which  takes  its  rise  from  causes  produced 
by  the  operations  of  nature,  and  has  the  force  to  flow  in  a  channel 
either  marked  out  by  the  configuration  of  the  soil  or  directed  by  the 
force  of  the  stream  itself.  An  artificial  stream  is  one  that  arises  by 
the  agency  of  man,  or,  though  arising  from  natural  causes,  flows  in  a 
channel  made  by  man.' 

1  D.  39,  3,  1,  §  4 ;  and  see  judgment  of  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  Mason  v.  Hill^  5 
B.  &  Ad.  1,  where  the  Roman  law  is  much  considered,  at  23-24.        ^  Arts.  640-644. 

3  Miner  v.  GUmour,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  131,  166 ;  Commissioners  of  French  Hoek 
V.  Hugo,  10  App.  Cas.  336, 344 ;  Wood  v.  Waud,  3  Ex.,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  781 :  3  Kent, 
Oomm.  439, 440  ;  Embrey  v.  Owen,  6  Ex.,  per  Parke,  B.,  369  ;  also  Tyler  v.  Wilkinmm^ 
4  Mason  (U.S.)  397,  and  North  Shore  Ry.  Co.  v.  Pton,  14  App.  Cas.  612.  Unreasonable 
use  of  water  is  considered  in  EUis  v.  Clemens,  21  Ont.  R.  227,  affd.  22  Ont  R.  216. 

4  Cp.  McNab  V.  Robertson  (1897),  A.  G.  129.  Rivus  est  locus  per  longUudinem 
depressuSf  quo  aqua  decurrai,  cui  nomen  est  &ir6  toO  peip,  id  est^  d  fluendo :  D.  43»  21, 
l.§2. 

5  As  to  a  natural  watercourse,  see  Gregory  v.  Bush,  8  Am.  St.  R.  797  ;  Rankine, 
Land-Ownership  in  Scotland,  (3rd.  ed.)  462 ;  a  work  that  may  with  advantage  be 
referred  to  on  the  whole  of  this  subject. 
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Holker  v.  PorriU}  shows  the  considerations  determining  what  is  a  Holk&r  v. 
natural  stream.  A  stream  upon  a  man's  land  was  in  some  way  or  ^<»^'- 
other  divided,  one  portion  flowing  in  a  defined  current,  while  another 
passed  into  a  farmyard,  where  it  supplied  a  trough ;  the  overflow  from 
the  trough  was  diffused  over  the  ground.  The  owner  of  the  farmyard 
collected  the  overflow  into  a  reservoir,  and  used  it  for  the  purposes  of  a 
mill.  A  riparian  proprietor  higher  up  obstructed  the  flow  on  the 
ground  that  the  water  so  collected  was  an  artificial  stream,  whereupon 
the  owner  of  the  farmyard  sued.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that 
he  was  entitled  to  maintain  his  action  on  the  ground  that  the  stream 
was  a  natural  stream,  and  remained  a  natural  stream,  though  it  had 
been  turned  into  an  artificial  channel.  In  the  Exchequer  Chamber  ^  the 
judgment  went  on  a  somewhat  broader  principle — that  as  the  water 
came  to  the  plaintiff's  land  it  became  his  to  do  what  he  liked  with ;  and 
he  had  a  right  to  complain  of  any  one  diminishing  the  flow  which  came 
to  him  as  a  natural  stream  ;  that,  no  doubt,  the  consequences  to  a 
wrongdoer  were  more  serious  by  reason  of  the  more  profitable  use  the 
water  was  put  to ;  but  the  authorities  established  that  so  soon  as  the 
owner  of  land  on  a  stream  has  appropriated  the  water  to  a  beneficial 
use,  he  may  sue  in  respect  of  damage  done  to  him  with  reference  to  it.^ 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Martin,  B.,  said  :  "  Now,  that  state  of  Martin,  B.'b, 
things  [i.e.,  as  shown  in  the  case]  was  exactly  as  if  a  stream  lost  itself  j^e^urt  ol 
in  a  marsh  or  swamp,  a  haunt  for  snipe  and  wild-fowl,  but  not  turned  Exchequer, 
to  any  agricultural  purpose.    And  I  am  of  opinion  that,  if  a  pro- 
prietor in  such  a  case  expends  his  labour  in  cutting  a  course  for  the 
water,  he  acquires  a  right  analogous  to  that  which  he  would  have  if 
that  course  had  been  a  natural  stream,  and  that  no  distinction  can  be 
made  between  a  natural  stream  and  a  watercourse  made  to  drain  land 
and  to  carry  down  the  water  to  its  natural  destination." 

The  test,  then,  to  determine  between  a  natural  and  an  artificial  Test  to 
stream  is,  not  the  construction  of  the  channel  aloim  which  it  flows,  determme 
but  the  circumstances  of  its  course — does  it  flow  naturally  at  all,  not  natural  and 
is  its  volume  in  all  circumstances  the  same.    A  stream  arising  from  an  artificial 
natural  causes,  and  flowing  in  its  natural  course,  continues  a  natural  s*'®"":^ 
stream,  though  it  flows  in  a  channel  altogether  transformed  by  the 
hand  of  man. 

The  relevant  questions,  then,  are — In  what  condition  is  the  water  User  of  water 
received  on  a  man's  land,  and,  if  he  bound  to  part  with  it,  in  what  con-  ^^^®  ^  ^^^ 
dition  does  it  leave  his  land  ?  While  upon  his  land  he  may  divert 
it  into  channels  or  make  what  use  of  it  he  pleases  without  in  any  way 
being  accountable  for  such  use  ;  provided  only  it  leaves  his  land  in  the 
same  condition  as  that  in  which  he  received  it,  and  in  undiminished 
volume,  save  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  his  right  to  a  reasonable 
user  of  it  for  domestic  or  similar  purposes.*  If  the  stream  originated 
by  the  agency  of  man,  then  an  inquiry  must  be  instituted  whether 
rights  have  been  acquired  to  the  use  of  the  stream,  which,  though 
originally  artificial,  may  have  become  affected  with  the  rights  and 

1  L.  R.  8  Ex.  107,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  69.     The  case  is  called  Holker  v.  PoriU  in  L.  R. 
8  Ex.  and  HMer  v.  Porritt  in  the  Ex.  Ch. 
a  L.  R.  10  Ex.  69. 

3  Maaon  v.  HiU,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1. 

4  Roberts  v.  Richards,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  297  {Suicliffe  v.  Booth,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  136,  con- 
sidered and  approved),  but  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  the  order  was  discharged  on  an 
undertaking  being  given  by  the  defendant  not  to  divert  any  water  from  uie  water- 
course, 61  L  J.  Ch.  944.  A.-O.  v.  G,  E.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  572.  Baily  <fe  Co,  v. 
Clark,  Son  dh  Morland  (1902),  1  Ch.  G49. 
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Natural 
stream  either 
(a)  navigable ; 
oi  (6)  not 
navigable. 


No  common 
law  right  to 
tow 


duties  attaching  to  natural  streams  ;^  and  the  proper  inference  may 
be,  that  which  was  drawn  in  Bailey  dk  Co,  v.  Clark,  Son  &  Morland,^ 
that  the  watercourse  was  constructed  under  the  conditions  that  the 
water  might  be  withdrawn  for  manufacturing  purposes  equally  by 
all  the  riparian  proprietors,  provided  that  the  abstraction  of  water 
was  of  reasonable  amount.^ 

A  natural  stream  is  either  navigable  or  not  navigable. 

A  navigable  stream  is  one  over  which  the  public  has  a  right  of 
navigation,^  which  is  identical  with  a  right  of  way  over  a  land  highway.^ 

In  navigable  rivers  that  are  tidal  the  soU,  as  high  as  the  sea  flows 
or  reflows,  is  presumed^  to  belong  to  the  King,  and  the  King  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  the  same  property  therein  as  in  the  foreshore  of  the 
sea.*  In  navigable  rivers  beyond  the  flow  of  the  tide  the  proprietors 
on  either  side  are  presumed  to  be  possessed  of  the  soU  of  it  to  a  sup- 
posed line  in  the  middle  ;  though  the  law  secures  to  the  community 
the  right  of  navigation  upon  the  surface  of  the  water  as  a  public  highway, 
which  individuals  are  forbidden  to  obstruct,  and  precludes  the  riparian 
proprietors  from  preventing  the  progress  of  the  fish  through  the 
river  or  dealing  with  the  water  to  the  injury  of  their  neighbours.^ 
The  right  of  navigation  does  not  draw  with  it  any  right  of  property, 
but  is  confined  to  the  right  of  passage  to  and  fro,  as  in  a  land  highway  ;^ 
so  that,  in  addition  to  the  right  connected  with  the  navigation  to 
which  he  is  entitled  as  one  of  the  public,  the  riparian  owner  on  a 
navigable  river  retains  his  rights  as  an  ordinary  riparian  owner,  subject 
only  to  the  public  right  of  navigation.' 

The  contention  that  where  navigation  is  difficult  the  public  are 
entitled  at  common  law  to  tow  on  the  banks  of  ancient  navigable 
rivers  cannot  be  supported*®  In  Winch  v.  Conservators  of  the  Thaniesy^ 
it  was  said  that  there  is  no  objection  to  a  dedication  of  a  way  to  the 
public  for  such  a  limited  purpose.  "  Perhaps,"  says  Lord  Kenyon,  in 
an  earlier  case,**  "  small  evidence  of  usage  before  a  jury  would  establish 

^  Ivimey  v.  Stacker,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  396.     Aa  to  what  ccmstitutee  navigability*  S<iri  of 
Ilehester  v.  RaiaKUigK  61  L.  T.  479. 
3  (1902)  1  Ch.  649. 

3  Original  Hartlepool  CoUiertes  Co.  v.  Oibb,  6  Ch.  D.  713  ;  Anon.,  1  Camp.  617,  «.  ; 
The  King  v.  Montague,  4  B.  &  C.  698  ;  Earl  of  Ilehester  v.  BaiehUigh,  61  L  T.  477  ; 
even  against  the  Crown,  Colchester,  Mayor,  dsc.  of,  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339 ;  WiUiams 
V.  WUcoz,  8  A.  &  E.  314. 

4  Orr  Ewing  v.  Colguhoun,  2  App.  Cae.  839. 
6  A,-G.  V.  Emerson  (1891),  A.  C.  649. 

6  Com.  Big.  Navigation  (A) ;  Bvlstrode  v.  EaU,  1  Sid.  148. 

7  Per  0*Hagan,  J.,  in  Murphy  v.  Ryan,  Ir.  R.  2  C.  L.  148,  citing  Hale,  De  Jure 
Maris,  i. ;  Bristow  v.  Cormican,  3  App.  Cas.  641 :  followed  in  Hardin  v.  Jordan, 
140  U.  S.  (33  Davis)  371,  where  the  whole  subject  is  elaborately  treated,  and  where, 
speaking  of  Bristow  v.  Cormican,  the  Court  says,  392 :  **  Of  course  this  decision  has 
not  the  controlling  authority  which  it  would  have  had  if  it  had  been  made  before 
our  revolution.  But  it  is  the  judicial  decision  of  the  highest  authority  in  the  British 
Empire,  and  is  entitled  to  the  greatest  consideration  on  a  question  like  this  of  pore 
common  law."  Kaukana  Co.  v.  Oreen  Bay,  dec.  Canal  Co,.  142  U.  S.  (35  Davis)  254  : 
Lembeck  v.  Nye,  21  Am.  St.  R.  828  ;  Shivdy  v.  Bordby,  152  U.  S.  (45  Davis)  1.  There 
can  be  no  public  right  of  fishing  in  non-tidal  waters,  even  where  they  are  to  some 
extent  navigable  rivers  ;  Pearce  v.  Scoteher,  9  Q.  B.  D.  162. 

8  Orr  Eiving  v.  Colquhoun,  2  App.  Cas.  839.  Persons  using  a  navigable  high- 
way no  more  acquire  thereby  a  right  to  fish  there  than  persons  passing  along  a  publio 
highway  on  land  acquire  a  right  to  shoot  upon  it :  Smith  y.  Andreufs  (1891),  2  Ch.  678, 
696. 

9  Lyon  V.  Fishmongers'  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  662;  North  Shore  By. Co,  v.  Pion,  14  Apin 
Cas,  612. 

10  BaU  V.  HerheH,  3  T.  R.  263. 

"  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  468, 471.  la  BaU  v.  Herbert,  3  T.  R.  262. 
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a  right  by  custom  on  the  ground  of  public  convenience  "  ;   and  from 
the  tone  of  the  latter  case  this  seems  to  be  so. 

With  these  limitations,  the  position  of  an  owner  of  land  by  which  Position  of 
a  navigable  stream  flows  is  the  same  as  that  of  an  owner  by  whose  land  ?^®j^  ^^ 
a  not  navigable  stream  flows.     If  the  stream  form  the  boundary  of  the  wUch  a 
property  of  landowners,  each  proprietor  has  an  equal  right  to  the  use  nayigable 
of  the  water,  and  no  proprietor  has  a  right  to  the  water  to  the  pre-  stream  aows. 
judice  of  other  proprietors  unless  he  has  a  right  to  divert  it  or  a  title 
to  some  exclusive  enjoyment.^ 

The  owners  of  lands  adjoining  a  stream  from  its  source  to  the  sea  Rights  of 
have  a  natural  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  of  it.    A  river  begins  at  its  owners 
source  so  soon  as  it  cpmes  to  the  surface,  but  the  owner  of  the  land  of  adjoinmga 
which  it  rises  cannot  monopolise  all  the  water  at  the  source  any  more  a^eam. 
than  a  proprietor  lower  down.^    When  it  is  said  that  the  proprietors  of 
the  bank  of  a  running  stream  are  entitled  to  the  bed  of  the  stream  as 
their  property  usque  ad  medium  fiUum,  it  does  not  follow  that  their 
property  is  capable  of  being  used  in  the  ordinary  way  in  which  so 
much  land  uncovered  by  water  might  be  used.     The  bed  of  the  stream 
must  only  be  used  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  affect  the  interest  of  riparian 
proprietors  in  the  stream.     Neither  is  allowed  to  use  it  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  interfere  with  the  natural  flow.     The  bank  may  be  fenced,  though 
any  erection  in  the  aheus  ia  unlawful ;  and  the  onus  of  proving  that 
such  an  erection  is  not  an  encroachment  falls  on  the  person  putting  it  in 
the  stream.    Neither  need  damage  be  proved' — ^that  is,  damage  need 
not  be  proved  if  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  injury  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  result  from  an  encroachment.    If  injury  "does  not  result 
at  the  time  of  action,  and  there  is  no  probability  of  it  resulting  at 
some  future  time,  then  no  action  lies.* 

Further,  each  riparian  proprietor  is  presumed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
adjoining  half  of  the  bed  of  the  stream.  This  presumption  is,  however, 
rebuttable  ;  but  not  by  proof  that  the  conveyance  is  of  land  bounded 
by  the  river,  nor  of  subsequent  inconvenience  arising  to  the  grantor 
from  the  grant,  nor  that  the  grantor  was  owner  of  both  banks.^ 

If  the  stream  is  wholly  in  the  property  of  one  landowner,  then  the 
rights  of  those  higher  up  and  lower  down  the  course  of  the  stream 
are  the  same  as  those  of  opposite  proprietors,  with  the  exception  that 
any  use  may  be  made  of  the  stream  within  the  limits  of  property, 
provided  that  its  volume  and  quality  are  unaffected  at  the  points  of 
adit  and  exit.* 

1  Wright  v.  Howard,  1  Sim.  ft  St.  100 ;  3  Kent.  Comm.  439.  D.  43,  13,  ne  quid 
in  flumine  publico  ripave  ejus  fiai  quo  aliter  aqua  fluai,  quam  priore  cestaU  fiuxU. 

3  Dudden  v.  Guardians  of  CluUon  Union,  1  H.  &  N.  627,  followed  in  Bunting  y. 
Hicks,  70  L.  T.  455  ;  Mostyn  v.  Atherion  {IS9Q),  2  Ch.  360. 

3  BickeU  V.  Morris,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  (So.)  47.  This  case,  as  explained  by  Orr  Eunng 
V.  Colquhoun,  2  App.  Cas.  839,  is  discussed,  Bdfasi  Bope  Works  Co,  v.  Boyd,  21  L.  R. 
It.  560,  the  ease  of  the  erection  of  a  weir  to  establish  control  over  water,  and  in  an 
excellent  judgment  bv  Madden,  C.  J.,  Nagle  v.  MiUer,  29  V.  L.  R.  765.  See  Barl  of 
Norbury  v.  Kitchin,  before  Wood,  V.C.,  15  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  501  ;  Boss  v.  Powrie  and 
PiicaOhley,  19  Rettie  314  ;  Crosdey  v.  lAghtowUr,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478.  A  riparian  owner 
may  moor  to  his  bank  a  floating  wharf  and  boat-house  if  the  same  is  not  an  obstruction 
to  the  navigation.  Booth  v.  RalU,  15  App.  Gas.  188. 

4  Kensit  v.  Q.  E.  By.  Co,,  27  Ch.  D.,  per  Cotton,  L.J.,  131 ;  Swindon  Waterworks 
Co,  V.  Wilts  A  Berks  Canal  Navigation  Co.,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  697. 

5  MickUthwait  v.  Newlay  Bridge  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  133 ;  Jameson  v.  Police  Com- 
missioners of  Dundee,  12  Rettie  300  ;  Duke  of  Devonshire  v.  Pattinson,  20  Q.  B.  D.  263. 

«  West  Cumberland  Iron  and  Steel  Co.  v.  Kenyan,  11  Ch.  D.  782;  Canfield  V. 
Andrews,  41  Am.  R.  828. 
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The  law  is  stated  in  Etnbrey  v.  Otoen}  to  be  that  flowing  water  is 
jmblici  juris  in  this  sense  only — that  ail  may  use  it  reasonably  who 
have  a  right  of  access  to  it,  and  that  none  can  have  any  property  in 
the  water  itself,  except  in  the  particular  portion  which  he  may  choofle 
to  abstract  from  the  stream  and  take  into  his  possession ;  and  tiiat 
during  the  time  of  his  possession  only.  The  right  to  have  a  stream  of 
water  flow  in  its  natural  state  without  diminution  or  alteration  is  an 
incident  to  the  property  in  the  land  through  which  it  passes  ;  this  is 
not  an  absolute  and  exclusive  right  to  the  flow  of  aU  the  water  ;  it  is 
subject  to  the  right  of  other  riparian  proprietors  to  a  reasonable 
enjoyment  of  it ;  and  consequently  it  is  only  for  an  unreasonable  and 
unauthorised  use  of  this  common  benefit  that  any  action  will  lie.' 

The  general  type  of  these  uses  is  specified  by  Lord  Cairns,  C,  in 
Smndon  Watenwrks  Co,  v.  Wilts  and  Berks  Canal  Navigation  Co.  .•* 
"  Undoubtedly  the  lower  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  the  accus- 
tomed flow  of  the  water  for  the  ordinary  purposes  for  which  he  can  use 
the  water,  that  is  quite  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  upper  owner  also 
to  use  the  water  for  all  ordinary  purposes,  namely,  as  has  been  said, 
ad  lavandum  et  ad  potandumy  whatever  portion  of  the  water  may  be 
thereby  exhausted  and  may  cease  to  come  down  by  reason  of  that  use. 
But,  farther,  there  are  uses  no  doubt  to  which  the  water  may  be  put 
by  the  upper  owner,  namely,  uses  connected  with  the  tenement  of  that 
upper  owner.  Under  certain  circumstances,  and  provided  no  material 
injury  is  done,  the  water  may  be  used  and  may  be  diverted  for  a  time  by 
the  upper  owner  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation.  That  may  well  be  done ; 
the  exhaustion  of  the  water  which  may  thereby  take  place  may  be  so 
inconsiderable  as  not  to  form  a  subject  of  complaint  by  the  lower  owner, 
and  the  water  may  be  restored  after  the  object  of  irrigation  is  answered, 
in  a  volume  substantially  equal  to  that  in  which  it  passed  before. 
Again,  it  may  well  be  that  there  may  be  a  use  of  the  water  by  the  upper 
owner  for,  I  will  say,  manufacturing  purposes  so  reasonable  that  no  just 
complaint  can  be  made  upon  the  subject  by  the  lower  owner.  Whether 
such  a  use  in  any  particular  case  could  be  made  for  manufacturing 
purposes  connected  with  the  upper  tenement  would,  I  apprehend, 
depend  upon  whether  the  use  was  a  reasonable  use.  Whether  it  was 
a  reasonable  use  would  depend,  at  all  events  in  some  degree,  on  the 
magnitude  of  the  stream  from  which  the  deduction  was  niade  for  this 
purpose  over  and  above  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water." 

The  Irish  Court  of  Appeal  who  had  permitted  a  railway  company 
whose  line  crossed  a  stream  to  take  water  from  it  and  carry  the  water 
along  their  line  to  a  tank  for  the  use  of  their  locomotive  engines  along 
the  whole  of  their  railway,  was  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
McCartney  v.  Londonderry  dk  Lough  SwiUy  Ry.  Co.^  Lord  Macnaghten 
said^  the  case  was  entirely  covered  by  the  Sunndon  case.  "  There 
Lord  Cairns,  C,  gave  a  judgment  as  to  the  rights  of  riparian  owners  so 
complete  and  exhaustive  that  I  venture  to  say  no  case  has  since  come 
before  the  Courts,  not  excepting  the  case  of  Kermt  v.  G.  E,  Ry.  Co,, 
which  might  not  have  been  (Usposed  of  by  the  application  of  one  or  two 


1  0  Ex.  363;   Withcrsv.  Purchase,  001,.  T.S19, 

9  Sampson  v.  HoddinoU,  1  G.  B.  N.  S.  590.  As  to  diverting  a  watercourse.  Bed 
Oilson  v.  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Co.,  36  Am.  St.  R.  802,  and  tho  exhaustiye  note 
on  "  Proximate  and  Remote  Cause,"  807-861. 

8  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  704  ;  Bonner  v.  G.  W.  By,  Co.,  24  Ch.  D.  1, 

4  (1904)  A.  C.  301.  5  L,c.  308. 
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sentences  taken  from  it,  and  that  perhaps  without  any  great  loss  to 
the  general  stock  of  legal  knowledge." 

In  this  connection  may  be  noted  an  often-cited  passage  from  the  Lord  Kings- 
judgment  of  Lord  Kingsdown  in  Miner  v.  Gilmour  :^  "  By  the  general  ^^^^ 
law  applicable  to  running  streams  every  riparian  proprietor  has  a  aUmour. 
right  to  what  may  be  called  the  ordinary  use  of  the  water  flowing 
past  his  land  ;  for  instance,  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the  water  for  his 
domestic  purposes  and  for  his  cattle,  and  this  without  regard  to  the 
effect  which  such  use  may  have,  in  case  of  a  deficiency,  upon  proprietors 
'  lower  down  the  stream.     But,  further,  he  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  it 

f  for  any  purpose,  or  what  may  be  deemed  the  extraordinary  use  of  it, 

*  provided  he  does  not  thereby  interfere  with  the  rights  of  other  pro- 

i  prietors  either  above  or  below  him.    Subject  to  this  condition,  he  may 

"  dam  up  the  stream  for  the  purpose  of  a  mill,  or  divert  the  water  for 

I  the  purpose  of  irrigation.    But,  he  has  no  right  to  interrupt  the  regu- 

lar flow  of  the  stream,  if  he  thereby  interferes  with  the  lawful  use  of 
f  the  water  by  other  proprietors,  and  inflicts  upon  them  a  sensible  injury." 

I  A  distinction  is  here  drawn  between — 

:  (1)  Ordinary  user  to  which  water  may  be  applied  irrespective  of  Distinction 

;  any  question  of  subtracting  from  lower  proprietors  ;^  and    between 

(2)  Extraordinary  user  to  which  water  maybe  applied  subject  ©xtraolSinary 
to  its  not  being  subtracted  from  the  lower  proprietors ;  user. 
(  and  this  is  settled  law. 

:  In  Stockport  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Potter,^  the  water  of  the  River  Mersey  stoekdale 

t  was  alleged  to  be  abstracted  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  Stockport  Waterworks 

f  for  domestic  purposes,  and  the  complaint  was  that  the  defendants  had  ^^*  ^'  ^^^ 

fouled  it.     The  Court  decided  that  a  riparian  proprietor  could  not 
f  grant  his  water  rights  apart  from  his  estate.     This  was  distinguished  in 

NuUallv.  Bracemell^  where  two  adjoining  riparian  proprietors  agreed  NuOaUy. 
f  to  divert  a  stream  so  that  it  should  run  in  two  channels  instead  of  one,  BraceweU. 

the  water  passing  again  into  the  old  stream  below  their  land,  and 

f;  flowing  down  to  the  lower  proprietors  as  before.     "  What  is  done  by 

J  the  two  proprietors  may  be  supposed  to  be  a  more  convenient  way  of 

p  making  use  of  the  flow  of  water  while  it  in  no  way  diminishes  or  affects 

the  rights  of  the  other  proprietors."^ 

Holker  v.  Porritt^^  was  also  distinguished  from  Stockport  Waterworks  Hdker  v. 
^  V.  Potter  '^  because  that  was  a  diversion  of  water  made  from  a  stream  by  ^o"**^^- 

a  person  who  had  no  power  to  make  it ;   not  a  taking  by  a  riparian 
J  proprietor  out  of  a  stream  for  his  own  purposes,  but  the  making  of  a 

new  stream,  and  carrying  away  the  water  in  immense  quantities  for 
\  consumption  elsewhere.     Ormerod  &  Todmorden  Mill  Co.^  is  indis-  Ormerody. 

Todmorden 


'  1  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  156 ;  Baily  rfr  Co.  v.  Clark,  Son  <fc  Morland  (1902),  1  Ch.  649,  MiU  Co. 

i  663  ;  Duke  of  Buccleuch  v.  CowaUy  5  Macph.  214  ;  Commissioners  of  French  Hoek  y. 

Hugo,  10  App.  Cas.  336  ;  North  Shore  Ry.  Co.  v.  Pion,  14  App.  Cas.  612. 

2  See  Pennington  v.  Brinsop  UaU  Co.,  6  Ch.  D.,  per  Fry,  J.,  772  :   "  The  pollution 
'  of  a  clear  stream  is  to  a  riparian  proprietor  below  both  injury  and  damage,  whilst  the 

I  pollution  of  a  stream  already  made  foul  and  useless  by  other  pollutions  is  an  injur' 


I 


without 
M'Qavin 


9n  of  a  stream  already  made  foul  and  useless  by  other  pollutions  is  an  mjury 
t  damage."  Increased  fouling  of  a  stream  already  made  foul  is  not  permitted. 
in  y.  M^lnXyre,  17  Rettie  818  ;  or,  in  the  words  of  Lord  Watson  in  the  same  case 


^  in  the  House  of  Lords,  (1893)  A.  C.  277  :    "A  proprietor  who  has  prescribed  a  right 

to  pollute  cannot  * 
add  to  pollution." 


to  pollute  cannot  in  my  opinion  use  even  his  common  law  rights  in  such  a  way  as  to 
'd  to  poll 
3  3H.&C.300.  4L.R.2EX.1.  6L.R.2Ex.l4. 


6  L.  R.  8  Ex.  107.  7  3  H.  &  C.  300. 

8  11  Q.  B.  D.  156.  See  Kensit  v.  Q.  E.  By.  Co.,  27  Ch.  D.  122,  where  a  lower 
proprietor  was  held  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  licensee  of  a  higher  proprietor 
not  doing  injury.     Cp.  D.  43,  21,  De  Bxvis. 
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tinguishable.  There  the  Court  of  Appeal  adopted  the  view  taken  by 
Pollock,  C.B.,  and  Channell,  B.,  and  approved  by  Wilde,  B.,  that  the 
grant  of  a  right  to  flowing  water  by  a  riparian  owner  is  valid  only  against 
himself,  and  cannot  confer  rights  against  others. 

In  the  passage  just  cited^  from  Miner  v.  Gilmour^  Lord  Kingsdown 
draws  a  distinction  between — 

(1)  Ordinary  user  to  which  water  may  be  applied  irrespective 

of  any  question  of   subtracting  from  lower  proprietors ; 
and, 

(2)  Extraordinary    user    to    which    water    may    be    applied 

subject  to  its  not  being  subtracted  from  lower  proprietors. 

The  inquiry  what  are  ordinary  and  what  extraordinary  uses  of 
water  in  streams  depends  upon  custom  and  local  circumstances ; 
and  the  law  does  not  lay  down  and  fixed  rule.  Reasonable  use  is  not 
a  question  of  law,  but  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  or  Court 
from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  yet,  like  any  other  finding 
of  fact,  it  is  subject  to  review,  and  will  be  set  aside  if  against  the  evi- 
dence, or  not  supported  by  it. 

Some  remarks  of  Bedfield,  C.J.,^  are  valuable,  as  giving  an  in- 
dication of  the  considerations  most  generally  applicable  :  "  In  r^ard 
to  many  uses  of  the  water  in  streams,  it  has  been  so  long  settled  by 
common  consent,  or  is  so  obvious  in  itself,  that  it  is  determinable  as 
matter  of  law.  Such  are  the  uses  for  irrigation,  for  propelling  machinery, 
and  for  watering  cattle,  and  some  others.  And  in  regard  to  some 
debris  or  waste  deposits  in  such  streams,  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
question.  The  uniform  practice,  the  convenience,  and,  in  some 
instances,  the  indispensable  necessity  would  seem  sufficiently  to 
decide  such  cases.  Among  these  may  be  named  the  infusion  of  soap- 
dyes  and  other  materials  used  in  manufacturing,  into  the  streams  by 
which  the  machinery  is  propelled.  The  deposit  of  sawdust  to  some 
extent  is  nearly  indispensable  in  the  running  of  saw-mills,^  and  most 
other  machinery  used  in  the  manufacture  of  wood  and  propelled  by 
water-power.  The  reasonableness  of  such  use  must  determine  the 
right,  and  this  must  depend  upon  the  extent  of  detriment  to  the 
riparian  proprietors  below."  If  it  essentially  impairs  the  use  below, 
then  it  is  unreasonable  and  unlawful,  unless  it  is  a  thing  altogether  in- 
dispensable to  any  beneficial  use  at  every  point  of  the  stream.  An 
extent  of  deposit  which  might  be  of  no  account  in  some  streams  might 
seriously  affect  the  usefulness  of  others.  So,  too,  a  kind  of  deposit 
which  would  affect  one  stream  seriously  would  be  of  little  importance 
in  another."* 

The  cases  we  have  hitherto  considered  have  had  reference  to 
natural  streams  on  the  surface  flowing  in  defined  channels.  It  is 
manifest  that  besides  these  there  may  be  subterranean  streams  running 
in  defined  channels.     Indeed,  they  were  a  very  frequent  feature  in 

1  Ante,  466.  2  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  166. 

s  Snow  Y.  Parsons,  28  Vt.  461,  cited  Gould,  Law  of  Waters,  §  220,  where  the 
United  States  authorities  on  this  and  the  kindred  subjects  are  exhaustively  con- 
sidered ;  Canfield  v.  Andrews,  41  Am.  R.  828. 

4  As  to  this,  see  a  most  valuable  judgment,  Red  River  Roller  MiUs  v.  Wright,  44 
Am.  R.  194. 

6  In  Blair  v.  Dcakin,  67  L.  T.  622,  Kay,  J.,  held  that  a  lower  proprietor  is  entitled 
to  pure  water  ;  therefore,  if  one  higher  proprietor  discharges  a  harmiefis  ohemical  into 
the  stream,  and  another  does  the  same,  and  the  conjunction  produces  ccmtamiii&tioci, 
he  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  both.  Cp.  Thorpe  v.  BrumfiUy  L.  R.  8  Gh., 
per  James,  L.  J.,  666,  and  refer  to  Sadler  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co,  (1896),  A.  C.  460. 
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I  ancient  Greece.^    The  law  with  regard  to  them  is  laid  down  by  Pollock, 

C.B.,  in  Dickinson  v.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.  :^  "  If  the  course  of  a  Dtckineanv. 
r.  subterranean  stream  were  well  known,  as  is  the  case  with  many  which  ^and 

sink  under  ground,  pursue  for  a  short  space  a  subterraneous  course,  and  car^^Co. 
J  then  emerge  again,  it  never  could  be  contended  that  the  owner  of  the 

soil  under  which  the  stream  flowed  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  the 
,  diversion  of  it,  if  it  took  place  under  such  circumstances  as  would  have 

f  enabled  him  to  recover  if  the  stream  had  been  wholly  above  ground." 

This  statement  is  approved  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Chasemore  v. 

RicJiards  ;^   where  also  Lord  Wensleydale  says  :*    "  The  right  to  a 
,  natural  stream  flowing  in  a  definite  channel  is  not  confined  to  streams 

.  on  the  surface,  but  the  right  to  an  underground  stream  flowing  in  a 

j  known  and  definite  channel  is  equally  a  right  ex  naturd,  and  an  in- 

^  cident  to  the  land  itself  as  a  beneficial  adjunct  to  it,  as  was  determined 

J  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Waud."^ 

To  the  same  effect  is  Collins  v.  Chartiers  Valley  Gas  Co.  :*    '.'  The  CoUins  v. 

distinction  between  rights  in  surface  and  in  subterranean  streams  ^t^^^^g^ 

is  not  founded  on  the  fact  of  their  location  above  or  below  ground,  but  co. 

on  the  fact  of  knowledge,  actual  or  reasonably  acquirable,  of  their 

existence,  location,  and  course." 

This  follows  an  earlier  case''  in  the  same  Court  laying  down  that  a  Diversion  of 

man  may  not  divert  to  the  hurt  of  a  lower  proprietor  "  defined  water-  *  ^J^^j^gg 
J  courses  "  which  are  distinguished  from  the  hidden  streams,  of  which  not  per- 

'  the  owner  of  the  soil  through  which  they  pass  can  have  no  knowledge,  mitted. 

^  until  they  have  been  discovered  by  excavations.     Farwell,  J.,  inter- 

'  preted  the  authorities  in  the  same  way  in  Bradford  Corporation  v. 

Ferrand^  adopting  the  view  of  the  Irish  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ewart  v. 

Belfast  Poor  Law  Chmrdian^  ®  that  it  would  be  against  natural  justice 

to  punish  him  in  unlimited  damages  for  digging  in  his  land,  if  perhaps 
^  his  excavation  came  upon  some  hidden  and  unknown  stream  and 

simultaneously  the  water  supply  of  some  lower  proprietor  were  dimin- 
'  ished." 


10 


(6)  The  rights  with  regard  to  artificial  streams  differ  considerably  Artificial 
from  those  which  belong  to  natural  streams.     In  the  latter  case,  each  ^ater- 
successive  riparian  proprietor  is  primd  facie  entitled  to  the  unimpeded 
flow  of  the  water  in  its  natural  course.    In  the  former,  any  right  to  the 
flow  of  water  must  rest  on  some  grant,  either  proved  or  presumed, 

1  Grote,  History  of  Greece  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  ii.  292,  and  note ;  Abbott,  History  of 
Greece,  vol.  i.  ch.  1 ;  Dudden  v.  Guardians  of  CluUon  Unions  1  H.  &  N.,  per  Pollock, 
C.B.,  630 :  "  If  the  channel  or  course  under  ground  is  known,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
River  Mole,  it  cannot  be  interfered  with."  This  is  distinguished  by  Farwell,  J.,  in 
Bradford  Corporation  v.  Ferrand  (1902),  2  Ch.  665 :  "  In  cases  like  that  of  the  River 
Mole,  where  a  river  disappears  into  the  ground,  and  what  is  apparently  the  same  river 
reappears  on  a  lower  ground.  In  such  cases  there  is  a  terminus  a  quo  and  a  terminus 
ad  quern,  and  the  owners  of  land  between  the  two  and  their  riparian  neighbours  can 
fairly  be  presumed  to  know  of  the  existence  and  course  of  the  stream  " ;  and  then 
only  is  there  a  right  to  a  stream  of  subterranean  water. 

2  7  Ex.  300,  301 ;  Cross  v.  KiUs,  58  Am.  R.  558. 

3  7  H.  L.  C,  per  Lord  Chelmsford,  374.         4  L.q.  384.  6  3  Ex.  748. 

e  131  Pa.  St.  143,  17  Am.  St.  R.  791.  PennsylvaniaCoal  Co.  y.  Sanderson,  ll3Pai 
St.  126, 57  Am.  Rep.  445,  has  a  note  referring  to  cases  contra. 

t  WheaOey  v.  Baugh,  25  Pa.  St.  528.  »  (1902)  2  Ch.  666. 

B  (1881)  9  L.  R.  Ir.  172,  followed  m  1886  Black  r.  BaUtfmenaToumship  Commis- 
sioners,  17  L.  R.  Ir.  459. 

10  The  Civil  Law  introduced  the  question  of  intention,  D.  39,  3,  1,  §  12.  Denique 
Marcellus  scribit  cum  eo,  qui  in  suo  fodiens  vicini  foniem  averiit,  nihil  posse  agi  ;  nee 
de  dolo  actionem.  Ei  sane  non  debet  habere,  si  non  animo  vicino  nocendi,  sed  suum  agrum 
meliorem  id  fecit.  But  this  doctrine  of  intention  has  no  place  in  the  law  of  England  : 
Mayor,  dsc.  of  Bradford  v.  PicUes  (1896),  A.  C,  per  Lord  Watson,  697. 
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from  or  with  the  owners  of  the  lands  from  which  the  water  is  artificially 
Artificial        brought.^    The  water  in  an  artificial  stream,  flowing  in  the  land  of  tibe 
Qouiae  a  the    Proprietor  by  whom  it  is  caused  to  flow,  is  his  property,  and  not  subject 
property  of     to  any  rights  of  others.     If  a  stream,  so  artificially  constructed,  is 
him  who        made  to  flow  on  a  neighbour's  land  without  his  consent,  an  actionable 
flow^*  ^^  *^     wrong  is  committed.     If  there  is  a  grant  by  the  neighbour,  the  rights 
and  liabilities  of  the  persons  concerned  are  regulated  by  it.     Unin- 
terrupted user  of  a  neighbour's  land,  to  discharge  water  on  for  a  period 
of  twenty  years,  is  evidence  of  an  easement ;    not  that  the  land  so 
sending  water  is  bound  to  send  it,*  but  only  that  the  land  on  which  it  is 
discharged  is  bound  to  receive  it.     Further,  what  was  originally  an 
artificial  stream  may  become  subject  to  the  laws  relating  to  natural 
streams,  when  it  is  shown  that  the  person  by  whom  it  was  made  either 
intended  to  construct  a  permanent  stream,  or  subsequently  abandon^ 
control  over  it.^ 

The  considerations  to  be  borne  in  mind  in  determining  the  rights 
attaching  to  artificial  streams  are  "  first,  the  character  of  the  water- 
course, whether  it  is  temporary  or  permanent ;  secondly,  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  presumably  created  ;  and,  thirdly,  the  mode 
in  which  it  has  been  in  fact  used  and  enjoyed ; "  *  and  these  may 
culminate  in  a  conclusion  that  what  was  originally  an  artificial  stream 
and  possibly  private  property  may  by  user  have  become  indistin- 
guishable from  a  natural  stream  and  clothed  with  all  the  legal  incidents 
attaching.* 
Artificial  The  fact  that  artificial  streams  are  also  subterranean  can  work  no 

streams  also  difference.  We  have  seen  already*  that  a  natural  subterranean  stream 
'  flowing  in  a  known  and  defined  channel  is  subject  to  the  same  right 
as  a  natural  stream  flowing  on  the  surface  in  a  known  and  defined 
channel.  Like  a  similar  stream  on  the  surface,  though  it  may  become 
subject  to  the  laws  governing  natural  streams,'^  the  presumption  is 
that  it  is  the  private  property  of  its  constructor  or  maintainer,  and  that 
neighbouring  proprietors  have  no  rights.®  Until  rights  inconsistent 
with  the  liabilities  thus  imposed  are  acquired  in  it,  water  brought  on 
land  is  subject  to  the  rules  of  law  developed  by  Rylands  v.  Fletcher ^^ 
Nichols  V.  Marslandy^^  Carstairs  v.  Taylor,^^  and  the  rest. 
II.  Where  II.  What  is  the  position  of  the  owners  of  land  by  or  through  which 

^^thr'^'h  ^^  ^^^^  runs,  not  in  any  defined  channel. 

land,nofin  This  We  shall  consider  with  reference  (1)  to  surface  water  and  (2) 

any  definite    to  Subterranean  water. 
dTS  to  ^"^^'  ^  ^  surface  water. 

surface  water.        The  leading  cases  are  Rawstron  v.  Taylor  ^^  and  Broadbent  v.  Rams- 
Rawstron  v.     hotham}^    In  the  former,  plaintiff  brought  his  action  to  recover  damages 

1  Rameshur  Pershad  Narain  Singh  v.  Koonj  Behari  Paltuk,  4  App.  Caa.  121  ; 
Kensit  v.  O.  E.  By.  Co.,  27  Ch.  D.  122. 

a  Mason  v.  Shrewsbury  and  Hereford  Ry.  Co.,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  578. 

3  Qaved  v.  MaHyn  (1866),  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  732.  ArhwrigU  v.  OeU,  6  M.  &  W.  203  : 
Wood  V.  Wavd,  3  Ex.  748 ;  Qreatrex  v.  Hayward,  8  Ex.  291  ;  StUdife  v.  Booih^  32 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  136.     See  Roberts  v.  Richards,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  297 ;  51  L.J.  Ch.  944. 

4  Baily  dt  Co.  v.  Clark,  Son  ds  ilfor/an4  (1902),  1  Ch.,  per  Stirling,  L.J.,  668. 

6  L.C.,  per  Cozens  Hardy,  L.J.,  672. 
0  ArOe,  466. 

7  Kdh&r  V.  PorriU,  L.  R.  8  Ex.,  per  Kelly,  C.B.,  114. 

8  Qaved  v.  MaHyn,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  732  ;  ArhwrigU  v.  QeU,  6  M.  &  W.  203. 
»  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330.  lo  2  Ex.  D.  1. 

11  L.  R.  6  Ex.  217. 

12  (1856)  11  Ex.  369.     See  Rankine,  Land- Ownership  in  Scotland,  3rd  ed.  602. 

i-*   11  Ex.  602.     "  I  may  add  that  the  report  [25  L.  J.  Ex.  116]  is  more  correct  than 
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for  the  injury  to  his  mills  caused  by  the  diminished  supply  of  water 
brought  to  them  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  unlawful  acts  of  the 
defendant.  In  giving  judgment  for  the  defendant  negativing  the 
right  of  action,  Parke,  B.,  said  :^  "  This  is  the  case  of  common  surface 
water  rising  out  of  springy  or  boggy  ground,  and  flowing  in  no  definite 
channel,  though  contributing  to  the  supply  of  the  plaintiff's  mill. 
This  water  having  no  defined  course,  and  its  supply  being  merely 
casual,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  get  rid  of  it  in  any  way  he  pleases. 
The  same  observations  apply  to  the  water  rising  at  the  point  K.  This 
water  has  no  defined  course,  and  the  supply  is  not  constant,  therefore 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  it." 

In  the  latter  case,  Alderson,  B.,  said  :^  "  The  right  to  the  natural  Broadbent  v. 
flow  of  the  water  in  Longwood  Brook  undoubtedly  belongs  to  the  ^^J^^Tof  * 
plaintiff ;  but  we  think  that  this  right  cannot  extend  further  than  a  Alderson,  B. 
right  to  the  flow  in  the  brook  itself,  and  to  the  water  flowing  in  some 
defined  natural  channel,  either  subterranean  or  on  the  surface,  communi- 
cating directly  with  the  brook  itself.  No  doubt,  all  the  water  falling 
from  heaven  and  shed  upon  the  surface  of  a  hill,  at  the  foot  of  which 
a  brook  runs,  must,  by  the  natural  force  of  gravity,  find  its  way  to  the 
bottom,  and  so  into  the  brook  ;  but  this  does  not  prevent  the  owner 
of  the  land  on  which  this  water  falls  from  dealing  with  it  as  he  may 
please  and  appropriating  it.  He  cannot,  it  is  true,  do  so  if  the  water 
has  arrived  at  and  is  flowing  in  some  natural  channel  already  formed. 
But  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  appropriate  it  before  it  arrives  at  such  a 
channel.  In  this  case  a  basin  is  formed  in  his  land,  which  belongs  to 
him,  and  the  water  from  the  heavens  lo(^es  there.  There  is  here  no 
watercourse  at  all.  If  this  water  exceeds  a  certain  depth  it  escapes 
at  the  lowest  point,  and  squanders  itself  (so  to  speak)  over  the 
adjoining  surface.  The  owner  of  the  soil  has  clearly  a  right  to  drain 
this  shallow  pond,  and  to  get  rid  of  the  inconvenience  at  his  own 
pleasure." 

It  is,  then,  clear  that  the  owner  of  land  on  the  surface  of  which  water  ConoluaionB. 
comes  not  in  a  defined  stream,  is  entitled  to  appropriate  it,  and  prevent 
any  portion  reaching  any  adjoining  lands.  The  rights  are  varied  when 
we  come  to  consider  the  position  of  a  landowner,  anxious  to  get  rid  of  the 
water  on  his  land.  He  has  an  unqualified  right  to  allow  his  surface 
water  naturally  to  flow  on  his  neighbour's  land  ;*  and  he  may  further 
get  rid  of  it  in  the  best  way  he  can  ;  but  in  relieving  himself  he  must 
respect  the  rights  of  his  neighbour,  and  cannot  make  his  estate  more 
valuable  by  an  act  which  unnecessarily  renders  his  neighbour's  less 
valuable.^  In  the  civil  law  a  distinction  was  drawn.  If  a  man,  for  the 
purpose  of  cultivating  the  soil,  does  some  work  with  the  plough  by 
which  water  was  brought  on  the  premises  of  his  neighbour,  no  action 
lies,  provided  that  the  work  so  done  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
raising  crops  ;  if,  however,  the  work  ]»  designed  to  improve  the  ground, 
an  action  lies.  Again,  ditches  made  to  drain  the  ground,  though  the 
drainage  is  for  agricultural  purposes,  are  not  permitted  to  be  made  for 
the  purpose  of  conducting  water  into  the  land  of  a  neighbour,  because 

that  in  11  Ex.,  which  attributes  to  me  too  limited  a  view  of  the  decision  in  Dickinson 
V.  The  Orand  Junction  Canal  Co."  per  Lord  Wensleydale,  Chasemore  v.  Richards, 
7H.L.C.382.     See  ^nnorv.^niMi^,  2  Qiff.  410;  1  De  0.  F.  &  J.  529. 

1  11  Ex.  382.  3  11  Ex.  615. 

8  Hurdman  v.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  3  C.  P.  D.  168. 

4  Sampson  v.  HoddinoU,  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  690 ;  Livingston  v.  McDonald,  21  Iowa  160 ; 
Boynton  v.  Longley,  3  Am.  St.  R.  781.     Op.  Code  Qvil  art.  640.     D.  39»  3, 1,  §  10. 
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English  law 
as  stated  by 
Cotton,  L.J., 
in  Ilurdman 

Co.  ^ 


a  man  must  not  improve  his  premises  in  such  a  way  as  to  injure  his 
neighbour.* 

French  law.  This  distinction  is  found  also  in  the  French  Code  Civil  :    under 

which  the  tribunals  are  directed  to  decide  in  cases  where  a  claim  to 
make  drains  is  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  reconcile  the  respect  due  to 
property  with  the  interests  of  agriculture^  {doiverU  concilier  rinMrft  de 
ragricuUure  avec  le  respect  dil  li  la  propri^t^.  This,  Duranton*  inter- 
prets to  mean  that  a  landowner  cannot  make  on  his  land  any  works  which 
would  change  the  natural  passage  of  water  upon  the  inferior  estate, 
either  by  collecting  it  on  a  single  point  and  giving  it  thereby  a  more 
rapid  current,  and  making  it  more  apt  to  carry  sand,  earth,  or  gravel 
upon  the  land  ;  or  by  directing  upon  a  point  on  the  same  land  a  much 
greater  volume  of  water  than  it  would  have  received  without  such  works. 
The  owner  may  make  any  work  upon  his  land  necessary  or  simply 
useful  for  the  cultivation  of  it,  such  as  furrows  in  a  planted  field,  even 
though  a  storage  or  a  diversion  of  water  is  an  incidental  result  of  his 
act.  He  may  also,  in  planting  vines  or  forming  a  meadow,  make 
ditches  for  the  irrigation  of  the  meadow,  or  for  the  purpose  of  rendering 
his  vines  more  healthy  and  vigorous. 

The  effect  of  this  in  English  law  would  be  to  leave  to  the  jury,  in 
any  doubtful  case,  whether  the  use  of  land  were  the  natural  use  for 
purposes  of  agriculture,  or  to  improve  the  estate.  And  this  appears 
to  be  the  law,  as  stated  by  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  Hurdman  v.  N.  E.  Ry,  Co.  :* 
"  If  any  one,  by  artificial  erection  on  his  own  land,  causes  water,  even 
though  arising  from  natural  rainfall  only,  to  pass  into  his  neighbour's 
land,  and  thus  substantially  to  interfere  with  his  enjoyment,  he  will 
be  liable  to  an  action  at  suit  of  him  who  is  so  injured  ;  and  this  view 
agrees  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the 
case  of  Broder  v.  SaiUard"^ 

This  must  be  taken  subject  to  the  exception  in  Nield  v.  i.  <fe  2V.  W. 
Ry.  Co.,^  that  the  "  flood  is  a  common  enemy,  against  which  every  man 
has  a  right  to  defend  himself.  And  it  would  be  most  mischievous  if 
the  law  were  otherwise,  for  a  man  must  then  stand  by  and  see  his 
property  destroyed  out  of  fear  lest  some  neighbour  might  say,  '  You 
have  caused  me  an  injury.'  The  law  allows  what  I  may  term  a  kind 
of  reasonable  selfishness  in  such  matters  ;  it  says, '  Let  every  one  look 
out  for  himself,  and  protect  his  own  interest ' ;  and  he  who  puts  up  a 
barricade  against  a  flood  is  entitled  to  say  to  his  neighbour  who  com- 
plains of  it,  *  Why  did  not  you  do  the  same  ?  '  I  think  what  is  said  in 
Menzies  v.  Earl  of  BreadaJbane '  is  an  authority  for  this,  and  the  rule  so 
laid  down  is  quite  consistent  with  what  one  would  understand  to  be 
the  natural  rule."® 

Distinction.  The  distinction,  then,  is  between  water  coming  on  land  in  the  normal 

way  and  water  coming  on  abnormally.  The  former  is  an  incident  to 
property  from  which  a  man  may  not  relieve  himself  at  the  expense  of 

^  De  CO  opere,  quod  agri  colendi  causa  aratro  factum  sit,  Quintus  Mucins  aU,  no* 
competere  hanc  actionem,  Trebatius  autem,  nan  quod  agri,  sed  quod  frumenii  dunituai 
qutBrendi  causa  aratro  factum  sit,  solum  excepit.  Sed  et  fossas  agrorum  siceandoruai 
causa  factas  Mucius  ait  fundi  colendi  causa  fieri  ;  non  tamen  oportere  corrivandas  aqum 
causa  fieri,     D.  39,  3,  I,  §§  3-4,  MaHin  v.  JtU,  12  La.  Rep.  601. 

*  Art.  645.  3  Duranton,  Cours  de  droit  Fran9ai8,  vol.  iii.  Nos.  164,  166 

4  3  C.  P.  D.  173.     See  BagnaU  v.  L.  <fe  N,  W,  By,  Go,,  7  H.  &  N.  423  ;    affd  I 
H.'&  C.  544;  6  2  Ch.  D.  700.  6  L.  R.  10  Ex,  4. 

7  3  Bligh  (N.  S.)  414.  Vinnicombe  v.  Macgregor,  29  V.  L.  R.  32.  Solieitor-Oenertd 
Y,  Smith,  14  N.  Z.  L.  R.  681 ;  Inhabitants  of  the  Mount  Hutt  Road  District  v.  r^eiU 
14  N.  Z.  L.  R.  1 13.  8  L.  R.  10  Ex.  per  BramweU,  B.,  7. 


Exception  in 
Nieldy, 
L,  de  N.  W, 
By.  Co. 
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his  neighbour ;  the  latter  is  a  common  enemy,  against  the  advent  of 
which  each  may  take  precautionary  measures  without  regarding  his 
neighbour  ;  though  when  the  evil  has  once  befallen  him,  he  may  not 
shift  it  from  his  own  shoulders  to  those  of  his  neighbours ;  he  may 
protect  his  land,  but  may  not  relieve  his  land  from  actual  injury  at  the 
expense  of  his  neighbour.^ 

Secondly,  as  to  subterranean  water.* 

In  Acton  v.  Blunddl^  the  plaintiff's  claim  against  the  defendant  (2)  As  to 
was  for  subtracting  water  from  plaintiff's  well  by  carrying  on  mining  subterranean 
operations  on  defendant's  own  land.     The  well  had  not  been  made  jictony 
twenty  years.     The  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  there  was  no  right  BlundeU. 
of  action,  yet  intimated  "  iio  opinion  whatever  as  to  what  might  be 
the  rule  of  law  if  there  had  been  an  uninterrupted  user  of  the  right  for 
more  than  the  last  twenty  vears." 

Chasemore  v.  Richards^  raised  this  point.  The  plaintiff  was  the  Ghasemore  v. 
occupier  of  an  ancient  mill  who  had  himself,  or  by  his  predecessor  ^*^^^' 
in  title,  for  more  than  sixty  years  before  action  enjoyed  as  of  right  the 
flow  of  a  river  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  mill.  The  water  was 
supplied  by  the  rainfall  of  a  district  many  thousands  of  acres  in  extent, 
which  percolated  through  the  strata  to  the  river.  The  defendant 
represented  a  local  board,  which,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  its 
district  with  water,  sank  a  well  and  pumped  up  large  quantities  of 
water,  thereby  intercepting  an  underground  supply,  not  running  in 
any  defined  channel,  which  would  otherwise  have  found  its  way  into 
the  river  and  so  to  the  plaintiff's  mill. 

Wightman,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  said:  "It  is  Opinion  of 
impossible  to  reconcile  such  a  right  [as  that  claimed  by  the  plaintiff]  ^^^1^^^!^^ 
with  the  natural  and  ordinary  rights  of  landowners,  or  to  fix  any  the  House  of 
reasonable  limits  to  the  exercise  of  such  a  right.     Such  a  right  as  that  Lords  by 
contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  would  interfere  with,  if  not  prevent,  the  W^g^^ot^a^*  J- 
draining  of  land  by  the  owner.     Suppose,  as  it  was  put  at  the  bar  in 
argument,  a  man  sank  a  well  upon  his  own  land,  and  the  amount  of 
percolating  water  which  foun^  a  way  inta  it  had  no  sensible  effect 
upon  the  quantity  of  water  in  the  river  which  ran  to  the  plaintiff's  mill, 
no  action  would  be  maintainable ;  but  if  many  landowners  sank  wells 
upon  their  own  lands,  and  thereby  absorbed  so  much  of  the  percolating 
water  by  the  united  effect  of  all  the  wells  as  would  sensibly  and  in- 
juriously diminish  the  quantity  of  water  in  the  river,  though  no  one 
well  alone  would  have  that  effect,  could  an  action  be  maintained 
against  any  one  of  them  ?  and,  if  any,  which  ?  for  it  is  clear  that  no 
action  coidd  be  maintained  against  them  jointly."    "  Such  a  right 
as  that  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  is  so  indefinite  and  unlimited  that,  un- 
supported as  it  is  by  any  weight  of  authority,  we  do  not  think  that  it 
can  be  well  founded,  or  that  the  present  action  is  maintainable."  ^ 

The  House  of  Lords  coincided,  though  Lord  Wensleydale  •  "  felt  very  Lord  Wens- 
great  difficulty  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  "  satisfactory  to  his  mind.  Jf.^^Jf^* 
The  question  in  this  case  seemed  to  resolve  itself  into  an  inquiry    ^  ^    ^' 
"  whether  the  defendant  exercised  his  right  of  enjoying  the  sub- 

i  WhaUey  v.  Lanes.  <b  Y.  By.  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  131. 

2  Rankin,  Land-Ownership  in  Scotland,  3rd  ed,  455. 

3  12  M.  &  W.  324 ;    WheaAey  v.  Bangh,  26  Pa.  St.  628,  whore  the  French  writers 
are  referred  to.     See  Law  Mag.  (N.  S. )  ( 1844),  vol.  i.  187. 

4  7  H.  L.  G.  349 ;  affirming  the  Ex.  Ch.  2  H.  &  N.  168,  giving  judgment  without 
argument  on  the  authority  of  BroadberU  v.  Rairufbotham,  1 1  Ex.  602. 

5  7  H.  L.  a  870-1.  6  L.c  380. 
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terraneous  waters  in  a  reasonable  manner."  "  Had  he,"  says  Lord 
Wensleydale,  "  made  the  well  and  used  the  steam-engines  for  the 
supply  of  water  for  the  use  of  his  own  property  and  those  living  on  it, 
there  could  have  been  no  question.  If  the  number  of  houses  upon  it 
had  increased  to  any  extent,  and  the  quantity  of  water  for  the  families 
dwelling  on  the  property  had  been  proportionately  augmented,  th^e 
could  have  been  no  just  grounds  of  complaint.  But  I  doubt  very 
greatly  the  legality  of  the  defendant's  acts  m  abstracting  water  for 
the  use  of  a  large  district  in  the  neighbourhood,  unconnected  witii 
his  own  estate,  for  the  use  of  those  who  would  have  no  right  to  take 
it  directly  themselves,  and  to  the  injury  of  those  neighbouring  pro- 
prietors who  have  an  equal  right  with  themselves."^ 
Eflfectof  the  The  House  of  Lords  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  one  proprietcff 

decision  of  the  could  not  claim  any  right  to  the  flow  of  subterranean  water,  unles 
Lo!^.^  flowing  in  a  defined  current,  as  against  another  proprietor,  even  though 

there  may  have  been  an  actual  taking  of  water  flowing  in  that  way 
during  a  period  that  would  have  conferred  prescriptive  rights  had  it 
been  possible  for  them  to  be  acquired.  The  doubt  of  Lord  Wensleydale 
was  whether  one  proprietor  could  drain  the  subterranean  waters  of  a 
district,  not  for  his  own  use  merely,  but  to  supply  persons  who  had  no 
rights  whatever  in  or  about  the  lands  whence  the  water  was  collected, 
being  neither  landowners,  nor  residents,  nor  interested  in  the  district, 
from  which  the  supply  was  drawn.  As  this  doubt  was  not  shared  by 
the  other  law  Lords,  the  law  may  be  considered  as  settled — ^that  in  no 
way  whatever  can  a  title  be  acquired  to  water  flowing  under  ground 
in  no  defined  channel,  so  as  to  impose  an  obligation  on  proprietors 
in  their  methods  of  draining  and  the  use  of  their  land ;  and  of  this 
view  Farwell,  J.'s,  judgment  in  Bradford  Corporaiumy,  Ferrand  is  no 
more  than  the  natural  outcome.^ 
Limitation  to  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co,  v.  Shugar  ®  has  sometimes  been  con- 
theriffhtto  sidered  to  import  a  limitation  on  this  principle.  A  local  board,  by 
water*  means  of  a  drain,  intercepted  water  that  the  canal  company  had  h&m 

Orani  used  to  draw  from  a  pond.     The  local  board  asserted  their  right  to 

c^ncdC^  intercept  subterranean  springs,  and  justified  what  they  had  done  on 
Shugar.^  the  ground  that  the  diminution  of  the  plaintiff's  supply  of  wat^r  was 
caused  as  a  natural  consequence  of  their  assertion  of  their  legal  light. 
This  view  was  adopted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ;  but  his  judgment 
was  overruled  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Hatherley),  holding  that 
Chasemore  v.  Richards*  had  no  bearing  at  all  on  what  might  be  done  witi 
water  going  in  a  defined  channel,  and  that  if  underground  water  could 
not  be  collected  without  touching  water  in  a  defined  channel  it  could 
not  be  got  at  all.  "  You  are  not,  by  your  operations  or  by  any  act  of 
yours,  to  diminish  the  water  which  runs  in  this  defined  channel,  because 
that  is  not  only  for  yourself,  but  for  your  neighbours  also,  who  have  a 
clear  right  to  use  it,  and  have  it  come  to  them  unimpaired  in  quality 
and  undiminished  in  quantity."* 
Corporation  North,  J.,  however,  in  Corforation  of  Bradford  v.  Pickles,^  ex- 

ol  Bradford  \.  plained  this  as  a  case  "  in  which  subterranean  water  had  passed  into 
^  ^'  a  defined  channel,  from  which  it  was  subsequently  abstracted,"  and 

1  7  H.  L.  C.  388.  a  ( 1902)  2  Ch.  656. 

3  L.  R.  tt  Ch.  483,  distinguished  m  English  y.  Metropolitan  Water  Board,  (1907)  1 
K.  B.  r)88. 

4  7  H.  L.  C.  349.  6  L.  R.  6  Ch.  488. 

6  ( 1894)  3  Ch.  .70.     See  Jordeson  v.  Sulton,  <fe:.  Gas  Co.,  (1899)  2  Ch.,  por  Williams 
L.J.,  261. 
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on  the  construction  of  a  section  of  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  he 
enjoined  a  proprietor  from  so  digging  on  his  land  as  to  carry  away 
water  whicli  would  else  have  flowed  into  a  trough  in  connection  with 
the  plaintiff's  water  supply.  The  water  intercepted  did  not  flow  in  a 
deflned  stream.  The  Court  of  Appeal^  reversed  North,  J.'s,  judgment, 
and  the  House  of  Lords^  afl&rmed  the  reversal,  holding  that  the  section 
of  the  private  Act  contemplated  that  persons  other  than  the  company 
might  divert  the  water,  and  that  the  acts  against  which  the  section 
was  directed  were  '*  illegal  diversion,  alteration,  or  appropriation  of  the 
said  waters."  "  No  use  of  property  which  would  be  legal  if  due  to  a 
proper  motive,  can  become  illegal  because  it  is  prompted  by  a  motive 
which  is  improper  or  even  malicious."* 

A  corollary  to  the  position  that  underground  water  not  running  in  a  Land  may 
defined  stream  is  not  the  subject  of  legal  rights  is  that  a  man  may  drain  ^  drau^ed 
his  land,  even  though  in  doing  so  he  incidentally  subtracts  the  moisture  moisture'w 
from  the  strata  under  his  neighbour's  ;  and  this  was  held  in  Popple-  drawn  from 
luell  V.  Hodkinson.*    This  decision  was  held  not  applicable  in  Jordeson  neighbour's 
V.  StUton,  &c.  Gas  Co}  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  because  what  Distinction 
was  subtracted  was  wet  sand  or  running  silt.    Williams,  L.J.,  differed  drawn  in 
on  this  point ;   his  view  seems  to  have  been  that  if  the  defendants  ^^^rdeson's 
could  not  drain  their  land  without  pumping  up  sand  with  the  water,  ^ 
they  committed  no  actionable  wrong  in  doing  so.     Any  other  principle 
would  seem  to  whittle  away  the  landowner's  right  to  drain — ^if  he  may 
only  draw  off  clean  water  and  not  muddied  water.    In  the  practically 
simultaneous  case  of  Trinidad  Asphalt  Co,  v.  Ambard  •  the  decision  was 
that  "  asphaltum  is  a  mineral — not  water." 

In  M^Nab  v.  Robertson,''  a  case  of  the  construction  of  a  lease,  Lord  M'Nab  v. 
Watson  says  the  word  "  stream  "  in  its  primary  and  natural  sense,  Robertson. 
**  denotes  a  body  of  water  having,  as  such  body,  a  continuous  flow  in 
one  direction.  It  is  frequently  used  to  signify  running  water  at  places 
where  its  flow  is  rapid,  as  distinguished  from  its  sluggish  current  in 
other  places.  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  a  subterraneous  flow  of 
water  may  in  some  circumstances  possess  the  very  same  characteristics 
as  a  body  of  water  running  on  the  surface  ;  but,  in  my  opinion  water, 
whether  falling  from  the  sky  or  escaping  from  a  spring,  which  does  not 
flow  onward  with  any  continuity  of  parts,  but  becomes  dissipated  in 
the  earth's  strata,  and  simply  percolates  through  or  along  those  strata, 
until  it  issues  from  them  at  a  lower  level,  through  dislocation  of  the 
strata  or  otherwise,  cannot  with  any  propriety  be  described  as  a  stream. 
And  I  may  add  that  the  insertion  of  a  common  rubble  or  other  agri- 
cultural drain  in  these  strata,  whilst  it  tends  to  accelerate  percolation, 
does  not  constitute  a  stream,  as  I  understand  that  expression." 

II.  Water  brought  upon  Land. 

The  principle  of  liability  involved  in  bringing  water  on  land  applies  Principle 
equally  to  every  material  which,  being  brought  or  stored  on  land,  is  "^^^^^f?  "®* 

1  (1895)  1  Ch.  145.  water. 

a  Mayor,  <fec.  of  Bradford  v.  Pichka,  (1895)  A.  C.  587.  Salt  Union  v.  Brunner 
Jfo»<i(1906),  2K.  B.822. 

3  L.c,  per  Lord  Watson,  698.  4  L.  R.  4  Ex.  248. 

6  (1899)  2  Ch.  217.  Lindley,  M.R.,  239,  questions  the  authority  of  PoppleweU  v. 
Hodkinson.  Any  such  principle  as  Lindley,  M.R.,  seems  to  indicate  would  be  very 
difficult  to  harmonise  with  the  principle  established  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Wilson 
Y.  WaddeU,  2  App.  Cas.  95.  e  (]899)  A.  0.  594.  ?  (1897)  A.  C.  129. 
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likely  to  be  dangerous  or  mischievous  ;  and  is  thus  very  much  wider 
than  a  principle  applicable  to  the  case  of  water  alone. 

The  duty  of  a  man,  to  keep  in  what  he  has  brought  upon  land  and 
stores  there,  so  that  it  may  not  escape  and  damage  his  neighbour's,  has 
been  admitted  on  all  hands,  both  here  and  in  America.  Whether  this 
duty  is  an  absolute  duty,  or  no  more  than  a  duty  to  take  all  reasonabk 
and  proper  precautions,  has  been  the  subject  of  very  considerable  con- 
troversy. 

The  first  view  is  that  the  person  who  brings  anything  dangerous  on 
his  land  and  fails  to  keep  it  in,  is  responsible  for  all  the  natural  con- 
sequences of  its  escape.  The  second  limits  his  responsibility  to  the 
case  of  negligence,  and  exonerates  him  from  the  consequences  of  an 
escape  arising  from  a  defect  not  to  be  detected  by  ordinary  prudence 
and  skill. 

The  rule  expressing  this  second  view  is  that  the  plaintiff  must  come 
prepared  with  evidence  to  show  either  that  the  defendant's  inientum 
is  unlawful,  or  that  he  is  in  fauU  ;  for,  if  the  injury  is  unavoidable  and 
the  conduct  of  the  defendant  is  free  from  blame,  he  will  not  be  hdd 
liable.^  This  view  has  been  supported  by  reasoning  drawn  from  &e 
nature  of  civil  society,  in  which  a  principle  of  cession  of  natural  rights, 
and  compensation  for  their  surrender,  runs  through  the  whole  of  the 
legal  system  of  civilised  States.  I  may  not  place  or  keep  a  nuisance 
upon  my  land  to  the  damage  of  my  neighbour,  and  I  have  my  com- 
pensation for  the  surrender  of  this  right  to  use  my  own  as  I  will,  by 
the  similar  restriction  imposed  upon  my  neighbour  for  my  benefit.  I 
hold  my  property  subject  to  the  risk  that  unavoidably  or  accidentally 
it  may  be  injured  by  those  who  live  near  me ;  and  as  I  move  about  upon 
the  public  highways  and  in  all  places  where  other  persons  may  lawfully 
be,  I  take  the  correlative  risk  of  being  accidentally  injured  in  my 
person  by  them  without  fault  on  their  part. 

This  train  of  reasoning  has  not  been  accepted  in  the  law  of  England, 
which  draws  a  distinction  between  those  cases  where  injury  is  done 
to  personal  property,  or  even  to  the  person,  by  trespass,  or  constructive 
injuries ;  and  those  cases  where  injury  results  from  the  collecting 
anything  on  land  likely  to  do  mischief  if  it  escapes,  and  which  does 
escape,  even  though  without  negligence. 

It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  traffic  on  the  highways,  whether  by 
land  or  sea,  cannot  be  conducted  without  exposing  those  whose  persons 
or  property  are  near  it  to  some  inevitable  risk,  and  Blackburn,  J.,* 
further  suggests  that  "  all  the  cases  in  which  inevitable  accident  has 
been  held  an  excuse  for  what  prima  facie  was  a  trespass,  can  be  ex- 
plained on  the  same  principle — ^viz.,  that  the  circumstances  were  such  as 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  that  risk  upon  himself." 

What  the  duty  of  a  man  is,  who  brings  anything  on  his  land,  was 
fully  discussed  and  finally  settled  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,^  The  plaintff 
was  damaged  by  liia  property  being  flooded  by  water,  which,  without 
any  fault  on  his  part,  broke  outof  a  reservoir  constructed  on  defendant's 
lands  by  defendant's  order.  In  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Cairns, 
C,  adopted  Blackburn,  J.'s,  language :  "  We  think  that  the  true  rule 
of  law  is,  that  the  person  who,  for  his  own  purposes,  brings  on  his  land 

1  Browti  V.  Kendall,  60  Mass.  292  ;  Lome  v.  Buchanan^  51  N.  Y.  476,  followed  and 
the  grounds  of  it  amplified  in  Cosulich  v.  Standard  Oil  Co,,  122  N.  Y.  US,  19  Am.  St- 
R.  476.     Fletcher  v.  Rylands  is  criticised  in  Marshall  v.  Welwood,  38  N.  J.  L.  339. 

2  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  287. 

3  3H.&C.774;  L.R.  lEx.265;  L.R.3H.L.330. 
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-         and  collects  and  keeps  there  anything  likely  to  do  mischief  if  it  escapes,  Rule  formu- 

must  keep  it  in  at  his  peril ;  and  if  he  does  not  do  so,  is  'prima  fade  ^M  ^^ 
^         answerable  for  all  the  damage  which  is  the  natural  consequence  of  its  j  ^  ^™* 
B»         escape.    He  can  excuse  himself  by  showing  that  the  escape  was  owing  Exchequer 
if         to  the  plaintiff's  default ;   or,  perhaps,  that  the  escape  was  the  con-  ^*^°^^. 
2         sequence  of  im  major  or  the  act  of  God  ;  but,  as  nothing  of  this  sort  the  Hou»e 
fs         exists  here,  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  what  excuse  would  be  sufficient,  of  Lords. 

The  general  rule,  as  above  stated,  seems  on  principle  just.     The 

2         person  whose  grass  or  corn  is  eaten  down  by  the  escaping  cattle  of  his 

c         neighbour,  or  whose  mine  is  flooded  by  the  water  from  his  neighbour's 

r         reservoir,^  or  whose  cellar  is  invaded  by  the  filth  of  his  neighbour's 

f         privy,*  or  whose  habitation  is  made  unhealthy  by  the  fumes  and 

:         noisome  vapours  of  his  neighbour's  alkali  works,^  is  damnified  without 

any  fault  of  his  own;  and  it  seems  but  reasonable  and  just  that  the 

c         neighbour  who  has  brought  something  on  his  own  property  (which 

was  not  naturally  there)  harmless  to  others,  so  long  as  it  is  confined  to 

J  his  own  property,  but  which  he  knows  will  be  mischievous  if  it  gets 

J  to  his  neighbour's,  should  be  obliged  to  make  good  the  damage  which 

;         ensues  if  he  does  not  succeed  in  confining  it  to  his  own  property.    But 

for  his  act  in  bringing  it  there  no  mischief  could  have  accrued,  and  it 

j  seems  but  just  that  he  should  at  his  peril  keep  it  there,  so  that  no 

mischief  may  accrue,  or  answer  for  the  natural  and  anticipated  con- 

j'  sequences.     And  upon  authority  this,  we  think,  is  established  to  be  the 

law,  whether  the  things  so  brought  be  beasts,*  or  water,^  or  filth,*  or 

stenches."'^    This  then  may  be  accepted  as  embodying  the  settled  law. 

In  National  Telephone  Co.  v.  Baher,^  the  principle  of  Fletcher  v.  National 

Rylands  was  applied  to  the  case  of  an  electric  current  discharged  into  n^^^^^\ 

the  earth.     "  I  cannot  see  my  way,"  says  Kekewich,  J.,®  "  to  hold  that 

a  man  who  has  created,  or  if  that  be  inaccurate,  called  into  special 

existence  an  electric  current  for  his  own  purposes,  and  who  discharges 

it  into  the  earth  beyond  his  control,  is  not  as  responsible  for  damage 

I  which  that  current  does  to  his  neighbour,  as  he  would  have  been  if, 

I  instead,  he  had  discharged  a  stream  of  water.     The  electric  current 

may  be  more  erratic  than  water,  and  it  may  be  more  difficult  to  calcu- 

J  late  or  control  its  direction  or  force ;  but  when  once  it  is  established 

that  the  particular  current  is  the  creation  of  or  owes  its  special  existence 

,  1  Harrison  v.  O.  N.  Ry,  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  231. 

a  Tenant  v.  Ooldwin,  I  Salk.  21,  360,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089,  6  Mod.  311.     In  Humphries 

'  v.  Cotisins,  2  C.  P.  D.  239,  a  drain  case,  the  defendant's  duty  was  expressed  to  be — 

to  keep  the  sewage  which  he  was  himself  bound  to  receive  from  passing  from  his  own 
promises  to  the  ^aintiff's  premises  otherwise  than  along  the  old  accustomed  channel. 
Qp.  The  Chandler  Electric  Co,  v.  FuOer,  21  Can.  S.  C.  R.  337. 

3  SL  Helen's  Smelting  Co.  v.  Tipping,  1 1  H.  L.  C.  642, 

4  May  V.  BurdeU,  9  Q.  B.  101 ;  Cox  v.  Burbidge,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  430 ;  1  Hale,  History 
of  the  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  430. 

6  Baird  v.  WiUiams&n,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  376  ;  Smith  v.  Kenriek,  7  C.  B.  616. 

6  Tenant  v.  Ooldwin,  1  Salk.  21, 360,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1089,  6  Mod.  311. 

7  Bamford  v.  Tumley,  3  B.  &  S.  83 ;  Tipping  v.  St.  Helen's  Smelting  Co.,  4  B.  &  S. 
608,  11H.L.  0.642. 

8  (1893)  2  Ch.  186.  In  Eastern  and  South  African  Telegraph  Co.  y.  Cape  Town 
Tramways  Co.  (1^2)»  ^'  ^*  ^^^*  394,  the  Priyy  Coimcil  discussed  the  appUcability 
of  the  doctrine  of  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  to  legal  systems  f omided  on  the  civil  law.  They 
criticised  Kekewich,  J.,  who  "  in  NationtU  Telephone  Co.  v.  Baker  seems  to  have  been 
inaccurately  informed  on  this  point ;  for  as  matter  of  fact  not  only  is  the  principle  of 
Rylands  v.  Fletcher  fully  accepted  in  Scotland,  but  it  had  formed  part  of  the  law  of 
Scotland  before  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  was  decided,  and  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  has  been 
treated  by  the  Scottish  Courts  as  an  authoritative  exposition  of  law  common  to  both 
comitries."  The  Privy  Council  accordingly  held  that  the  principle  involved  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  Roman  law.  s  L.e.  201. 
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to  the  defendant,  and  is  discharged  by  him,  I  hold  that  if  it  finds  its 
way  on  to  a  neighbour's  land,  and  there  damages  the  neighbouTy  the 
latter  has  a  cause  of  action."^ 

This  being  the  rule,  it  will  be  noted  that  its  generaUty  is  limited 
by  four  exceptions — 

I.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  arises  from  the  natural  user 
of  land — a  user,  that  is,  for  which  it  may  in  the  ordinary  manner  of 
the  enjoyment  of  land  be  used. 

II.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  caused  by  his  own  default 

III.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  the  consequence  of  vis 
major  or  the  act  of  God. 

IV.  Where  the  damage  is  the  consequence  of  accumulation  for 
public  purposes  under  the  express  authority  of  a  statute. 

These  cases  we  shall  now  proceed  to  consider  : 

I.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  arises  from  the  natund  *user 
of  land. 

The  natural  user  of  land  is  stated  by  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Bamford  v. 
Turnley  ^  to  mean  "  those  acts  necessary  for  the  common  and  ordinary 
use  and  occupation  of  lands  and  houses,"  and  which  may  be  done 
without  subjecting  those  who  do  them  to  an  action.    For  instance,  in 
Wilson  V.  WaddelP  the  House  of  Lords  decided  that  "  the  owner  of 
the  minerals  has  a  right  to  take  away  the  whole  of  the  minerals  in  his 
land,  for  such  is  the  natural  course  of  user  of  minerals ;  "    and,  by 
consequence,  when  the  minerals  are  removed,  he  is  not  liable  for  the 
accelerated  passage  to  his  neighbour's  land  of  water  naturally  coming 
to  his  own.     The  other  side  of  the  rule  is  exemplified  by  Hurdman  v. 
N.  E.  Ry.  Co.y^  where  the  surface  of  the  defendant's  land  had  been 
artificially  raised  by  earth  placed  thereon,  and  in  consequence^  rain- 
water, falling  on  defendant's  land,  made  ite  way  through  defendant's 
wall  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  adjoining,  and  caused  substantial 
damage.     On  demurrer  this  was  held  to  constitute  a  good  cause  of 
action  ;  since  the  heap  on  the  defendant's  land  must  be  considered  an 
artificial  work  ;  and  the  effect  of  this  being  to  cause  water,  even  though 
arising  from  natural  rainfall  only,  to  pass  into  his  neighbour's  land,  and 
thus  substantially  to  interfere  with  his  enjoyment,  rendered  him 
liable.     The  point  of  the  decision  is  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  in 
doing  what  was  not  an  act  in  the  course  of  the  natural  user  of  property, 
threw  a  greater  burden  on  his  neighbour  than  would  naturally  have 
fallen  to  him. 

In  West  Cumberland  Iron  and  Steel  Co,  v.  Kenyon  *  the  dealing  with 

1  In  the  United  States  in  Cumberland  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Co.  v.  United 
Electric  Ry.,  42  Fed.  Rep.  273,  it  was  held  that  a  telephone  oompany  could  not  maintain 
an  action  against  an  electric  railway  company  for  injury  sustained  by  the  escape  of 
electricity  from  the  rails  ;  and  that  the  test  was,  whether  the  injurious  company  was 
making  use  of  the  best  means  then  known  to  science  in  the  lawful  user  of  their  own 
property.     The  principle  of  Fletcher  v.  Rylands  was  not  accepted. 

a  3  B.  &  S.  83  (at  Nisi  Prius,  2  F.  &  F.  231) ;  overruling  Hde  v.  Barlow,  4  0.  R  N.  S. 
334.     See  Cavey  v.  LedbitUr,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  470.     Post,  486,  497. 

3  2  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Blackburn,  99. 

*  3  C.  P.  D.  168.  In  Barklcy  v.  Wilcox,  86  N.  Y.  140,  by  the  building  of  the  defendant, 
water  was  prevented  naturally  flowing  from  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  flooded  his  cellar. 
Held,  that  to  adopt  the  principle  that  the  law  of  nature  must  be  observed  in  respect 
to  surface  drainage  would,  we  think,  place  undue  restriction  upon  industry  and  enter- 
prise, and  the  control  by  an  owner  of  his  proi)erty."  See  Preston  v.  Mercer,  Hard.  60, 
explained  Reynolds  v.  Clarke,  2  Ld.  Raym.  399. 

li  11  Ch.  D.  782.  The  American  and  English  cases  on  what  is  the  natural  and 
lawful  use  of  land  are  collected  in  Pennsylvania  Goal  Co.  v.  Sanderson,  113  Pa,  St.  126y 
where  it  is  held  that  one  working  a  coal  mine  in  the  usual  m&nner  may  discharge  the 
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the  water  was  exclusively  on  the  defendant's  land ;  when  the  water  Aqua  eurrit 
left  the  defendant's  land  it  all  naturally  found  its  way  down  to  the  plain-  ^  currere 
tiff's  levels  in  the  same  way,  at  the  same  point,  and  in  the  same  quantity 
as  it  would  if  uninterfered  with  by  the  defendant.  That  being  so,  the 
Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  say,  "  What  is  it 
to  you  what  I  have  been  doing  on  my  own  land  ?  The  same  quantity  of 
water  leaves  my  land,  and  leaves  my  land  through  exactly  the  same  aper- 
ture, and  gets  into  yt)ur  field  in  exactly  the  same  way,  as  it  did  before."^ 

The  fact  that  in  West  Cumberland  Iron  and  Steel  Co,  v.  Kent/on  the  WhaUey  v. 
burthen  on  the  neighbouring  proprietor  was  not  increased  by  the  use  Lanes,  <b  7, 
made  of  the  water  by  the  defendant  distinguishes  this  case  from  Whdley  ^^'  ^^' 
V.  Lanes.  &  Y,  Ry,  Co.,^  wherethrough  the  defendants'  act  a  greater 
amount  of  injury  was  done  to  the  plaintiff  than  would  have  been  done 
by  the  passage  of  water  in  its  ordinary  course.  The  total  amount 
discharged  was  not  greater,  but  the  manner  of  its  discharge  was  more 
burthensome  ;  and  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  impose  this  greater 
or  different  obligation  on  their  neighbours.  The  circumstances  of 
Whalley^s  case  imposed  a  barrier  to  the  passage  of  flood  water,  there 
being  a  statutory  authorisation  to  construct  an  embankment  which 
would  have  justified  the  defendants  had  the  damage  occurred  through 
the  penning  up  of  waters  by  the  embankment.  But  they  were  not 
content  with  the  effects  worked  by  the  flood  and  the  embankment ;  to 
protect  their  embankment  from  the  pressure  of  the  witer,  they  cut 
trenches  in  it,  by  which  the  water  flowed  through  and  flooded  the 
plaintiff's  land.  The  defendants'  liability  was  accordingly  based  on 
their  aggravation,  in  an  endeavour  to  lighten  the  burthen  on  their  own 
property,  of  the  consequences  of  the  flood  to  their  neighbour. 

An  additional  factor,  that  of  contamination,  was  introduced  in  Ballard  v. 
Ballard  v.  Tomlinson.^    The  defendant  used  a  well  on  his  land  for  the  Tomlmaon. 
reception  of  sewage,  whereby  filth  percolated  through  into  a  well  of  his 
neighbour's — ^the  plaintiff's — on  a   lower  level.     The  case  appears 
exactly  covered  by  Teruint  v.  Qoldwin  ;*   "  He  whose  dirt  it  is  must 
keep  it  that  it  may  not  trespass  "  ;   and  was  decided  by  Cotton  and 
Lindley,  L.JJ.,  on  grounds  applicable  to  that  case.     Brett,  M.R.,  judgment  of 
however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  shaft  of  the  well  was  an  "  artificial  Brett,  M.R. 
thing,"  and  "  that  the  defendants  therefore  collected  a  quantity  of 
sewage  into  an  artificial  reservoir."^ 

percolating  water  into  a  stream  which  naturally  drains  the  land.  This  is  not  uni- 
versaUy  recognised  in  America ;  Red  River  RoUer  MUla  v.  Wright,  44  Am.  R.  194 ; 
and  is  not  the  law  in  England.  See  Aldred's  case,  9  Co.  Rep.  59  a,  where  it  is  said 
that  "  if  a  man  has  a  watercourse  running  in  a  ditch  from  the  river  to  his  house,  for 
his  necessary  use ;  if  a  glover  sets  up  a  lime-pit  for  calve-skins  and  sheep-skins  so 
near  the  said  watercourse  that  the  corruption  of  the  lime-pit  has  corrupted  it,  for 
which  cause  his  tenants  leave  the  said  house,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  it,  as  it  is 
adjudged  in  Y.  B.  13  Hen.  VII.  26  b  ;  and  this  stands  with  the  rule  of  law  and  reason  ; 
8C.  Prohibeiur  ne  quis  facial  in  suo  quod  nocere  possit  alieno  :  et  sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum 
non  Icedas,  Vide  in  the  Book  of  Entries,  tit.  Nusance,  406  b."  Jtmes  v.  Potoell. 
Palm.  536.  See,  too,  Wood  v.  StUdiffe,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  163 ;  Qoldsmid  v.  Tunbridge 
WeUs  Improvement  Commissioners,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  161;  L.  R.  1  Ch.  349;  Croadey  v. 
Lightouler,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478  ;  Pennington  v.  Brinsop  Hall  Coal  Co,,  6  Ch-  D.  ^69.  In 
Crosdey  v.  Lightotder,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  478,  the  question  of  intention  to  abandon  an 
easement  was  held  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided  in  each  particular  case. 

1  11  Ch.  D.,  per  James,  L.J.,  787.  Callis,  136,  quotes  an  opinion  of  Bnidnel,  in 
12  H.  VIII.,  f.  3,  "  that  if  a  man's  ground  be  suzrounded  with  waters  he  may  make 
a  trench  in  his  own  grounds  to  let  the  water  run  downwards,  and  to  descend  upon  his 
neighbour's  grounds,  for  water  is  an  element  descendible  {jure  naturcey* 

a  13Q.B.  D.  131. 

3  29  Ch.  D.  1 15  ;  Kinnaird  v.  Standard  OU  Co.,  25  Am.  St.  R.  646. 

«  I  Salk.  21,  360, 2  Ld.  Raym.  1089, 6  Mod.  311.  5  29  Ch.  D.  120. 
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Considered. 


Digging  well 
anon- 
essential 
circam- 
stance  in 
the  case. 


After  the  decision  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,^  recognising  the  authority 
of  Tenant  v.  Goldmn,  whether  the  constructing  a  well  were  a  natunl 
or  a  non-natural  user  of  land,  in  either  case  the  fact  of  an  escape  of 
things  brought  on  land,  '*  whether  the  things  so  brought  be  beasts,  at 
water,  or  filth,  or  stenches,"^  raises  a  legal  obligation  to  compensate 
for  the  damage  done  by  them  ;  and  the  ownership  of  the  percolating 
water  is,  in  any  event,  immaterial;  if,  as  is  on  authority  undoubted, 
the  plaintifiE  has  a  right  to  have  his  land  and  the -enjoyment  of  it  free 
from  the  defendant's  filth  ;  since,  if  the  percolating  water  as  befouled 
is  the  property  of  the  defendant,  he  is  bound  to  retain  it.  If  it  is  not  his 
property,  he  has,  at  any  rate,  no  greater  right  to  foul  it  and  then  to 
foist  it  on  his  neighbour  than  if  it  were  his  property.  The  right  of 
action  is  therefore  undoubted. 

The  digging  of  a  well  is  not,  then,  an  essential  element  in  founding 
the  actioii ;  it  is  but  a  circumstance  in  the  development  of  the  injurious 
agency.  In  Hurdman  v.  N,  E.  Ry.  Co.,^  for  instance,  the  placing  d 
the  heap  was  the  cause  of  a  greater  flow  of  water  to  the  plaintiffs 
property  than  would  otherwise  have  gone  there,  and  therefore  action- 
able. In  the  present  case  the  right  of  action  is,  not  in  respect  of 
digging  the  well,  but  in  respect  of  a  particular  user  of  it — for  sewage. 
It  is  not  increase  of  quantity,  but  difference  in  kind — filth,  not  water— 
that  is  brought  on  the  plaintifiE's  property.  There  was  an  absolute  duty 
to  prevent  filth  brought  on  one's  own  land  anyhow — whether  by  well 
or  otherwise  is  not  essential — flowing  into  the  neighbour's  land.  That 
filth  flowed  by  the  well  was  an  accident  only — the  essence  of  the  wrong 
was  the  flowing  at  all — not  afiEected  by  whether  the  having  a  well  was 
a  natural  or  non-natural  user  of  the  land. 

Then,  is  a  well  an  **  artificial  thing  "  so  as  not  to  admit  of  being  used 
for  any  of  the  class  of  purposes,  mentioned  by  Lord  Cairns,*  "  for 
which  it  might  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  enjoyment  of  land  be 
used."  If  it  be  excluded,  water  naturally  filtering  into  a  well,  and 
so  percolating  to  a  neighbour's  property,  would  lay  the  foundation  for 
an  action  by  him  ;  if  it  be  not  excluded,  then  no  right  of  action  could 
accrue.  But  it  has  been  decided  in  Chasemore  v.  Richards  ^  that  a 
landowner  has  a  right  to  take  subterranean  water  even  to  the  detriment 
of  his  neighbour.  Then  may  he  not  dig  for  it  ?  In  Wilson  v.  WaddeUy 
also  in  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  decided  that  to  dig  for  minerals  is  a 
natural  use  of  land  within  Lord  Cairns's  exception  ;  and  it  seems  hard 
to  draw  a  distinction  between  the  consequences  of  digging  for  water  to 
which  a  man  has  a  right  and  digging  for  minerals  to  which  he  has  a 
right ;  if  the  digging  for  minerals  is  a  "  natural  purpose  "  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  the  enjoyment  of  land,  there  is  no  reason  apparent 
why  digging  for  water  should  come  under  any  other  rule.  In  many 
country  districts  the  possession  of  a  well  is  essential  to  the  development, 
or  even  to  the  user  of  property  in  any  mode  whatever  ;  while  digging 
minerals  is  merely  a  particular  use  of  property,  and,  in  an  intelligible 
sense  at  least,  not  a  natural  use  of  it.'' 

1  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330. 

a  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  cited  by  Lord  Cairns,  C,  Bylands  v.  Flekher,  L.  R.  3  H.  L. 
330  340. 

3  3  C.  P.  D.  168.  4  Bylanda  v.  FleUher,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  338. 

6  7  H.  L.  C.  349.  6  2  App.  Caa.  95. 

7  For  example : 

"  And  that  it  was  great  pity,  so  it  was, 
This  villainons  saltpetre  should  be  digg'd 
Out  of  the  bowels  of  the  harmless  earth, 
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What  constitutes  a  natural  use  of  land  in  law  must  be  a  matter  to  What  is  a 
be  determined  in  each  case  rather  by  what  is  customary  and  suited  to  i^atural  use  ? 
the  particular  circumstances  of  place  than  by  any  certain  rule.^    "  The 
opinion  of  the  jury  should  be  taken  as  to  whether  what  was  done  by 
the  defendants  was  done  in  the  ordinary,  reasonable,  and  proper  mode 
of  working  the  mine."^    In  Crompton  v.  Lea^  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  Crompton  v. 
averring  that  a  mine  which  the  defendants  threatened  to  work  could  ^^' 
not  be  worked  without  letting  in  a  river  and  flooding  defendant's  mine, 
and,  through  that,  the  plaintiff's,  was  overruled,  because  the  right  to 
work  the  mine  was  not  an  absolute  right,  but  only  a  right  to  work  the 
mine  in  an  ordinary,  reasonable,  and  proper  way,  which  must  be 
matter  of  evidence. 

In  the  Scotch  case  of  Armistead  v.  Bowerman*  a  claim  was  made  Armisicad  v. 
by  the  proprietor  of  a  "  fish  hatchery  "  against  the  purchaser  of  timber  ^owerman. 
higher  up  the  stream  for  dragging  his  timber  across  the  stream  which 
fed  the  '  fish  hatchery,"  and  thereby  fouled  and  damaged  it.  The 
Court  held  that,  apart  from  a  right  given  in  the  grant  to  the  pursuer 
restricting  the  removal  of  timber  in  the  ordinary  way  of  business,  the 
pursuer  had  no  right  to  recover,  since  the  defendant  was  only  performing 
an  ordinary  and  legitimate,  operation  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  way. 

In  another  Scotch  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Young  v.  Bankier  Young  v. 
Distillery  Co}  water  was  pumped  into  a  stream  by  an  upper  proprietor,  'Bankier 
thereby  increasing  its  volume  and  impairing  its  purity,  and,  so  far  as  ^^^^^^  ^^• 
contamination  was  concerned,  to  the  detriment  of  a  lower  proprietor. 
The  House  of  Lords,  afl&rming  the  Court  of  Session  and  approving 
Baird  v.  Williamsons^  held  the  action  of  the  upper  proprietor  to  be 
unlawful.  "  The  right  of  the  upper  heritor,"  says  Lord  Watson,'' 
"  to  send  down,  and  the  corresponding  obligation  of  the  lower  heritor  to 
receive  natural  water,  whether  flowing  in  a  defined  channel  or  not,  and 
whether  upon  or  below  the  surface,  are  incidents  of  property  arising 
from  the  relative  levels  of  their  respective  lands  and  the  strata  below 
them.  The  lower  heritor  cannot  obj  ect  so  long  as  the  flow  whether  above 
or  below  ground  is  due  to  gravitation,  unless  it  has  been  unduly  and 
unreasonably  increased  by  operations  which  are  in  CBmulationem  vicini. 
But  he  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  receive  foreign  water  brought 
to  the  surface  of  his  neighbour's  property  by  artificial  means ;  and 
I  can  see  no  distinction  in  principle  between  water  raised  from  a 
mine  below  the  level  of  the  surface  of  either  property,  which  is 
the  case  here,  and  water  artificially  conveyed  from  a  distant 
stream.  The  law  of  Scotland  upon  this  point  is  the  same  with  that  of 
England."* 

11.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  caused  by  his  own  default,  n.  Damage 

This  is  the  ordinary  case  of  contributory  negligence.     The  pro-  caused  by 
position  which  the  plaintiff  has  to  prove  in  order  to  found  a  right  of  ^efault!^*^^" 
action  is  that  damage  is  caused  by  the  defendant's  act ;  if  it  is  caused 
by  his  own,  he  has  not  discharged  the  ontts  upon  him.® 

Which  many  a  good  tall  fellow  had  destroyed 

So  cowardly." — Shakbspbabb,  Henry  IV.  act  i.  sc.  3. 

1  Turherville  v.  Stampe,  I  Ld.  Raym.  264,  1  Salt.  13 ;    FiUiter  v.  Phippard,  11 
Q.  B.  347. 

a  Fletcher  v.  Smithy  L.  R.  9  Ex.  67.     See  2  App.  Cas.  781,  where  the  case,  after 
the  second  trial  ordered  by  the  Ex.  Ch.,  was  taken  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

3  L.  R.  19  £q.  115.  4  16  Bettie  814.  5  (1893)  A.  C.  691. 

«  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  376.  ?  (1893)  A.  C.  696. 

8  See  BUkifY.  HurUer,  FitUay  <fc  Co.,  9  Mac  ph.  204. 

»  Wakelin  v,  L.  db  8,  W.  Ry,  Co,^  12  App.  Cas.  41. 
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III.  Damage 
caused  by 
vis  major. 


Nichols  y. 
Mardand. 


Jodgment  of 
Mellish,  L.J. 


III.  Where  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  the  consequence  of  vis 
major,  or  the  act  of  God. 

In  Rylands  v.  Fletcher^  the  position  of  a  landowner  from  whose 
land  an  injurious  agency  has  been  released  by  vis  major  was  not  deter- 
mined, but  it  was  rather  suggested  to  be  an  exception  to  the  uni- 
versality of  the  rule  there  laid  down.  The  point  very  shortly  after- 
wards arose  in  Nichols  v.  Marsland.^  Defendant  was  the  owner 
of  a  series  of  artificial  ornamental  lakes  formed  by  damming  up  a 
natural  stream  into  pools.  In  consequence  of  a  most  unusual  fall  of 
rain  these  lakes  overflowed,  and  the  water  thus  overflowing  swept  away 
county  bridges  lower  down  the  stream.  The  jury  found  that  there 
was  no  negligence,  but  that,  had  the  flood  been  anticipated  (which 
it  could  not  reasonably  have  been),  the  result  might  have  been  pre- 
vented. On  motion  to  enter  the  verdict  for  defendant,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  made  a  rule  absolute  to  that  effect,  which  was  sustained 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  where  the  judgment  was  delivered  by  Mellish, 
L.  J.,  who  had  been  counsel  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher, 

The  ordinary  rule  of  law  is  that  where  a  duty  is  raised  by  implication 
of  law,  and  the  person  bound  is  unable  to  perform  it,  without  default 
of  his  own,  or  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  King's  enemies,  the  law  will 
excuse  him ;  but  where  a  person  contracts  for  the  performance  of  any- 
thing, he  is  bound,  though  incapacitated  to  perform  it  by  accident 
or  inevitable  necessity.^  The  duty  to  keep  in  water  is  a  duty  imposed 
by  law,  and  not  one  created  by  contract,  and  the  wrongful  act  is  not 
the  making  or  keeping  the  reservoir,  but  the  allowing  or  causing  the 
water  to  escape.  "  If,"  said  Mellish,  L.J.,  "  the  damages  were 
occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  party  without  more — as  where  a  man 
accumulates  water  on  his  own  land,  but  owing  to  the  peculiar  nature 
or  condition  of  the  soil,  the  water  escapes  and  does  damage  to  his 
neighbour— the  case  of  Rylands  v.  Fletcher*  establishes  that  he  must  be 
held  liable.  The  accumulation  of  water  in  a  reservoir  is  not  in  itself 
wrongful ;  but  the  making  it  and  suffering  the  water  to  escape,  if 
damage  ensue,  constitute  a  wrong.  But  the  present  case  is  distin- 
guished from  that  of  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  in  this,  that  it  is  not  the  act  of 
the  defendant  in  keeping  this  reservoir — an  act  in  itself  lawful — 
which  alone  leads  to  the  escape  of  the  water,  and  so  renders  wrongful 
that  which  but  for  such  an  escape  would  have  been  lawful.  It  is  the 
supervening  vis  major  of  the  water  caused  by  the  flood,  which,  sap^- 
added  to  the  water  in  the  reservoir  (which  of  itself  would  have  been 
innocuous),  causes  the  disaster.  A  defendant  cannot,  in  our  opinion, 
be  properly  said  to  have  caused  or  allowed  the  water  to  escape,  if  the 
act  of  God  or  the  Queen's  enemies  was  the  real  cause  of  its  escaping, 
without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  If  a  reservoir  was 
destroyed  by  an  earthquake,  or  the  Queen's  enemies  destroyed  it  in 
conducting  some  warlike  operation,  it  would  be  contrary  to  all  reason 
and  justice  to  hold  the  owner  of  the  reservoir  liable  for  any  damage 
that  might  be  done  by  the  escape  of  the  water." 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,*  Bramwell,  B.,  drew  a  distinction 


1  I^  R.  3  H.  L.  330.  There  is  a  New  South  Wales  case,  M'Mahon  v.  CommU- 
sioner  for  Railways^  4  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  170»  on  the  liability  for  not  providing  suffi- 
cient means  to  carry  off  rain  water  which  caused  injury  to  goods  deposited  in  a  store 

2  L.  R.  10  Ex.  256,  2  Ex.  D.  15.  s  Paradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn  (K.  B.)  26. 
4  L  R.  3  H.  L.  330. 

fi  L.  R.  10  Ex.  259,  260. 
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between  agencies  set  in  motion  by  vis  major  in  cases  of  "  the  reasonable  Distinction 
use  of  property  in  a  way  beneficial  to  the  community,"  and  in  cases  drawn  by  ^ 
where  a  dangerous  agency  is  kept  for  mere  amusement.     "  Could  it  be  between  *     * 
said,"  he  says,  "  that  no  one  could  have  a  stack  of  chimneys  except  on  beneficial 
the  terms  of  being  liable  for  any  damage  done  by  their  being  overthrown  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^ 
by  a  hurricane  or  an  earthquake  ?     If  so,  it  would  be  dangerous  to  otmere^^ 
have  a  tree,  for  a  wind  might  come  so  strong  as  to  blow  it  out  of  the  amusement, 
ground  into  a  neighbour's  land  and  cause  it  to  do  damage  ;  or  a  field  of 
ripe  wheat,  which  might  be  fired  by  lightning,  and  do  mischief."     And, 
on  the  other  hand,  "  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  if  a  man  kept  a  tiger, 
and  lightning  broke  his  chain  and  he  got  loose  and  did  mischief,  that 
the  man  who  kept  him  would  not  be  liable." 

If  the  keeping  of  a  tiger  is  unlawful  this  is  clear.  But  though  "  a  Considered, 
person  who  keeps  such  an  animal  is  bound  so  to  keep  it  that  it  shall  do 
no  damage,"^  the  keeping  itself  is  nowhere  declared  to  be  unlawful.  If 
not  unlawful,  how  does  it  differ  from  the  keeping  of  water  penned  up 
for  ornament  and  amusement,  the  escape  of  which  by  the  agency  of  vis 
major  might  sweep  off  a  hamlet  or  devastate  a  county  ?  while  the 
utmost  rage  of  a  tiger  thus  loosened  would  be  far  less  widely  destructive. 

The  keeping  of  water,  as  in  Nichols  v.  Marslandy  is  not  "  a  reason- 
able use  of  property  in  a  way  beneficial  to  the  community  "  in  any 
other  sense  than  the  conferring  of  pleasure  makes  it  so :  then  how 
can  it  be  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  Bramwell,  B.'s,  exception  in  its 
favour  to  the  exclusion  of  the  tiger,  the  inspection  of  whom  is  a  pleasure 
not  different  in  nature  from  the  inspection  of  the  ornamental  lakes  ? 

Again,  the  storing  of  gunpowder  under  the  regulations  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament  is  not  unlawful.  It  may  be  "  a  reasonable  use  of  property 
in  a  way  beneficial  to  the  conmiunity  "  :  for  example,  vhen  it  is  kept 
for  blasting  in  mining  operations — a  natural  use  of  land ;  or  it  may 
be  a  dangerous  agency  kept  for  mere  amusement,  for  making  fireworks 
or  for  use  in  shooting.  Can  it  be  contended  that  the  obligations 
imposed  on  the  owner  vary  as  his  intention — maybe  his  secret  in- 
tention— ^varies  ? 

In  Chalmers  v.  Diocony^  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  bases  the  decision  Chalmers  v. 
in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  on  negligence  :  "  I  think  that  culpa  does  lie  at  ^^^^ 
the  root  of  the  matter.  If  a  man  puts  upon  his  land  a  new  combination 
of  materials,  which  he  knows,  or  ought  to  know,  are  of  a  dangerous 
nature,  then  either  due  care  will  prevent  injury,  in  which  case  he  is 
liable,  if  injury  occurs,  for  not  taking  that  due  care,  or  else  no  pre- 
cautions will  prevent  injury,  in  which  case  he  is  liable  for  his  original 
act  in  placing  the  materials  upon  the  ground."  So  limited,  the  act 
of  the  mischievous  boy — an  independent  volition — is  excluded ;  not 
so  limited,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  person,  who  brings  the  thing 
where  it  causes  injury,  escapes  from  liability  for  not  keeping  that  on 
his  land,  which  it  was  in  his  option  not  to  have  brought  there  at  all, 
quite  irrespectively  of  whether  the  immediate  cause  of  the  escape  is 
the  act  of  God  or  anything  else  which  is  incapable  of  forecast  or  con- 
trol ;  but  if  not  to  take  sufficient  heed  to  the  operation  of  the  laws  of 
nature  is  ground  for  an  action  when  damage  supervenes,  a  species  of 
negligence  must  in  all  cases  be  found  antecedently  to  the  right  arising. 

Box  V.  Jubb^  countenances  this  view.     By  reason  of  the  act  of  a  Box  v.  JiM, 

1  Crowder,  J.,  Besozzi  v.  Harr.'s,  1  F.  &  F.  92 ;  Filburn  v.  Peaple^s  Palace  and 
Aquarium  Co.,  25  Q.  B.  D.  258. 

3  3  Bettie,  461, 464.    Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  157,  takes  the  same  view. 

3  4  Ex.  D.  76. 
VOU  I.  2  H 
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person  above  the  defendants'  land  co-operating  with  the  act  of  a  person 
below  the  defendants'  land,  a  reservoir  on  defendants'  land  ove- 
flowed  and  caused  injury  to  a  neighbouring  proprietor.  The  Court 
of  Exchequer  held  the  defendants  not  liable ;  since  the  caujse  of  tlie 
injury  was  vis  major — "  the  unlawful  act  of  a  stranger  " — whick 
"  the  defendants  could  not  possibly  have  been  expected  to  anticipate;* 
and  "  the  law  does  not  require  them  to  construct  their  reservoir  and 
the  sluices  and  gates  leading  to  it  to  meet  any  amount  of  pressure 
which  the  wrongful  act  of  a  third  person  may  impose."  That  being  sa 
the  obligation  is  not  to  keep  what  is  brought  on  land  at  all  hazards  as 
has  sometimes  been  stated ;  but  to  insure  against  the  operation  of 
natural  laws  causing  injury  in  those  cases  in  which  negligence  in  the 
management  of  the  injurious  agency  is  not  alleged ;  and  in  all  cases  to 
see  that  the  dealings  with  the  injurious  agency  are  in  aU  their  stages 
free  from  negligence. 

IV.  Where  the  damage  is  the  consequence  of  an  accumulation  f» 
public  purposes  under  the  express  authority  of  a  statute. 

This  principle  has  already  been  considered.^  It  is  sufficient 
therefore,  here  merely  to  reproduce  the  statement  of  it  by  Blackburn. 
J.,  in  advising  the  House  of  Lords  in  Hammeramith  Ry.  Co.  v.  Brand  .-^ 
'*  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  if  the  Legislature  authorises  the  doing  of 
an  act  (which  if  unauthorised  would  be  a  wrong  and  a  cause  of  action) 
no  action  can  be  maintained  for  that  act,  on  the  plain  ground  that  no 
Court  can  treat  that  as  a  wrong  which  the  Legislature  has  authorised. 
and  consequently  the  person  who  has  sustained  a  loss  by  the  doing  d 
that  act  is  without  remedy,  unless  in  so  far  as  the  Legislature  has 
thought  it  proper  to  provide  for  compensation  to  him.  He  is,  in  fact,  in 
the  same  position  as  the  person  supposed  to  have  suffered  from  the 
noisy  traffic  on  a  new  highway  is  at  common  law,  and  subject  to  the 
same  hardship.     He  suffers  a  private  loss  for  the  public  benefit." 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  consideration  of  a  class  of  cases  tiiat 
may  be  looked  on  as  asserting  a  principle  different  from  that  in  Rylandi 
V.  Fletcher,  and  not  merely  an  exception  to  the  universality  of  whiU 
was  there  laid  down.  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  was  the  case  of  water  brought 
inlurcd  ^^  premises  for  the  use  of  the  person  so  bringing  it,  whence  it  escapes! 
to  other  premises.  In  the  cases  we  are  now  to  consider,  water  is 
brought  on  premises  by  a  right  paramount  to  that  of  the  person  injured 
by  it. 

Carstairs  v.  Taylor^  is  the  earliest  of  these.  The  plaintiffs  were 
tenants  of  the  defendant  of  the  ground  floor  of  a  warehouse,  the  upper 
floors  of  which  were  occupied  by  the  defendant.  The  water  from  the 
roof  was  collected  by  gutters  into  a  box,  from  which  it  was  discharged 
into  the  drains.  A  rat  made  a  hole  in  the  box,  and  water  thereby 
entered  the  warehouse,  and  damaged  plaintiff's  goods.  The  box  and 
gutters  had  been  properly  examined  by  the  defendant,  and  there  was 
no  negligence.  The  case  was  argued  both  as  a  question  of  contract  and 
of  a  duty  at  law.  To  the  former  view,  it  was  answered  that  *'  one 
who  takes  a  floor  in  a  house  must  be  held  to  take  the  premises  as  they  are, 
and  cannot  complain  that  the  house  was  not  constructed  differently."  * 
To  the  latter,  that  "  the  accident  was  due  to  vis  major  as  much  as  if 

1  Ante,2Se. 

2  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  196.  Cp.  CaUle  v.  Siocklon  Waterworha,  L.  R.  10  Q,  B.  453  ;  Dmam 
V.  Birmingham  Caned  Co,,  L.  B.  7  Q.  B.  244;  L.  R  8  Q.  B.  42 ;  Madras  By.  Co.  t. 
The  Zamindar  of  Carvalenagarum,  L.  R.  1  Ind.  App.  364,  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  770.     • 

3  L.  R.  6  Ex.  217.  4  L.  R.  6  Ex.,  per  Martin,  B.,  222. 
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a  thief  had  broken  the  hole  in  attempting  to  enter  the  house,  or  a 
flash  of  lightning  or  a  hurricane  had  caused  the  rent ;  "^  that  "  the 
roof  was  the  common  protection  of  both,  and  the  collection  of  the 
water  running  from  it  was  also  for  their  joint  benefit ;  "  and  that 
"  the  plaintiffe  must  be  taken  to  have  consented  to  this  collection  of 
the  water,  which  was  for  their  own  benefit,  and  the  defendant  can 
only  be  liable  if  he  was  guilty  of  negligence."*  The  decision  of  the 
principle  involved  in  Carstairs  v.  Taylor  was  therefore  somewhat 
obscured  by  the  fact  that  the  case  could  be  explained  on  the  ground 
taken  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  vis  major  ;  and  also  because  the 
apparatus  for  conducting  the  water  was  there  as  much  for  the  benefit 
of  the  plaintiff  as  of  the  defendant. 

In  Ross  V.  Fedden^  both  these  elements  were  eliminated.  Plaintiff  ^^^Y' 
occupied  the  ground  floor  of  a  house,  of  which  the  defendant  occupied  ^^*^<^'*- 
the  second  floor,  where  was  a  water-closet  to  which  the  defendant 
alone  had  access.  The  valve  of  the  supply-pipe  having  got  out  of 
order,  and  the  waste-pipe  being  stopped,  an  overflow  was  caused, 
which  damaged  the  portion  of  the  premises  occupied  by  the  plaintiff. 
There  was  no  negligence.  Carstairs  v.  Taylor  was  sought  to  be  dis- 
criminated, because  there  was  no  vis  major  and  no  common  interest. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  however,  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover,  and  approved  the  reasoning  of  the  county  court  judge,*  who 
said  :  "  I  think  that  in  the  words  of  Martin,  B.,  in  the  case  already 
referred  to,^ '  one  who  takes  a  floor  in  a  house  must  be  held  to  take  the 
premises  as  they  are.'  As  far  as  he  is  concerned,  I  think  the  state  of 
things  then  existing  may  be  treated  as  the  natural  state  of  things  and 
the  flow  of  water  through  cisterns  and  pipes  then  in  operation  as 
equivalent  to  the  natural  flow  of  water ;  I  think  he  takes  subject  to 
the  ordinary  risks  arising  from  the  use  of  the  rest  of  the  house  as  it 
stands  ;  and  that  one  who  merely  continues  to  use  the  rest  of  the  house 
as  it  stands,  and  in  the  ordinary  manner,  does  not  fall  within  the  rule 
laid  down  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,^  and  in  the  absence  of  negligence  is 
not  liable  for  the  consequences." 

Anderson  v.  Oppenheimer''  was  similar  to  Carstairs  v.  Taylor  (which,  Anderson  v. 
however,  was  not  cited  in  it),  and  was  brought  for  breach  of  a  covenant  OppenJictmer. 
for  quiet  enjoyment.    The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that,  the  water  being 
brought  on  premises  for  the  common  benefit  of  the  tenants,  no  action 

1  Per  Kelly,  C.B.,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  221.  a  Per  Bramwell,  B.,  Lc.  222. 

3  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  661. 


I  *  "  The  judgment  is  very  well  argued  out,  and  I  was  prepared  to  agree  with  it  as  soon 

as  I  heard  it  read  "  :  per  Blackburn,  J.,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  666. 
I  6  Carstairs  v.  Taj^,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  222.     In  Humphries  v.  Cousins,  2  C.  P.  D.  239, 

i       Boss  v.  Fedden,  and  Carstairs  v.  Taylor,  are  distinguished.     Cp.   Weston  v.  Incor- 
^       poraiicn  of  Tailors  of  Potterrow,  1  Dunlop,  1218,  where  the  judgment  of  Lord  Medwyn, 

1223,  should  be  looked  at.  Through  aefective  plumbing  work  the  stock  in  a  shop 
•  was  injured  by  an  overflow  of  water  from  premises  above ;  it  having  been  clearly 
}  proved  that  the  cause  of  the  overflow  was  an  insecurely  dosed  pipe,  the  plumber  was 
^       held  liable,  though  four  years  had  elapsed  since  the  time  of  doing  the  work,  for  aU 

expenses  to  which  his  employer  had  been  put :  M^Intyrt  v.  OaUaeher,  1 1 883)  1 1  Rettie  64. 
t  6  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330. 

I  7  6  Q.  B.  D.  602  ;  Harrison,  Aindie  ds  Co.  v.  Muncaster,  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  680,  was 

L       an  action  for  breach  of  a  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment ;  the  working  of  the  plaintiffs 


mine  being  interrupted  by  a  flow  of  water  from  another  mine  leased  by  the  defendant, 
Dv  those  working  the  other  mine  having  "  pecked  "  the  rock  in  the 
their  working,  and  produced  the  inrush  of  water  without  negligence 

by  striking  on  a  "  feeder,"  whose  existence  was  unsuspected.    The  Ck)urt  of  Appeal  held 


that  this  not  having  been  directly  caused,  and  not  having  been  foreseen,  or  oeing  an 
event  that  ought  to  have  been  foreseen  at  the  time  the  covenant  was  entered  into,  was 
not  a  violation  of  the  covenant. 


CHAPTER  HI. 

FIRE. 

Duty  of  The  doctrine  of  the  common  law  of  the  duty  generally  owed  by  tie 

^oTT*'^^*^^*^  owner  of  land  to  his  neighbours  is  summed  up  in  the  head-note  to 
neighbours.  Hylands  V.  Fletcher,  in  the  House  of  Lords,^  as  follows :  "  Where  tfce 
owner  of  land,  without  wilfulness  or  negligence,  uses  his  land  in  the 
ordinary  manner  of  its  use,  though  miscfief  should  thereby  be  oc- 
casioned to  his  neighbour,  he  will  not  be  liable  in  damages.  But  if  he 
brings  upon  his  land  anything  which  would  not  naturally  come  upas 
it,  and  which  is  in  itself  dangerous,  and  may  become  mischievoiis  if  not 
kept  under  proper  control,  though  in  so  doing  he  may  act  without 
personal  wilfulness  or  negligence,  he  will  be  liable  in  damages  for  any 
mischief  thereby  occasioned."  The  reasoning  in  this  case  obvioudy 
applies  to  fire  as  one  of  the  things  which,  if  a  man  brings  on  his  lai^ 
he  is  bound  to  see  does  no  harm  to  his  neighbour. 

The  application  of  the  principle  to  the  case  of  fire  was  actuallT 

Jones  V,         made  in  Jones  v.  Festiniog  Ry.  Co.,^  by  Blackburn,  J.,  who  said :  "  The 

Festinioj        general  rule  of  common  law  is  correctly  given  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylaniiy 

^'   °  that  when  a  man  brings  or  uses  a  thing  of  a  dangerous  nature  on  his 

own  land  he  must  keep  it  in  at  his  own  peril ;  and  is  liable  for  the 

consequences  if  it  escapes  and  does  injury  to  his  neighbour.     Here  the 

defendants  were  using  a  locomotive  engine  with  no  express  parliamentair 

powers  making  lawful  that  use,  and  they  are  therefore  at  common  law 

bound  to  keep  the  engine  from  doing  injury,  and  if  the  sparks  escape 

and  cause  damage,  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  consequences, 

though  no  actual  negligence  be  shown  on  their  part." 

Case  in  tho  The  authorities  for  the  common  law  duty  of  safeguarding  a  fire 

Year-Book.     ^j^  land,  eo  nomine,  commence  with  a  case  in  the  Liber  Assisarum. 

'*  A   man   sued   a   bill   against   another   for   burning   his   house  vi 

et  armis.     The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty.     It  was  found  by  the 

verdict  of  the  inquest  that  the  fire  broke  out  suddenly  in  the  house 

of  the  defendant,   he  knowing  nothing  about  it,  and  burned  his 

goods  and  also  the  house   of  the  plaintiff.     Wherefore  upon  this 

verdict  it  was  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  nothing  by 

his  writ,  but  should  be  amerced.^ 

1  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330.  a  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  736. 

8  Liber  Assisarum,  42  Ed.  III.  259,  pi.  0,  translated  in  Gibbons,  Law  of  Dilapida- 
tions, 136.  Most  of  the  old  cases  on  the  law  are  carefully  collected  in  Gibbons,  Lav  oJ 
Dilapidations,  together  with  a  mass  of  very  loose  and  inaccurate  reasoning  upon  thc«fi 
{e.g.f  on  Janney  v.  Lowgar,  (Cro.  Eliz.  461*)  134-5 ;  or  compare  note  on  the  words 
"  safely  and  securely,"  136,  with  the  judgment  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Ross  v.  Hiff,  2  C.  B.  889, 
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In  Rolle's  Abridgment  ^  the  case  is  stated  as  follows  :  "  If  fire  (I  ^H®'* 
know  nothing  of  it)  suddenly  break  out  in  my  house  and  burn  my  ^^"^8"^®*^*- 
goods,  and  also  the  house  of  my  neighbour,  my  neighbour  shall  have 
an  action  on  the  case  against  me,  42  Ass.  9.  Admit.  But  it  seems  that 
it  was  adjudged  there  that  the  action  did  not  lie  ;  '  because  it  was  vi 
et  armis,*  V  Gibbons's  conclusion  from  this  is  :  "If  anything  can  be 
inferred  from  the  Year-book  it  is  that  it  was  adjudged  that  the  action 
did  not  lie  because  the  fire  was  not  caused  by  the  plaintiff's  [?  defend- 
ant's] fault."  The  passages  quoted  in  Gibbons,  Law  of  Dilapidations, 
from  the  Year-book  and  from  Bolle,  nevertheless  seem  perfectly 
consistent.  The  objection  evidently  was  that  the  action  was  wrongly 
conceived,  being  brought  in  trespass  and  not  upon  case.  The  jury 
found  that "  the  fire  broke  out  suddenly  in  the  house  of  the  defendant, 
he  knowing  nothing  about  it."  The  judgment  was  that  the  injury 
was  consequential,  and  therefore  should  have  been  brought  in  case,  and 
did  not  lie  because  it  was  alleged  vi  et  armis.^ 

A  case  more  often  cited  than,  and  subsequent  to,  the  last  is  Beaulieu  Beaulieu  v. 
v.  Fingham.^  The  declaration  alleged  that  every  person  by  the  f*ngham, 
custom  of  this  realm  shall  keep  his  fire  safely  and  securely,  and  is  bound 
so  to  keep  it,  lest  any  damage  happen  to  his  neighbour  in  any  manner, 
and  that  Roger  so  negligently  kept  his  fire  that  for  want  of  due  keeping 
his  fire  spread  to  the  house  of  William,  and  William's  goods  were 
burned.  Markham,  J.,  said  :  "  A  man  is  bound  to  answer  for  the  act  of 
Ids  servant  or  of  his  guest  in  such  case,  for  if  my  servant  or  my  guest 
puts  a  candle  in  a  window  and  the  candle  sets  light  to  the  thatch  and 
burns  my  house  down  and  the  house  of  my  neighbour  also,  in  this  case 
I  shall  answer  to  my  neighbour  for  the  damage  he  sustained."  "  I  Liability 
shall  answer  to  my  neighbour  for  him  who  enters  my  house  by  my  n^S^^e. 
leave  or  knowledge,  where  he  is  guest  to  me  or  my  servant,  if  he  acts, 
or  either  of  them  acts,  in  such  a  way  with  the  candle  or  other  things 
that  my  neighbour's  house  is  burned.  But  if  a  man  outside  my 
household  against  my  will  sets  fire  to  the  thatch  of  my  house  or  does 
otherwise  per  quod  my  house  is  burned  and  also  the  houses  of  my 
neighbours,  I  shall  not  be  held  to  answer  to  them,  because  this  cannot 
be  said  to  be  ill  on  my  part,  but  against  my  will."*  This  case  is  cited 
as  the  authority  for  the  statement  in  Comyns's  Digest,  Action  on  the 
Case  for  Negligence  (A  6.),  and  in  Viner's  Abridgment,  Actions  (B)  For 
Fire — that  by  the  common  law  a  man  in  whose  house  a  fire  originated, 
though  by  no  act  or  fault  of  his,  and  even  if  it  were  accidental,  was 
liable  for  whatever  damage  it  caused  to  the  house  or  goods  of  another  ; 
it  is  manifest  that  the  liability  there  alleged  does  not  necessarily  arise 
independently  of  the  negligence  of  master  or  servant  or  guest ;  further, 

citod  as  tho  authority),  which,  however,  cannot  in  a  general  treatise  bo  examined  in 
detail.     As  to  Amercement,  see  Co.  Idtt.  126  b. 

1  Action  8ur  Case  (B),  pur  Fewe,  2. 

a  See  Hunter  v.  Walker,  6  N.  Z.  L.  R.  690.  The  History  of  this  allegation  of  vi  et 
armia  is  summarised  in  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  84  ei  aeqq.  ;  and  the  whole  learning 
is  elaborately  collected  and  arranged  in  a  note  to  Hammond's  edition  of  Com.  Dig. 
Action  (M2).     Action  upon  the  case  or  trespass.     See  also  post,  553  and  734. 

8  2  Hen.  IV.  18,  pi.  6. 

4  To  this,  Homeby,  the  defendant's  counsel,  says  :  "  This  defendant  is  ruined  and 
for  ever  impoverishecl  if  this  action  can  be  maintained  against  him  ;  for  then  twenty 
other  actions  will  be  brought  against  him  for  the  same  matter."  Thiming  answers : 
"  Que  estcesa  nous  f  II  est  mievx  que  U  soit  totU  defait,  que  la  ley  soit  chaunge  pur  luy." 
In  Y.  B.  28  H.  VI.  7,  pi  7  is  another  case  where  action  was  brought  showing  that  the 
fire  wfis  caused  through  negligence.     No  judgment  was  given. 
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negligence  is  alleged  as  the  gist  of  the  action.  The  point,  then,  that  a 
man  is  liable  for  a  purely  accidental  fire  is  not  made  out.^ 

There  is  an  Anonymous  cctse  :^  ''  Snagg  moved  this  case,  and 
demanded  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  it.  J.  S.  with  a  gun  at  the  door 
of  his  house  shoots  at  a  fowl,  and  by  this  fireth  his  own  house  and  the 
house  of  his  neighbour ;  upon  which  he  brings  an  action  on  the  case 
generally,  and  doth  not  declare  on  the  custom  of  the  realm,  as  2  Hen. 
IV.,  viz.,  for  negligently  keeping  his  fire.  The  question  was,  if  this 
action  doth  lie  ?  And  all  the  Court  held  it  did  ;  for  the  injury  is  the 
sime,  although  the  mischance  was  not  by  common  negligence,  but  by 
misadventure  ;  and  if  he  had  counted  upon  the  custom  of  the  realm 
as  2  Hen.  IV.,  the  action  had  not  been  well  brought;  yet  consuetuio 
regni  est  communis  fee." 

The  objection  may  be  noted,  that  though  the  fire  was  not  caused  by 
negligence,  the  act  of  firing  the  gun  in  the  place  in  question  may  stall 
have  been  improper,  and  thus,  though  the  gun  was  dijscharged  without 
negligence,  the  discharging  it  at  all  may  have  been  fault  enough  t^ 
render  the  defendant  liable  for  the  consequences  of  his  act. 

From  the  early  authorities  it  appears  then  that,  by  the  old  law,  if  a 
fire  occurred  in  a  man's  house  or  field,  he  was,  prima  facie  at  any  rst«, 
bound  to  control  it  so  as  to  prevent  damage  to  his  neighbour  f  or  to 
state  the  point  in  the  words  of  Lord  Tenterden,  C.J.,*  '  if  a  fire  b^an 
on  a  man's  own  premises,  by  which  those  of  his  neighbour  were  in- 
jured, the  latter,  in  an  action  brought  for  such  an  injury,  would  not  be 
bound  in  the  first  instance  to  show  how  the  fire  began,  but  the  pre- 
sumption would  be  (unless  it  were  shown  to  have  originated  from  some 
external  cause)  that  it  arose  from  the  neglect  of  some  person  in  the 
house."  To  this  rule  there  appears  to  have  been  an  exception — where 
the  fire  was  caused  by  the  act  of  a  third  person  without  any  inter- 
vention of  the  terre  tenant.®  Thus,  in  the  2nd  Inst.'  it  is  stated  to  have 
been  adjudged  in  9  Edward  II.  that  if  thieves  bum  the  house  of  the 
tenant  for  life  without  evil  keeping  of  the  lessee  for  life's  fire,  the  lessee 
shall  not  be  punished  therefor  in  an  action  of  waste. 

In  CrogcUe  v.  Morris '  it  is  indeed  said,  by  way  of  illustration,  and 
perhaps  distinguishing  a  friend  from  a  stranger,  "  if  my  friend  come 
and  lie  in  my  house,  and  set  my  neighbour's  house  on  fire,  the  action 
lieth  against  me."  RoUe®  contains  the  proposition,  "If  a  stranger, 
against  my  will,  puts  fire  in  my  house  by  which  the  house  of  my  neigh- 
bour is  burnt,  no  action  lies  against  me ;  "  while  in  Comyns's  Digest  • 
it  is  laid  down  that  in  an  action  for  negligently  keeping  a  fire.  The 
defendant  "  may  plead  quod  ignotus  cotnbmsit  m^ssuagium  per  qwd, 
and  traverse  the  neglect  in  keeping  his  fire."  With  this  accords  what 
was  said  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Turberville  v.  Stampe,^^  "  If  a  stranger  set 

1  Cp.  Allen  V.  Stephenson,  1  Lutw.  90,  where  a  declaration  alleging  fire  caused  by 
the  negligence  of  a  lodger  was  held  bad  for  "  strangeness  and  insufficiency."  An  action 
for  fire  on  the  custom  of  the  realm  was  held  not  to  lie  against  a  man's  wife,  or  serva&tr 
or  guest  in  Shelly  v.  Burr,  Bendloe,  (ed.  1661)  153. 

2  Cro.  Eliz.  10. 

3  Smith  V.  Brampstony  Smith  v.  Frampton,  2  Salk,  644. 
*  Becquet  v.  MacCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  951,  958. 

6  Co.  Lit.  53  a.  6  2  Inst.  303. 

7  Brownlow  and  OMsborough,  197.     Cp.  Allen  v.  Stephenson,  1  Lutw.  90. 

8  Ahr,  Action  sur  Case  (B),  per  Fewe.  This  is  no  more  than  a  summary  of  what  is 
said  by  Markham,  J.,  in  the  case  cited  before  from  Y.  B.  2  Hen.  IV.  18,  pi.  6. 

9  Pleader  (2  P  3.),  citing  1  Brown,  Entries  29. 
to  I  lA.  Raym.  264.      12  Mod.  151. 
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fire  to  my  house  and  burns  my  neighbour's  house,  no  action  will  lie 
against  me." 

Another  limitation  may  be  collected  from  the  same  case  of  Turber-  TurhervUle  v. 
ville  V.  Stampe,  which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligently  keeping  ^^^P^- 
a  fire  lit  in  a  field,  that  extended  to  the  plaintiff's  field  and  burned  his 
clothes.    The  objection  was :  "  There  is  a  difference  between  fire  in  a 
man's  house  and  in  the  fields ;  in  some  counties  it  is  a  necessary  part 
of  husbandry  to  make  fire  in  the  ground,  and  some  unavoidable  accident 
may  carry  it  into  a  neighbour's  ground,  and  do  injury  there."     On  this  Holt,  CJ.'s., 
Holt,  C.  J.,  and  the  rest  of  the  Court,  Turton,  J.,  dissenting,  held :  i^^g^^^'^^- 
"  Every  man  must  so  use  his  own  as  not  to  injure  another.     The  law  is 
general ;  the  fire  which  a  man  makes  in  his  fields  is  as  much  his  fire 
as  his  fire  in  his  house  ;  it  is  made  on  his  groimd,  with  his  materials,  and 
by  his  order  ;  and  he  must  at  his  peril  take  care  that  it  does  not,  through 
his  neglect,  injure  his  neighbour  ;  if  he  kindle  it  at  a  proper  time  and 
place,  and  the  violence  of  the  wind  carry  it  into  his  neighbour's  ground 
and  prejudice  him,  this  is  fit  to  be  given  in  evidence."^ 

Thus  a  second  exception  is,  where  the  damage  is  caused  by  the  IJ-  Excep- 
intervention  of  a  natural  agency  not  to  be  calculated  on,  and  the  act  is  Jh^J^dama^e 
one  done  in  the  natural,  ordinary,  and  proper  enjoyment  of  property,  is  caused  by 
To  this  effect  also  is  the  civil  law :  Si  quis  in  stipulam  suam  vel  spinam  t^®  interven- 
comburendcB  ejus  ignem  immiserit  et  vUerius  evagatus  et  progresstis  ignis  natural* 
alienam  segetem  vel  vineam  keserit,  requiramus  num  imperitia  ejus  aut  agency  not 
negligentia  id  acddit ;  nam  si  die  ventoso  id  fecit,  cuJ/pcB  reus  est ;  nam  *<>  ^  ^alcu- 
et  qui  occasionem  prcBstat  damnum  fedsse  videtur.     In  eodem  crimine  ^     ^^' 
est,  et  qui  non  observavit  ne  ignis  hngius  procederet.     At  si  omnia 
qucB  oportuit  observavit,  vel  si^ta  vis  venti  hngius  ignem  produxit, 
caret  culpa^ 

From  Turberville  v.  Stampe  we  may  extract  yet  a  third  exception.  III.  Excep- 
A  man  might  kindle  a  fire  on  his  land  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  ^^^*  ^  ^^^ 
husbandry.    For  if  "  he  must  at  his  peril  take  care  that  it  does  not,  of  husbandry 
through  his  neglect,  injure  his  neighbour,"  the  making  the  fire  is  lawful,  kindled  with- 
and  there  must  be  neglect  in  order  to  fix  liability.^  °"*  °®8^'" 

Soon  after  Turberville  v.  Stampe  was  decided,  the  6  Anne,  c.  58  o  Anne,  c  5S 
(c.  31  Ruffhead),*  was  passed,  which'enacted  by  s.  6  "  that  no  action,  (31  RuflQi.), 
suit,  or  process  whatsoever  shall  be*  had,  maintained,  or  prosecuted  *•  ^* 

1  "If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fire  has  spread  beyond  its  natural  limits  by  means  of 
a  new  agency — ^if,  for  example,  after  its  ignition,  a  high  wind  should  arise  and  carry 
burning  brands  to  a  great  Stance,  by  which  a  fire  is  caused  in  a  place  which  would 
have  been  safe  but  for  the  wind — such  a  loss  might  fairly  be  set  down  as  a  remote  con- 
sequence for  which  the  railroad  company  should  not  be  held  responsible  "  ;  per 
Lawrence,  C.  J.,  FerU  v.  Toledo,  Peoria,  and  Warsaw  By.  Co.,  14  Am.  R.  13,  22. 

2  T)  o  2  30  S  3 

s  Furiorif  v/Cairoff,  (1882)  7  Ont.  App.  145.     Pott,  494. 

^  The  clause  set  out  in  the  text  was  originally  to  continue  for  the  space  of  three 
years,  but  10  Anne,  c.  24  (c.  14  RufFhead),  s.  1  made  it  perpetual.  In  a  note  to  Coke 
upon  Littleton,  Hargrave*s  edition  (57  a,  note  1),  it  is  said,  that,  at  common  law 
lessees  are  not  liable  S>r  fire,  either  accidental  or  negligent :  which  is  proved,  as  to  the 
"  accidental,"  by  Fleta,  lib.  i.  c.  12,  fortuna  ignis  vd  hujtu  modi  eventus  inopinati  ;  as 
to  the  "  negligent,"  by  the  Countess  of  Shrewsbury's  ease,  5  Ck).  Rep.  13  b ;  that  the 
Statute  of  Gloucester  (6  Ed.  1,  c.  1),  by  making  tenants  for  life  and  years  liable  to 
waste  without  any  exception,  made  them  liable  for  destruction  by  fire ;  but  by  the 
statute  of  Anne  the  ancient  law  was  restored.  See  Pantam  v.  I  sham,  1  Salk.  19 ; 
if  "  one  seised  of  a  house  in  fee  made  a  lease  at  will,  and  lessee  negligently  bums 
the  house,  no  action  lies ;  for  he  had  it  in  his  power  to  secure  himself  by  covenant. 
Secus,  if  lessee  for  years  make  a  lease  at  will,  not  but  that  he  might  secure  himself  by 
covenant ;  but  because  he  is  answerable  over  to  his  lessor,  in  that  respect  he  shall 
have  an  action  on  the  case.     Also  the  Court  held  no  action  lay  against  the  defendant 
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against  any  peison  in  whose  howe  or  chamber  any  fire  shall  .... 
acddentaUy  begin,  nor  any  recompense  be  made  by  such  persons  for 
any  damage  suffered  or  occasioned  thereby,  any  law,  usage,  or  custom 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

By  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  s.  86,  the  Acts  of  Anne  and  12  Geo.  III.  c.  73,^ 
which  had  been  substituted  for  them,  were  all  repealed,  but  the  clause 
respecting  fires  was  re*enacted,  with  a  change  in  the  wording  :  *^  Any 
person  in  whose  house,  chamber,  stable,  barn,  or  other  building,  or 
on  whose  estate  any  fire  shall "  ''  accidentally  begin." 

Vaughan  v.  Merdove  ^  is  the  first  reported  case  after  TurherviOe  t. 
Stampe.  The  defendant  negligently^  managed  a  stack  of  hay  on  his 
premises,  which  took  fire,  and  destroyed  the  plaintiff's  property.  The 
Court  held  that  the  test  applicable  in  determining  the  question  of  liability 
was  not  whether  the  defendant  acted  to  the  best  of  lus  own  individual 
skill  and  judgment,  but,  in  the  words  of  Tindal,  C.J. :  *  "  It  is  for  the  jury 
to  say  whether  or  not  under  the  circumstances  the  party  has  conducted 
himself  with  such  a  degree  of  care  and  caution  as  might  be  looked  for  in 
a  prudent  man."  "  To  hold  the  degree  of  care  to  be  sufficient  if 
co-extensive  with  the  judgment  of  the  individual  would  introduce  a 
rule  as  uncertain  as  it  is  possible  to  conceive.  In  the  present  case  it 
appears  to  me  that  the.  defendant  not  only  failed  to  observe  the  degree 
of  care  and  caution  that  the  law  required  of  him,  but  was  guilty  of  very 
gross  negligence."  In  M^Kenzie  v.  M^Leod  *  the  law  of  Scotland  was 
proved  to  be  the  same — that  for  actual  negligence  the  tenant  is  liable. 
In  neither  case  was  the  attention  of  the  Court  called  to  the  statute ;  *  but 
a  case  tried  at  the  assizes  for  Berkshire  a  year  or  two  previously,  before 
Alderson,  B.,  was  cited  by  Sergeant  Talfourd,  and  approved  of  by  the 
Court.  There  defendant,  in  burning  couch  in  his  field,  set  fire  to  and 
destroyed  a  plantation  adjoining.  His  act  was  found  to  be  a  negligent 
one,  and  he  was  held  liable.'' 


for  the  stable  he  took  if  the  fire  ceased  there ;  but  if  it  goes  on  and  bums  his  next 
neighbour's,  he  shall  have  an  action  for  his  loss,  because  he  is  a  stranger,  and  had  it 
not  in  his  power  to  make  him  covenant  to  be  carcjful." 

i  Both  these  Acts,  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  &  12  Geo.  III.  c.  73,  related  mainly,  if  nol 
solely,  to  Metropolitan  buildings ;  see  post,  n.  3, 492.  See  Cleland  v.  South  British  Iiuntr- 
ance  Co.,  9  N.  Z.  L.  R.  177,  for  a  full  discussion  of  the  general  application  of  ss.  83, 84 
&  86  of  46  Geo.  III.  c.  78.  In  an  elaborate  American  treatise  the  opinion  is  advanced 
that  "  the  statutes  of  6  Anne  &  14  Geo.  III.  could  hardly  be  construed  so  as  to  include 
railroads,  which  were  unknown  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  later  of  the  two.** 
This  is  not  so.  The  statute  applies  generally  to  fires  accidentally  beginning  on  an 
"  estate,"  and  by  any  means,  though  the  species  of  estate  or  the  description  of  the 
means,  whichever  is  implied  by  the  passage,  is  of  long  subsequent  constitution.  For 
the  law  in  Canada,  Murphy  v.  Labbe,  27  Can.  S.  C.  R.  126. 

2  4  Scott  244 ;  3  Bing.  N.  C.  468. 

8  "  When  the  condition  of  the  stack,  and  the  probable  and  almost  inevitable  con- 
sequence of  permitting  it  to  remain  in  its  then  state,  were  pointed  out  to  him  he 
abstained  from  the  exercise  of  the  precautionary  measures  that  common  prudence  and 
foresight  would  naturally  suggest,  and  very  coolly  observed  that '  he  would  chance  it»* " 
per  Vaughan,  J.,  4  Scott,  254. 

4  L.c.  263. 

6  lOBmg.  385. 

6  Which  does  not  apply  to  Scotland.  Westminster  Fire  Office  v.  Qlasgow  Provident 
Society,  13  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord  Watson,  716  :  "  In  my  opinion  the  Act  was  not  intended 
by  the  Legislature  to  have  any  application  to  Scotland.'^ 

7  4  Scott  248.  Where  a  fire  destroyed  the  defendant's  house,  leaving  one  of  the 
walls  standing  in  a  dangerous  condition,  and  the  defendant  knowing  the  fact  neglected 
to  secure  or  support  the  wall  or  to  take  it  down,  and  some  days  after  the  fire  it  was 
blown  down  and  damaged  the  plaintiff's  house,  the  defendant  was  held,  under  the 
French  law  of  Quebeo,  not  entitled  to  shelter  himself  under  the  plea  of  vw  major: 
Nordheimer  v.  Alexander,  19  Can.  S.  C.  R.  248. 


jr.: 


CHAP.  III.]  FIRE.  491 

3J.  i  On  the  other  hand,  Blackstone  says  *:    "  By  the  common-  law,  if  a  BlacfcBtone's 

5--         servant  kept  his  master's  fire  negligently,  so  that  his  neighbour's  house  ^i®^  ^^  *^® 
^         was  burnt  down  thereby,  an  action  lay  against  the  master  "  ;  "  but  now  the  rtatute. 

the  common  law  is  altered  by  the  statute  6  Anne  c.  3."  This  passage  was 
g^;         cited  byLordLyndhurst,  C,  in  Fwcown^Cawterftwry  v. -iftomcy-G^eneraZ,*  Lord  Lynd- 
! !--  who  yet  refrained  from  giving  an  opinion  on  the  point  raised  by  it,  ^•"*'^^'  "* 

^         observing  :    "By  the  statute,  a  party  on  whose  estate  a  fire  shall  Canterbury  y, 
ij«         accidentally  begin,  shall  not  be  liable  to  an  action  for  any  damage  which  Attomey- 
may  be  thereby  occasioned.    Sir  William  Blackstone's  construction  is,  ^^''^^' 
f  that  although  the  fire  be  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  party,  he 

shall  not  be  liable."  The  Lord  Chancellor  then  called  attention  to  the 
fact  that  in  Vaughan  v.  Menlovey  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had 
decided  contrary  to  Sir  William  Blackstone's  opinion,  and  that  the 
law  of  Scotland  appeared  to  coincide  with  the  view  of  the  Common 
Pleas  ;  and  pointed  out  that  in  his  opinion  the  case  before  him  could 
be  decided  on  grounds  rendering  any  decision  on  the  point  unnecessary  \ 
these  he  then  proceeded  to  state.  Shortly  after  occurred  the  case  of 
Filliter  v.  Phippard,^  where  the  point  had  to  be  considered.  Denman,  poiiterY. 
C.  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  held  that  the  word  Phippari, 
^  "  accidentally  "  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  as  applied  to  fire,  excluded 

'^  "  negligently,"  so  that,  in  a  case  of  negligence,  the  liability  for  fire  still 

^■}  existed. 

^'  The  effect  of  this  decision  is  to  require  the  plaintiff  affirmatively  to 

^  show  negligence  before  he  can  recover ;   unless,  indeed,  the  facts  are 

^'  such  as  raise  the  inference  of  negligence.     Thus,  in  Piggot  v.  Eastern  Piggot  v. 

^  Counties  Ry.  Co.* — a  case  decided  before  Filliter  v.  Phippard,  though  Eastern  Coun- 

^.  throwing  light  on  it — to  show  that  the  fire  for  which  action  was  brought  ^*^*  ^^f-  ^^• 

('  was  caused  by  sparks  or  particles  of  ignited  coke  emitted  from  the 

^  fimnel  or  chimney  or  from  the  fire-box  of  the  engine,  a  witness  stated 

»*  that  he  had  frequently  seen  pieces  of  ignited  coke  fall  from  the  lower 

part  of  the  engine.     Other  witnesses  stated  that  they  had  frequently 
seen  small  particles  of  coke  come  from  the  chimneys  of  the  company's 
^  engines,  and  that,  sometimes,  ignited  coal  fell  from  the  fire-box  and 

*  were  thrown  to  a  considerable  distance.    Tindal,  C.J.,  held  this  judgment  of 

t  constituted  abundant  evidence  of  negligence,  and  likened  the  case  to  Tindal,  C.J. 

tf  Beaidieu  v.  Fingham,^  adding,  "  there  was  no  suggestion  that  it  was 

necessary  to  define  the  particular  sort  of  negligence  that  was  com- 
plained of."  And  Maule,  J.,  said  "  the  matter  in  issue  was  whether  or  judgment  of 
not  the  plaintiff's  property  had  been  destroyed  by  fire  proceeding  Maule,  J. 
from  the  defendants'  engine;  and  involved  in  that  issue  was  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  fire  cotdd  have  been  so  caused  ;  "  subsequently  he 
adds  with  reference  to  damage  done  by  fire  to  buildings  adjoining  the 
railway  :  "  I  am  far  from  saying  that  it  is  impossible  that  this  could 
have  occurred  without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company.  But  it 
at  least  affords  a  strong  presumption  of  negligence,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  show  that  something  had  been  done  by  the  company  to 

1  1  Bl.  Comm.  431. 

3  (1843)  1  Phil.  306,  320,  4  St.  Tr.  N.  S.  767.  The  history  of  the  duty  to  keep 
a  fire  so  as  to  prevent  it  occasioning  injury  to  a  neighbour  is  traced  in  detail  in  the 
Lord  Chancellor's  judgment  in  this  case. 

3  11  Q.  B.  347  ;  Hunter  v.  Walker,  6  N.  Z.  L.  R.  690.  This  case  establishes  that 
the  enactment  applies  to  New  Zealand. 

4  (1846)  3  CjB.  229';  to  the  same  effect  is  Grand  Trunk  Bd.  Co.  v.  Richardson, 
91U.S.(lOtto)454. 

6  .Y.  B.  2  H.  IV.  18,  pi.  6. 
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lessen  the  chances  of  danger."  In  Piggot  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry,  Co} 
the  statute  does  not  appear  to  have  been  mentioned  during  the  argu- 
ment ;  the  case  turned  on  negligence  at  conmion  law. 

The  effect  of  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  s.  86,^  seems  to  be  that  whereas 
before  the  Act,  on  a  fire  occurring,  liability  was  assumed  unless  it  was 
shown  to  have  been  due  to  the  acts  of  strangers  or  to  the  unforeseen 
action  of  nature ;  since,  the  statute  liability  is  negatived  tiU  circum- 
stances are  shown  from  which  the  inference  of  negligence  may  be  drawn. 
Then  it  is  for  the  defendant  to  show  either  that  the  fire  was  caused  (a) 
by  the  act  of  strangers,  or  (6)  by  some  unlooked-for  natural  agency^  or 
(c)  by  accident  in  its  widest  sense — e.gr.,  by  an  occurrence  similar  to  that 
in  Snook  v.  Grand  Junction  Water  Co.^  The  effect  of  the  statute  may 
be  stated  as  changing  the  onus,  and  limiting  the  class  of  acts  intiporting 
legal  wrong  ;  or  as  a  declension  from  the  highest  degree  of  diligence^ 
to  that  required  of  a  prudent  man  in  the  provident  conduct  of  his 
business.^ 

A  question  has  been  raised  whether,  in  the  event  of  a  fire  happening 
liability  of  not  without  negligence,  the  person  responsible  for  the  premises  can  be 
pro^r^appli-  rendered  liable,  "  because,  in  the  opinion  of  a  jury,  he  did  not  keep  on 
hand  at  all  times  proper  appliances  to  put  out  a  fire  in  case  one  should 
accidentally  arise."  There  seems  to  exist  a  difference  of  obligation 
having  respect  to  the  different  character  of  buildings  involved.  Care 
mast  in  all  cases  be  proportioned  to  risk.  Since  the  breaking  out  of  fire 
in  dwelling-houses  and  buildings  used  for  domestic  purposes  is  of  un- 
common occurrence,  the  provision  of  appliances  to  put  out  fire  is  not 
necessary.  In  the  use  of  fire  for  manufacturing  purposes  there  is  a 
difference ;  the  risk  is  greater,  and  constant  care  is  in  some  cases 
required  to  prevent  its  escape.  Accordingly,  where  fires  are  liable  to 
originate  in  engine  and  boiler-rooms,  and  the  construction  of  the 
building  is  such  that  the  surroundings  are  inflammable,  an  obligation 
arises  not  only  to  use  care  in  tending  the  furnaces  that  are  requisite  for 
carrying  on  the  work,  but  appliances  for  extinguishing  fire,  if  it  should 
break  bounds,  should  be  at  hand  ;  for  this  is  a  precaution  which  every 
ordinarily  prudent  man  would  adopt  for  the  preservation  of  his  own 
property ;  and  the  neglect  of  it  is  negligence.* 

1  3  C.  B.  229. 

2  The  bulk  of  the  statute  was  confined  to  the  Metropolis,  and  was  repealed  by  28 
&  29  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  34.  Sees.  83  and  86  alone  remain.  They  stand  in  the  anomalom 
position  of  being  general  enactments  in  a  local  Act.  In  Richards  v.  EaMOj  15  M.  &  W. 
251,  Parke,  B.,  says  the  Act  *'  is  not  of  a  local  and  personal  character  only :  some  of  the 
clauses  affecting  all  the  Queen's  subjects,  as  the  84th  and  86th,  relating  to  accidental 
fires,  and  the  statute  is  in  that  respect  public."  This  view  is  approved  in  FiUiier'v. 
Phippardy  11  Q.  B.,  per  Lord  Denman,  355.  Sec.  83  was  held  by  Lord  Westbury,  in 
Ex  parte  Oorely,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  477,  to  apply  to  the  whole  of  England,  and  not  to  be 
confined  to  the  Metropolis.  This  decision  was  doubted  in  Westminster  Fire  Office  v. 
Glasgow  Provident  Society,  13  App.  Cag.,  by  Lord  Watson,  716,  and  by  Lord  Selbome, 
713.  Neither  s.  83  nor  s.  86  applies  to  Ireland,  as  the  Act  was  passed  prior  to  the 
Union ;  see  Andrews  v.  Patriotic  Assurance  Co.  of  Ireland,  18  L.  R.  Ir.  355.  The 
history  of  the  Act  is  fully  considered  in  Cleland  v.  South  British  Insurance  Co.,  9 
N.  Z.  L.  R.  177. 

3  2  Times  L.  R.  308.  Cp.  Green  v.  Chelsea  Waterworks  Co.,  10  Times  L.  R.  175. 
259(0.  A.). 

4  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330. 
6   Vaughan  v.  Menlove,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  468,  4  Scott  244. 
«  McNdUy  V.  ColweU,  30  Am.  St.  R.  494  ;  also  note.  Liability  of  private  person  for 

Fire,  501-507.  The  rule  of  care  is  to  be  proportioned  to  the  danger  incurred.  A 
porcelain  factory,  where  a  heat  of  3000  degrees  Fahrenheit  was  attained,  was  left 
unattended  till  the  kiln  became  cold — a  period  of  twelve  hours  or  more ;  and  a  firs 
was  commimicated  to  adjacent  property.     The  lack  of  attendance  is  evidence  of 
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What  cases  there  are,  and  they  are  mainly  American,  have  decided,  Neglect  to 
and  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  that  the  pro/idelife 
proprietor  of  a  factory,  hotel,  or  other  large  building  is  not  liable  for  the  ^"^^tus, 
death  or  injury  of  any  one  who  may  be  therein,  through  fire  arising 
from  neglect  to  provide  efficient  means  of  exit  or  life-saving  apparatus. 
A  statutory  obUgation  is  now  very  generally  imposed.    In  England  statutory 
this  is  done  by  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1901,^  re-enacting  and  obligation, 
developing  earlier  legislation ;    and  this  casts  the  obligation  on  the 
owner  on  the  requisition  of  the  County  Council  in  London  and  the 
district  council  throughout  the  rest  of  the  country.     The  provisions 
of  the  section  (14)  are  made  enforceable  by  an  inspector  as  "  under  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  matters  punishable  or 
remediable  under  the  law  relating  to  public  health."    There  is  con- 
sequently no  right  of  action  for  the  individual  injured.^    This  has  been 
decided  in  the  United  States  where  a  workman  was  held  not  entitled  to 
recover  against  the  owner  of  a  building  on  which  he  was  employed  and 
where  the  statutory  duty  of  providing  a  fire  escape  had  not  been 
complied  with,  so  that  on  the  occurrence  of  a  fire  he  was  compelled  to 
jump  from  the  building  and  was  injured.® 

The  duty  of  a  railway  company  in  the  construction  and  the  use  of  Dutyofrail- 
their  engines,  with  a  view  of  avoiding  liability  for  fire  caused  by  them,  ^^•^^'^^^"^ 
is  well  stated  by  Williams,  J.,  summing  up  in  Fremantle  v.  L.  &  N.  W.  J^ the  con- 
Ry.  Co.  ;*  The  company,  **  in  the  construction  of  their  engines,  were  stmction  and 
bound  not  only  to  employ  all  due  care  and  all  due  skill  for  the  prevention  "*®  ?^  ^^^^ 
of  mischief  accruing  to  the  property  of  others  by  the  emission  of  sparks 
or  any  other  cause,  but  they  were  bound  to  avail  themselves  of  all  the  jj^^^^  y^' 
discoveries  which  science  had  put  within  their  reach  for  that  purpose,  Ry,  Co, 
provided  they  were  such  as,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  reasonable 
to  require  them  to  adopt.    For  example,  if  the  danger  to  be  avoided 
were  insignificant  or  very  unlikely  to  occur,  and  the  remedy  suggested 
were  very  costly  and  troublesome,  or  such  as  interfered  materially  with 
the  efficient  working  of  the  engine,  then  the  jury  would  have  to  say 
whether  it  could  reasonably  be  expected  that  the  company  should 
adopt  such  a  remedy  for  such  an  evil."     On  the  other  hand,  "  if  the 
risk  were  considerable,  and  if  the  expense  or  trouble  or  inconvenience 
of  providing  a  remedy  were  not  great  in  proportion  to  the  risk,  then 

negligence :  Haunch  v.  Hernandez,  41  La.  An.  902.  The  owner  of  premises  worked 
by  a  steam  engine  which  emits  sparks  must  use  a  spark  arrester  if  practicable,  or  else 
will  furnish  evidence  of  negligence  in  not  using  care  proportioned  to  the  danger.  Send- 
ing a  spark  upon  a  neighbour's  property  is  a  trespass.     Lavjton  v.  OUes,  90  N.  C.  374. 

1  1  Edw.  VII.  c.  22,  8.  14-16.LCp.  Homerv.FranHin,  (1905)  1  K.  B.  479,  a  decision 
on  the  earlier  Act. 

2  AnU,  305. 

8  Grant  v.  SlaUr  MiU,  dsc,  Co,  14  B.  I.  380.  There  is  a  case,  WiUy  v.  MuOedy,  78 
N.  Y.  310,  holding  the  owner  liable  for  damages  for  not  providing  a  fire  escape,  and 
also  holding  that  in  default  of  the  local  authority  making  regulations  providing  for 
fire  escapes  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  to  obtain  their  directions  what  to  do.  There 
is  a  further  decision  in  the  same  state  (N.  Y.),  that  even  then  the  question  of  their 
sufficiency  is  for  a  jury:  Qcrman  v.  McArdle,  67  Hun  484.  Perry  v.  Bangs,  161 
Mass.  35---a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts — is  in  accord  with  English 
law  ;  that  no  duty  arises  till  the  local  authority  have  set  the  law  in  motion,  and  made 
their  requisitions  under  the  statute  and  default  has  been  made. 

4  2  F.  &  F.  340.  A  rule  was  moved  for  in  this  case,  and  refused  :  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  89. 
The  statement  of  the  law  in  the  text  was  adopted  by  Keating,  J.,  in  Dimmock  v. 
North  Staffordshire  My.  Co.,  4  F.  &  F.  1058,  as  embodying  "  the  rule  by  which  the 
liabilities  of  companies  for  negligence  in  respect  of  their  engines  are  governed."  See 
also  Harrison  v.  Southvoarh  and  VauxhaU  Water  Co.,  (1891)  2  Ch.  409;  Groom  y. 
G.  W.  By,  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  253. 
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thej  would  have  to  say  whether  the  company  could  reasonahly  be 
excused  from  availing  themselves  of  such  a  remedy  because  it  might, 
to  some  extent,  be  attended  with  cost  or  other  disadvantage  to 
themselves."^ 

By  the  Railway  Fires  Act,  1905^,  railway  companies  are  made 
liable  to  make  good  damage  to  agricultural  land  or  agricultural  crops 
up  to  an  amount  of  £100  caused  by  fire  arising  from  sparks  or  cinders 
emitted  from  any  locomotive  engine  used  on  a  railway.  This  enact- 
ment is  irrespective  of  proving  negligence  in  the  use  of  the  engine. 

In  some  cases  the  mere  occurrence  of  a  fire  is  evidence  of  negligence. 
As  was  said  by  Erie,  C.J.,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Scott  t. 
London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co.  .**  "  Where  the  thing  is  shown  to 
be  under  the  management  of  the  defendant  or  his  servants,  and  the 
accident  is  such  as  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things  does  not  happen  if 
those  who  have  the  management  use  proper  care,  it  affords  reasonable 
evidence,  in  the  absence  of  explanation  by  the  defendants,  that  the 
accident  arose  from  want  of  care."  In  other  cases  something  further 
should  be  shown.  This  is  stated  in  detail  by  Robinson,  C.  J.,  in  Dean 
V.  M^Carty,  in  the  Queen's  Bench  of  Upper  Canada  :*  "  To  hold  that 
what  is  so  indispensable,  not  merely  to  individual  interests,  but  to  the 
public  good,  must  be  done  wholly  at  the  risk  of  the  party  doing  it, 
without  allowance  for  any  casualties  which  the  act  of  God  may  occasion, 
and  which  no  human  care  could  certainly  prevent,  would  be  to  depart 
from  a  principle  which,  in  other  necessary  business  of  mankind,  is 
plainly  settled  and  always  upheld.  If  it  could  be  shown  that  this 
business  of  clearing  land  could  by  means  which  we  can  suppose  to 
be  within  the  reach  of  those  employed  in  it,  be  done  at  a  time  or  in  a 
manner  that  would  make  it  wholly  independent  of  any  accident 
beyond  the  control  of  the  party,  then,  perhaps,  the  bare  fact  of  not 
having  taken  those  certain  means  might  be  held  to  constitute  negli- 
gence ;  in  which  case,  the  liability  for  damages  would  alwayB  as  a 
matter  of  course  follow  the  injury.  But  as  we  cannot,  I  think,  venture 
to  hold  that  there  are  any  certain  means  of  avoiding  such  accidents,  it 
must  in  such  cases  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  j  ury ,  whether  the  defend- 
ant has  any  negligence  to  answer  for  or  not." 

This  passage  was  cited  and  approved  in  Furlong  v.  CarrolP  by  the 
Canadian  Court  of  Appeal  in  an  admirable  judgment  by  Patterson, 
J.A.,  in  which  the  English  authorities  are  considered  and  reviewed. 
The  case  may  serve  as  an  illustration  of  the  distinction  between  the 
two  classes  just  adverted  to.    It  was  there  held  that  where  fire  has  been 

1  In  the  United  States  it  has  frequently  been  held,  laying  down  a  Bpeoial  rule  in 
the  case  of  railway  companies,  that  the  burden  is  on  the  compcmy  to  snow  that  the 
engines  they  use  are  properly  constructed — e.g.,  Burke  v.  Louisville  Ed.  Co.,  19  Am.  B. 
618,  and  note  at  623.  The  statute  does  not  seem  to  have  been  alluded  to  in  that  caae ; 
which  probably  would  not  be  held  good  law  in  England.  The  plaintiff  has  to  prove 
his  cause  of  action  ;  to  show  there  has  been  a  fire,  and  from  an  engine,  does  not  prove 
negligence  under  the  statute ;  some  evidence  of  negligence  womd  liierefore  appear 
requisite.  See  Port  Glasgow,  cfec  Sail  Cloth  Co.  v.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  20  Bettie 
(H.  L.)  36,  and  the  remark  of  Lord  Herschell,  C.  at  39,  as  to  the  onus  of  j^oof  being 
on  the  company.  We  have  already  noted  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  Scotland, 
ante,  490,  n.  e.  The  onus  would  thus  be  on  the  defendants  to  excuse  themselves  for  a  fin 
caused  by  them.  Earl  of  Shaftesbury  v.  L.  dg  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  11  Times  L.  R.  126,  269. 
Jackson  v.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.,  32  Can.  S.  C.  R.  245. 

s  6  £dw.  VII.  c.  11.  By  sec.  3,  notice  of  claim  and  x>articular8  of  damage  in  writing 
must  be  sent  to  the  railway  company  proceeded  against  within  seven  da3rs  of  the 
occurrence  of  the  damage  as  regards  the  notice  of  claim,  and  within  fourteen  days  as 
regards  the  particulars  of  damage.        a  3  H.  &  0.  601.       4  2  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  448. 

6  (1882)  7  Ont  App.  161.    See  also  HiUiard  y.  Thurston,  9  Qnt.  App.  614. 
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properly  set  out  by  a  person  on  his  land  for  the  necessary  purposes  of 
husbandry,  at  a  proper  place,  time,  and  season,  and  managed  with  due 
care,  he  is  hot  responsible  for  damage  occasioned  by  it ;  on  the  ground 
that  every  man  has  a  right  to  use  his  land  in  the  way  that  seems  best 
to  himself,  though  in  using  fire  he  is  bound  to  use  proper  precautions 
that  it  does  not  extend  to  his  neighbour's.  But  where  a  lighted  match 
had  been  thrown  down,  which  set  fire  to  combustible  material,  and 
which  the  defendant  could  easily  have  put  out,  yet  which  he,  instead, 
merely  isolated,  so  that  the  fire,  after  burning  for  four  or  five  days, 
spread  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  burnt  them  down,  the  defendant 
is  responsible. ;  for  he  has  brought  a  dangerous  thing  on  his  ground, 
and  is  responsible  for  all  the  damage  which  is  the  natural  consequence  of 
its  spreading,  unless  the  spreading  is  a  consequence  of  vis  major. 

The  rule  defining  the  amount  of  diligence  to  be  exercised  is  again  Mackintosh  v. 
expounded  by  Lord  Neaves  in  a  Scotch  case^  relating  to  "muirburning."^  Mackintosh, 
He  says :   *^  The  party  conducting  such  an  operation  as  a  muirburn 
should  exercise  the  care  and  diligence  which  a  prudent  man  would 
observe  in  his  own  affairs,  and  which  a  prudent  and  conscientious 
man  will  observe  as  to  the  interests  of  his  neighbours.    While  this  is 
the  general  rule,  it  must  be  observed  that  in  all  cases  the  amount  of 
care  which  a  prudent  man  will  take  must  vary  infinitely  according  to 
circumstances.     No  prudent  man  in  carrying  a  lighted  candle  through 
a  powder-magazine  would  fail  to  take  more  care  than  if  he  was  going 
through  a  damp  cellar.     The  amount  of  care  will  be  proportionate  to 
the  degree  of  risk  run,  and  to  the  magnitude  of  the  mischief  that  may 
be  occasioned."     The   distinction  drawn,  in  the  Canadian  cases  just 
noticed,  is  between  fire  as  an  instrument  of  husbandry  and  fire  as  a 
dangerous  agency.^    Whether  before  the  Act  of  Anne  there  was  equal  Eflfect  b£ 
liability  in  both  cases  may  be  doubtful.     Since  the  Act,  the  happening  ^  ^^t  \^ 
of  the  fire  in  the  one  class  of  cases  is  evidence  of  negligence  ;   in  the  head), 
other,  some  overt  act  is  necessary  to  raise  the  presumption  of  negligence, 
without  which  liability  does  not  attach.     This  is  apparent  from  Smith  f^*^^^'»r 
V.  L.  &  S,  W.  Ry.  Co,,*  where,  sparks  from  a  passing  engine  having  jj'   q^' 
set  fire  to  a  heap  of  dry  grass  piled  up  by  the  side  of  the  railway,  the 
fire  was  carried  across  a  road  by  a  high  wind  and  burned  the  cottage 
of  the  plaintiff.     Bovill,  C.  J.,  and  Keating,  J.,  held  there  was  evidence 
of  negligence  to  make  the  railway  chargeable,  but  Brett,  J.,  dissented. 
Adopting  the  doctrine  of  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ants was  clear.    The  effect  of  the  statute  was  to  limit  their  liability 


(  1  Mackintosh  v.  Mackintosh,  (1864)  2  Macph.  1362. 

3  An  operation  recognised  as  legal,  under  limitations,  by  Scottish  statutes  ;   e.g., 
13  Geo.  III.  c.  54.  ss.  4-7. 

^  8  See  Oilson  v.  North  Orey  Ry.  Co.,  35  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  476 ;  and  HiUiard  v.  Thurston, 

I  9  Ont.  App.  614,  deciding  that  the  person  who  uses  fire  as  a  motor  instrumentality  with- 

I  out  legislative  authority  must  bear  the  risk  of  theconsequencesrather  than  any  incUvidual 

f  whose  property  may  happen  to  suffer  from  it.     Cp.  Jones  y.  Festiniog  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R. 

i  3  Q.  B.  733  ;  Powell  v.  FcUl,  6  Q.  B.  D.  597  ;  Burroughs  v.  Housatonic  Rd.  Co.,  16  Conn. 

jf  124.     In  the  Canada  Atlantic  Ry.  Co.  v.  Moxley,  16  Can.  S.  C.  B.  145,  the  question  was 

f  considered  of  what  was  evidence  of  negligence  to  go  to  a  jury  in  setting  fire  to  a  manure 

i  heap.     In  Peers  v.  EUiott,  21  Can.  S.  C.  R.  19,  the  judse  at  the  trial  having  held  that 

i  the  absence  of  a  spark  protector  to  a  steam-engine  used  in  running  a  hay  press  was  in 

i  point  of  law  negligence,  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.     In 

I  Port  Glasgow,  due.  Sail  Cloth  Company  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  (1892)  |19  Rettie  608 

20  Rettie  (H.  L.)  35,  the  absence  of  a  spark  arrester  to  an  engine  was  held  not  con- 
clusive of  negligence.     See  abo  Cfaler  v.  Ratoson,  6  Times  L.  B.  17  (C.  A.).     Earl  of 
f  Shaftesbury  v.  L.  A  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Times  L.  R.  126, 269. 

4  2  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  98.    As  to  the  duty  of  the  railway  company  in  extinguishing  the 
I              fire,  see  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Platzer,  16  Am.  St.  R.  771  and  note. 
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to  those  cases  where  negligence  could  be  inferred.  It  was  agreed  that 
the  mere  circumstance  of  the  fire  being  caused  by  sparks  or  cind^s 
emitted  from  the  engine  of  the  company  was  not  enough  to  give  a 
cause  of  action  against  them.  This  was  on  a  similar  ground  to  that 
by  which,  in  the  Canadian  case,  a  fire,  in  certain  circumstances,  was 
held  a  mere  lawful  operation  of  husbandry — that  what  happened  in 
that  respect  was  an  incident  of  legally  authorised  business.  The 
majority  of  the  Court  thought  the  presence  of  the  bundles  of  dry  graes 
Brett,  J. '8,  was  evidence  of  negligence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  while  Brett,  J.,  was 
dissent.  opinion  there  was  no  duty,  "  because  it  was  not  shown  that  plaintiffs 

property  was  of  such  a  nature  and  so  situate  that  the  defendants  ought 
to  have  known  that,  by  permitting  rummage  and  hedge-trimmings 
to  remain  on  the  banks  of  the  railway,  they  placed  it  in  undue  peril." 
Had  the  view  of  Brett,  J.,  prevailed,  the  effect  of  the  statute  would 
have  been  extended  by  requiring  negligence  to  be  shown  with  reference 
to  any  particular  plaintiff.^  On  appeal  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
Case  reviewed  the  judgment  of  the  majority  in  the  Court  below  was  sustained,  Kelly, 
in  the  C.B.,^  saying :  "  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  reasonable  man  would  have 

Chaml^T'      foreseen  that  the  fire  would  consume  the  hedge  and  pass  across  a  stubble 
Judgment  of   field  and  so  get  to  the  plaintiff's  cottage."     "  It  may  be  that  they  did 
Kelly,  C.B.      not  anticipate,  and  were  not  bound  to  anticipate,  that  the  plaintiff's 
cottage  would  be  burnt  as  a  result  of  their  negligence ;   but  I  think 
the  law  is,  that  if  they  were  aware  that  these  heaps  were  lying  by  the 
side  of  the  rails,  and  that  it  was  a  hot  season,  and  that  therefore  by 
being  left  there  the  heaps  mere  likely  to  catch  fire,  the  defendants  were 
bound  to  provide  against  all  circumstances  which  might  result  from 
this,  and  were  responsible  for  all  the  natural  consequences  of  it." 
The  effect  of  this  is  that,  negligence  being  found,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
find,  in  addition,  an  antecedent  probability  of  damage  to  any  given 
property  or  person. 
Blacky.  In  the  Privy  Council,  in  Black  v.  Christ  Church  FitMnce  Co.^^  the 

Christ  Church  obligation  on  one  lighting  a  fire  or  authorising  the  Ughting  of  a  fire  on 
Finance  o.  j^^^j  ^  ^.j^^  stated  :  "  The  lighting  of  a  fire  on  open  bush-land,  where 
it  may  readily  spread  to  adjoining  property  and  cause  serious  damage, 
is  an  operation  necessarily  attended  with  great  danger,  and  a  proprietor 
who  executes  such  an  operation  is  bound  to  use  all  reasonable  pre- 
cautions to  prevent  the  fire  extending  to  his  neighbour's  property." 
*'  And  if  he  authorises  another  to  act  for  him,  he  is  bound  not  only  to 
stipulate  that  such  precautions  shall  be  taken,  but  also  to  see  that  these 
are  observed,  otherwise  he  will  be  responsible  for  the  consequences." 
But  nowhere  is  the  duty  on  an  owner  lighting  a  fire  on  his  own  land 
more  clearly  put  than  in  a  Maine  case,  Hewey  v.  Nourse  ;*  "  Every 
person  has  a  right  to  kindle  a  fire  on  his  own  land  for  the  purposes  of  bus- 
bandry,  if  he  does  it  at  a  proper  time  and  in  a  suitable  manner,  and  uses 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  to  prevent  its  spreading  and  doing  injury 
to  the  property  of  others.  The  time  may  be  suitable  and  the  manner 
prudent,  and  yet,  if  he  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  taking  care  of  it,  and 

1  Higgins  v.  Dewey,  107  Mass.  494»  is  decided  on  the  same  principle.  A  late  case 
is  Adams  v.  Young,  58  Am.  R.  789,  where  there  is  a  note  examining  the  authorities^ 
at  795.     New  Brunswick  By,  Go,  v.  Bobinson,  11  Can.  S.  C.  R.  688. 

a  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  14,  20. 

3  (1894)  A.  C.  48,  54.  Thrdkeld  v.  White,  8  N.  Z.  L.  R.  513.  "  The  law  in  New 
Zealand  is  that  if  a  person  lights  a  fire  on  his  own  land  he  must,  at  his  peril,  prevent  it 
spreading  to  the  land  of  his  neighbours  '* :  Kelly  v.  Hayes,  22  N.  Z.  L.  K.  429. 

4  54  Maine  256. 
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it  spreads  aad  injures  the  property  of  another  in  consequence  of  such 
negligence,  he  is  liable  in  damages  for  the  injury  done.     The  gist  of 
the  Action  is  negligence,  and  if  that  exists  in  either  of  these  particulars 
and  injury  is  done  in  consequence  thereof,  the  liability  attaches  ;  and 
I         it  is  immaterial  whether  the  proof  establishes  gross  negligence  or 
f         only  a  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendant." 
{  We  now  proceed  to  inquire  what,  if  any,  is  the  obligation  that  the  Obligations 

use  of  land  for  a  lawful  purpose,  though  likely  to  prove  dangerous  to  attending  use 
neighbours,  imposes  upon  them.  kwfuf  ^°^  * 

I  On  principle,  it  is  clear  that  a  mun  is  entitled  to  the  natiiral  user  purpose. 

J         of  his  property  free  from  interruption  or  limitation  by  any  special  Limitation. 
,         user  of  property  by  his  neighbours.     Yet  this  must  not  be  stated 
I         universally.     For  instance,  if  an  adjoining  proprietor  were  to  sow  his 
field  next  a  mining  shaft  with  wheat  or  any  other  combustible  crop,  and 
\         through  the  falling  of  a  spark  from  an  engine  the  whole  were  consumed, 
it  could  not  be  said  he  was  contributory  to  his  loss.     He  must  be 
allowed  to  use  his  land  after  the  construction  of  the  mine  and  its 
attendants  as  he  did  before  it,  where  the  use  he  is  putting  it  to  is  not 
^         necessarily  or  inevitably  dangerous.^    If,  however,  in  mere  wantonness 
[         and  not  in  the  ordinary  and  natural  use  of  his  land,  he  were,  so  to 
speak,  to  solicit  damage,  his  conduct  would  bear  a  very  different 
^         aspect.^    It  must  be  remembered  that  the  care  required  of  one  using 
fire  is  ordinary  diligence,  that  is  what  the  generality  of  mankind  use 
f         in  their  own  concerns  in  the  circumstances. 

^  With  this  limitation,  it  may  be  said  that  the  owner  of  lands  ad-  Rule. 

^  jacent  to  those  on  which  dangerous  operations  are  carried  on  may 
^  cultivate  or  build  upon,  use  his  lands,  or  leave  them  in  a  state  of 
t  nature,  as  he  may  see  proper,  and,  by  doing  so,  will  take  upon  himself 
^  no  other  risks  than  those  that  are  incident  to  the  ordinary  and  natural 
I  user  of  the  neighbouring  properties  ;  ^  and  will,  moreover,  in  the  event 
of  injury  arising  from  the  negligence  of  his  neighbours,  be  entitled  to 
a  remedy  for  damages  for  all  the  consequences  flowing  in  natural  and 
I  uninterrupted  sequence  from  their  wrongful  acts.  There  is  this 
i  further  limitation  to  be  added,  in  the  case  of  an  enterprise  authorised 
i  to  be  carried  on  as  a  railway  company,  by  statute,  that  all  the  ordinary 
n  and  necessary  processes  in  carrying  out  the  statutory  purpose  become 
I  themselves  authorised,  and,  though  bringing  damage,  do  not  legally 
f        import  injury.* 

The  interpretation  of  the  Act  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  s.  86,  excluding 
r        fires  arising  from  defendant's  negligence  from  the  protection  of  the 
i        Act,  is  the  same  in  the  United  States^  as  in  England  and  Canada.^ 
i 

1  In  Ooffg  V.  VeUer,  13  Am.  R.  322,  346,  there  is  a  most  comprehensive  review  of 

the  duty  to  prevent  sparks  from  a  chimney  injming  a  neighbour.     In  that  case  sparks 

from  a  brewery  chimney  were  the  cause  of  the  burning  of  plaintiff's  jjroperty.     The 

f  question  whether  proper  means  have  been  taken  to  prevent  the  e8cai)e  of  sparks  is 

for  the  jury  ;  Toledo,  <kc.  Rd,  Co.  v.  Pindar,  5  Am.  R.  67. 
_  a  Hotmea  v.  Midland  Ry,  of  Canada,  36  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  263 ;  Jaffrey  v.  Toronto, 

'  Orey  and  Bruce  By.  Co.,  23  Upp.  Can.  C.  P.  553  ;    Port  Qlaagow,  dbc.  Sailcloth   Co,  v. 

i  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  19  Rettie  608,  20  Rettie  (H.  L. )  36. 

s  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Rd.  Co.  v.  Hendrichton,  21  Am.  R.  97. 
K  *  Hammersmith  Ry.  Co.  v.  Brand,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171 ;  Delau?are  Rd.  Co.  v.  Salmon, 

)  23  Am.  R.  214,  where  there  is  a  most  exhaustive  judgment. 

5  Scott  V.  Hale,  16  Me.  326.     In  Spaulding  v.  Chicago  and  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Am.  R. 
560,  a  distinction  is  drawn  between  6  Anne,  c.  58  (c.  31  Ruff  head),  s.  6,  which  is  held 

.  ft  In  addition  to  the  cases  ahready  cited,  see  Canada  Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Phelps, 

'  14  Can.  S.  C  R.  132. 

VOL.  1.  2  I 
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Story,  J.,  has  elaborately  discuased,^  the  question  whether  in- 
surances against  fire  cover  losses  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  negligence 
of  the  assured  unaffected  by  any  fraud  or  design.  The  afiirmative  has 
repeatedly  been  accepted  as  law  both  in  England  and  America.'  Tbe 
conclusion  is  unassailable  on  general  reasoning,  since,  says  Story,  J., 
"  if  such  losses  were  not  within  such  policies  the  indemnity  against 
such  risks  would  be  practically  of  little  importance ;  since  much  the 
larger  numbers  of  fires  of  this  sort  may  be  traced  back  to  some  negli- 
gence, slight  or  otherwise,  of  the  members  of  families."'  The  terms  in 
which  fire  policies  are  drawn  point  to  the  same  conclusion.  By  them 
the  underwriters  agree  to  pay  **  all  loss  or  damage  "  sustained  by  the 
assured  through  fere  on  the  insured  property,  while  the  exceptions 
against  liability  are  specific,  e.^.,  against  loss  from  fire  sustained  in 
consequence  of  "  any  invasion,  civil  commotion,  riot,  or  any  military 
usurpation ;  "  earthquakes  and  hurricanes  are  also  excluded.  All 
other  losses  may  therefore  be  construed  to  remain  by  force  of  the 
maxim  Expressio  unius  est  exdusio  dUerius,  The  general  policy  of  the 
law  excludes  fraudulent  losses,  aUegans  suam  turpitudtnem  non  eM 
audiendfis.*  This  conclusion  Story,  J.,  thus  expresses :  "  We  are, 
then,  of  opinion  that  a  loss  by  fire  occasioned  by  the  mere  fault  and 
negligence  of  the  assured  or  his  servants  or  agents,  and  without  fraud 
or  design,  is  a  loss  within  the  policy,  upon  the  general  ground  that  the 
fire  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  ;  and  also  upon  the  ground  that 
the  express  exceptions  in  policies  against  fire  leave  this  within  the 
scope  of  the  general  terms  of  such  policies." 

It  may  be  added  that  the  right  of  the  insurer  to  be  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  the  assured  in  respect  of  torts  causing  the  injury  insured 
against,  is  as  available  in  case  of  an  insurance  against  fire  on  land  as  in 
that  of  a  marine  policy.* 

The  common  law  right  to  pull  down  a  house  to  arrest  a  fire  was 
asserted  so  far  back  as  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII.*  when  it  is  held  as  clear 

to  be  part  of  the  common  law  of  America,  and  14  Geo.  III.  c.  78,  a.  86,  which  is  thew 
held  not  to  apply  at  all.  The  opinion  is  also  expressed  that  the  construction  of  the 
Act  is  not  to  be  made  to  include  the  Uability  of  railway  companies  for  fires  cansed  by 
sparks  from  their  engines  ;  since  nothins  in  the  nature  of  a  railway  engine  could  hare 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  tamers  of  the  statute.  This  method  of  cd- 
struction,  as  noted  previously  {arUe^  490,  n.),  is  not  tenable  in  England. 

1  Columbia  Insurance  Co.  of  Alexandria  v.  Lawrence^  10  Peters  (U.  S.)  607.  "  It 
may  be  doubted,"  says  Mr.  Holmes,  3  Kent,  Comm.  (12th  ed.),  376,  n.  I  (g.),  "  wfaetber 
any  negligence,  even  of  the  assured  in  person,  not  amounting  to  proof  of  a  fraudideot 
intent  to  commit  or  permit  an  injury  within  the  policy,  would  prevent  a  recovery." 

a  In  England  Shaw  v.  Bobberds,  6  A.  &  £.,  per  Lord  Denman,  84 ;  Dobstm  t. 
Sotheby,  1  M.  &  M.,  per  Lord  Tenterden,  93 ;  Austin  v.  Drew,  4  Camp.,  per  Gibba, 
C.J.,  362  ;  and  Busk  v.  Royal  Exchange  Insurance  Co.,  2  B.  &  Aid.  73,  may  be  cited. 
In  the  United  States  Orim  v.  Phcenix  Insurance  Co.,  13  John.  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.)  451,  was 
the  leading  authority  previous  to  Story,  J.*s,  judgment. 

a  10  Peters  (U.S.)  617,  618. 

4  4  Go.  Inst.  279,  citing  Rich,  de  Raynham's  case,  Y.  B.  Trin.  13  Ed.  I.,  in  coff^  bawea. 

6  Castdlain  v.  PresUm,  11  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  403;  DarreU  v.  TMnUs, 
5  Q.  B.  D.  560 ;  Bumand  v.  Rodocanachi,  7  App.  Cas.  333 ;  Simpson  v.  Thomsim. 
3  App.  Cas.  279,  284;  Mobile  and  Montgomery  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jurey,  111  U.  S.  (4 
Davis)  584. 

6  Y.  B.  13  Hen.  VIII.,  16.  per  Shelley,  J. ;  Y.  B.  12  Hen.  VHL,  10.  per  Brooke.  J. 
Cp  Y.  B.  21  Hen.  VII.,  27,  pi.  6  ;  Bacon,  Maxims,  Reg.  5  ;  Maleverer  v.  Spinke^  Dvcr 
36  a,  36  b ;  Oedge  v.  Minne,  2  Buls.  60,  61  arg.  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass.  (F)  083.  See 
Metropolitan  Fire  Brigade  Act.  1865, 28  &  29  Vict.  c.  90;  Carter  v.  Thomas,  (1893)  1  Q.  R 
673,  under  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  32,  incorporated  in  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875 
(38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  by  s.  17 1.  In  Gibson  v.  Leonard,  36  Am.  St.  R.  376,  it  was  held  tbat 
a  fire  insurance  patrol  entering  a  building  to  save  property  while  a  fire  is  racing  and 
under  statutory  authority,  is  a  bare  licensee  with  no  right  of  action  against  the  ownrr. 
In  Behler  v.  Daniels,  19  R.  I.  49,  it  is  similarly  decided  that  a  fireman  cannot  recoTcr 
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law  that  if  a  fire  be  taken  in  a  street  I  may  justify  the  pulling  down  of 
the  wall  or  house  of  another  man  to  save  the  row  from  the  spreading  of 
the  fire ;  but  if  I  be  fiwsailed  in  my  house  in  a  city  or  town  and  distressed, 
and  to  save  my  life  I  set  fire  to  mine  own  house  which  spreadeth  and 
taketh  hold  upon  other  houses  adjoining,  this  is  not  justifiable,  but  I 
am  subject  to  their  action  upon  the  case,  because  I  cannot  rescue  my 
own  life  by  doing  anything  which  is  against  the  commonwealth.  But 
if  it  had  been  but  a  private  trespass,  as  the  going  over  another's  ground 
or  the  breaking  of  his  inclosure  when  I  am  pursued  for  the  safeguard 
of  my  life,  it  is  justifiable. 

The  law  is  similarly  stated  in  the  case  of  the  King's  Prerogative  Case  of  the 
in  Saltpetre  :^  "  For  the  common  wealth,  a  man  shall  suffer  damage ;  ^i^y  Pre- 
as,  for  saving  of  a  city  or  town  a  house  shall  be  plucked  down  if  ^^J^^* 
the  next  be  on  fire ;   and  the  suburbs   of  a  city  in  time  of  war 
for  the  common  safety  shall  be  plucked   down;    and   a  thing  for 
the    commonwealth   every  man   may  do   without  being  liable    to 
an  action,  as  it  is  said  in  3  Hen.  VIII.  fol.  15.    And  in  this  case  the 
rule  is  true,  Princeps  et  respvblica  ex  juata  causa  possunt  rem  meam 
auferrey^ 

Closely  allied  with  the  subject  we  have  been  discussing  is  that  of  Use  of  fire- 
the  use  of  fireworks.  works. 

By  the  English  law  regulations  are  placed  on  their  sale,  both  with 
regard  to  the  place  in  which  they  are  sold,  which  has  to  be  licensed,* 
and  the  person  to  whom  they  are  sold,  who  is  required  to  be  not 
**  apparently  under  the  age  of  thirteen  years,"  that  is,  if  gunpowder 
enters  into  the  constitution  of  the  firework.*  And  "  if  any  person 
throw,  cast,  or  fire  any  firework  in  or  into  any  highway,  street,  thorough- 
fare, or  public  place,  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  £5."* 
If  he  were  to  injure  any  one  when  thus  infringing  the  Act,  his  liability 
sufficiently  appears  from  the  weU -known  case  of  ScoU  v.  Shepherd} 
Apart  from  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the  explosion  of  fireworks  in  public 
places  is  wrongful  at  common  law.^ 

Even  where  the  explosion  of  fireworks  is  not  unlawful  the  greatest  Lord  Ellen- 
care  must  be  used  with  them,  and  failure  in  this  imports  liability.     In  borough's 
one  case®  Lord  Ellenborough  said  that "  if  a  master  of  a  school,  knowing  ^^oo°.  * 
that  fireworks  would  be  used,  were  to  be  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  master's 

liabUity  with 
regard  to 
as  an  invitee  against  the  owner  of  premises  which  he  enters  to  extinguish  fire  there,  fireworks 
See  y.  B.  12  Hen.  VIII.  2,  2;  and  9  Edw.  IV.  36  b,  pi.  10.     AnU,  ^STl.  given  to  W\ 

i  12  Co.  Rep.  13 ;  Mouse's  case,  12  Co.  Rep.  63.  In  Pepys's  Diary,  under  date  Sept.  schoolboys. 
2nd,  1666,  and  succeeding  days,  are  repeated  entries  indicating  that  this  view  of  the 
law  had  practical  effect  given  to  it  during  the  Great  Fire  of  London ;  though  the  Lord 
Mayor  was  at  first  very  lacking  in  resolution.  **  To  the  King's  message  (to  spare  no 
houses,  but  to  pull  down  before  the  fire  everv  way),  he  cried,  like  a  fainting  woman, 
*  Lord  !  What  can  I  do  ?  I  am  spent ;  people  will  not  obev  me.  I  have  been  pulling 
down  houses  ;  but  the  fire  overtakes  us  faster  than  we  can  do  it.*  " 

a  See  the  question  discussed  aiT  to  the  limits  within  which  this  may  be  done. 
Pufendorf,  Le  Droit  de  la  Nature  et  des  gens,  liv.  ii.  ch.  6,  sec.  8.  Vin.  Abr.  Necessity 
(A.)  8  ;  Stone  v.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  New  York,  26  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  166  ;  RusseU  v.  Mayor, 
&c.  of  New  York,  2  Denio  (N.  Y.)  461 ;  Botodich  v.  BosUm,  101  U.  S.  (11  Otto)  16. 

3  38  Vict.  c.  17,  ss.  48, 49. 

4  38  Vict.  c.  17,  s.  31. 

6  38  Vict.  c.  17,  s.  80  ;  see  also  6  &  6  Will.  IV.  o.  60,  s.  72. 

6  2  Wm.  Bl.  892  ;   1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  466. 

7  ConHin  v.  Thompson,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  218;  Jenne  v.  SuUon,  43  N.  J.  L.  267, 
39  Am.  R.  678.  The  use  of  a  highway  as  to  place  to  fire  an  explosive  is  illegal,  and  for 
damage  following  such  an  act  aU  persons  concerned  therein  are  liable. 

8  King  V.  Ford,  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  421  ;  WiUiams  v.  Eady,  9  Times  L.  R.  637, 10  Times 
L.  R.  41  (C.  A.).     Makins  v.  Piggoit,  29  Can.  S.  C.  R.  188. 
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preventing  the  use  of  them,  he  would  be  amenable  for  the  consequences," 
and  was  of  opinion  that  an  action  would  be  maintainable  if  it  were  shown 
that  a  schoolmaster  had  delivered  out  fireworks  to  boys,  and  that  an 
accident  had  then  occurred  through  the  wilful  misconduct  of  one  of 
them.  This  is  perhaps  on  an  assumption  that  fireworks  and  boys  are 
agencies  dangerous  in  conjunction,  however  innocent  apart,  to  which 
the  words  of  Tindal,  C. J.,  in  Vaughan  v.  Menlove,^  are  applicable : 
"  Put  the  case  of  a  chemist,  mixing  substances  which  alone  are  per- 
fectly innocent,  but  which  are  liable  to  explode  on  coming  into  contact, 
and  thereby  occasioning  damage  to  his  neighbour,  who  could  for  a 
moment  doubt  that  the  injured  party  woxdd  have  a  remedy  by  action  ?  " 

In  Lord  EUenborough's  view,  as  reported,  fireworks  must  be  taken 
to  be  necessarily  dangerous,  and  to  be  kept  from  boys.  The  justness 
of  this  view  must  be  dependent  on  age  and  circumstances.  To  supply  a 
boy  under  thirteen  years  of  a^e  with  fireworks  would  imdoubtedly, 
prima  fade,  be  an  act  rendering  the  schoolmaster  or  other  person 
liable  for  the  wilful  mischief  which  he  had  supplied  the  means  of  the 
boy  conmiitting.  If  the  boy  were  over  sixteen  and  of  a  trustworthy 
character,  the  presumption  would  be  the  other  way.  In  every  case 
the  peculiar  circumstances  would  have  to  be  considered.*  The  pro- 
position required  to  support  Lord  EUenborough's  position  in  its  fuU 
extent  is  that  the  possession  of  fireworks  by  schoolboys  is  in  all  cir- 
cumstances unlawful ;  and  includes  as  well  the  youth  waiting  at  school 
the  time  to  commence  residence  at  the  university,  and  the  last  im- 
portation into  the  boy's  department  from  among  the  infants  at  a 
primary  school.  While  in  so  far  as  it  imports  that  a  schoolmaster 
guilty  of  negligence  (negligence  in  law  presupposing  a  legal  duty)  is 
liable  for  negligence,  it  merely  affirms  an  identical  proposition  and  is 
useless.^  The  proposition  attributed  to  Lord  EUenborough  in  its 
generality,  at  any  rate,  does  not  seem  in  accord  with  good  sense. 

The  principles  laid  down  in  WiUiams  v.  Eady,^  though  at  first 
sight  raising  smiilar  considerations,  do  not  really  lend  countenance  to 
the  views  attributed  to  Lord  EUenborough  in  the  report.  It  may  weU 
be  the  duty  of  a  schoolmaster  to  keep  dangerous  chemicals  out  of  the 
reach  of  his  schoolboys,  and  yet  there  may  be  circumstances  in  which 
allowing  them  to  let  off  a  few  squibs  and  crackers  is  wholly  free  from 
blame.  Could  it  be  said  in  the  United  States,  for  example,  to  be 
absolutely  unlawful  to  allow  a  young  boy  to  handle  any  description 
of  firework  on  the  4th  of  July ;  or  in  England,  on  occasions  of  special 
festivity  ?  If  not,  it  must  be  conceded,  not  necessarily  to  f oUow,  that 
the  schoolmaster  permitting  his  boys  to  have  fireworks  is  liable  for 
their  wanton,  mischievous,  or  reckless  acts. 

Lord  Esher,  M.B.'s,  statement  of  a  schoolmaster's  duty,  may  with 
advantage  be  noted.^  '^  The  schoolmaster  was  bound  to  take  such 
care  of  his  boys  as  a  careful  father  would  of  his  boys.**  "  Then  he  was 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  ordinary  nature  of  young  boys,  their 
tendency  to  do  mischievous  acts,  and  their  propensity  to  meddle  with 
anything  that  came  in  their  way."  AU  this  is  conclusive  against 
immunity  for  leaving  dangerous  chemicals  within  their  reach,  though 

i  4  Scott  262  ;  3  Bing.  N.  C.  4S8. 

2  Cp.  Harris  v.  Cameron,  29  Am.  St.  R.  891. 

3  The  Act  of  9  Will.  III.  c.  7,  had  probably  a  material  influence  on  the  coxirse  of  tbe 
case.     It  was  repealed  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  139,  s.  1.  4  10  Times  L.  R.  41  (C  A-L 

6  WiUiaTM  V.  Eady,  10  Times  L.  R.  42  (C.  A.). 
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it  does  not  negative  the  possibility  of  their  lawfully  assisting  at  a 
display  of  fireworks.^ 

.   Whitby  V.  Brock  ^  deals  with  the  amount  of  care  to  be  used  in  the  Amount  of 
letting  off  fireworks  in  a  lawful  place  and  on  a  lawful  occasion.     Defend-  [^,^ettm"  off^ 
ants  were  letting  off  fireworks  for  their  own  benefit  in  the  Crystal  fireworks  in 
Palace  grounds,  when  plaintiff's  wife,  entering  the  Palace  grounds,  was  a  lawful 
struck  on  the  leg  by  a  firework  and  injured.    Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  held  ^^^^^ '''' 
that  the  mere  occurrence  of  an  accident  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  occasion. 
Court  leaving  the  question  of  negligence  to  the  jury.     And  Lopes,  L.  J., 
referring  to  his  judgment  in  Parry  v.  Smith,^  was  of  opinion  that  this 
case  came  under  the  principle  there  enunciated,  that  a  duty  to  use  the 
greatest  care  ''  attaches  in  every  case,  where  a  person  is  using  or  is 
dealing  with  a  highly  dangerous  thing  which,  unless  managed  with  the 
greatest  care,  is  calculated  to  cause  injury."    The  law  is  the  same  as 
that  which  regulates  the  use  of  firearms  ;  "  It  was  incumbent  on  him, 
who  by  charging  the  gun  had  made  it  capable  of  doing  mischief,  to 
render  it  safe  and  innoxious."*    Again,  in  an  American  case,^  the  law 
was  laid  down  with  equal  stringency  that  persons  who  take  upon 
themselves  the  business  of  exploding  fireworks  must  exercise  great 
care  ;   and  the  care  to  be  used  was  required  "  to  be  proportioned  to 
the  dangerous  character  of  the  explosives  used  and  the  danger  to  be 
apprehended  from  the  use  of  them."    There  is,  however,  a  distinct  (i)  Where 
difference  which  has  been  recognised  in  American  cases  between  cases  i^J^^re^. 
of  injury  through  fireworks  where  the  injured  person  is  unconnected  ^comie^ted 
with  the  display  and  those  where  the  injury  results  to  a  spectator  at  with  the 
the  place  for  the  purpose  of  the  display.*    It  may  well  be  that  the  display, 
injured  passer-by  may  recover  on  the  principle  that  it  was  the  duty  of  jg^aaJisrant***' 
the  holder  of  the  display  to  prevent  his  exhibition  inflicting  injury ; 
while  the  person  who  resorts  to  a  firework  display  should  be  put  to 
prove  negligence.    It  must  be  admitted  that  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Esher,  M.B.,  gives  no  countenance  to  this.     But  the  analogy  of  mem- 
bers of  a  shooting  party  appears  in  point,  where  amongst  themselves 
the  liability  is  not  the  same  as  to  the  outside  world.     In  the  American 
case  two  judges  dissented  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  did  not 
show  that  the  risk  was  appreciated.     This  dissent  appears  to  admit 
the  principle.     Whether  grown  people  in  possession  of  their  faculties 
who  go  to  see  fireworks  are  not,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  tending  to 
a  different  conclusion,  to  be  presumed  to  appreciate  the  risks  attending 
their  action  raises  a  question  of  common  sense  rather  than  of  law  ;  so 
far  as  the  law  in  England  is  ascertained,   the  question  has   been 
answered  adversely  to  the  dissentient  judges.' 
^  After  the  occurrence  of  an  accident  through  a  dangerous  agency, 

where  the  mere  fact  of  the  occurrence  is  prima  fade  evidence  of 


,  1  As  to  the  duty  and  liability  of  a  schoolmaster,  1  Bl.  CJomm.  463  ;  Fitzgerald  v. 

*  NorthcoUy  4  F.  &  F.  666,   per   Cockburn,   C.J.,   689,  and  reporters*  note  663-669; 

j'  Price  V.   Wilkins,  68  L.  T.  680 ;    HuU  v.  Governors  of  HaUeybury  College,  4  Times 

j  L.  R.  623.     In  re  Phillips's  Charity,  9  Jur.   969,  72  R.  R.  802.     It  is  not  the  duty  of 

.  a  schoolmaster  of  a  free  school  to  attend  the  trustees  on  all  occasions. 

f  2  4TimesL.  R.  241(C.  A.). 

I  3  4  C.  P.  D.  326. 

4  Dixon  V.  Bell,  6  M.  &  S.  198.     Stdlivan  v.  Creed  (1904),  2  I.  R.  317,  a  boy  found 
'  his  father's  gun  in  a  field,  took  it,  and  not  knowing  that  it  was  loaded,  pointed  it  at 

plaintiff ;  it  went  off  and  injured  plaintiff,  who  recovered  damages  against  the  boy's 

father. 

6  Dowell  V.  Quthrie,  17  Am.  St.  R.  698. 
f                  «  Scanlon  v.  Wed^er,  156  Mass.  462. 

7  Cp.  Church  v.  Appleby,  6  Times  L.  R.  88. 


502 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  id. 


alter  the 
degree  of 
core. 


Province  of 
the  jury. 


negligence — it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  there  has  been  "  absence 
of  care  according  to  the  circumstances  ;  "^  and  so  where  injury  results 
from  the  storing  of  gunpowder  the  person  responsible  is  held  liable 
"  even  though  the  explosion  is  not  chargeable  to  his  personal  negli- 
Different  gence."*  Yet  the  circumstances  may  indicate  very  different  degrees 
circumstances  of  care.'  "  A  hunter  shooting  in  a  wilderness  is  not  bound  to  the 
caution  of  a  person  shooting  m  a  populous  neighbourhood."*  It  ^ 
therefore  matter  for  a  jury  whether,  on  any  facts  "  from  which  ne^- 
gence  may  be  reasonably  inferred "  being  established,  negligence 
ought  to  be  inferred  from  them  ;*  so  that,  m  those  cases,  where  the 
mere  occurrence  of  an  accident  is  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of 
negligence  to  go  to  a  jury,*  it  is  left  practically  to  a  jury  to  dedde 
what  degree  of  diligence  is  to  be  required,  subject,  of  course,  to  the 
direction  of  the  judge,  who  should  caU  their  attention  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  no  undeviating  and  cast-iron  rule  as  to  what  is  negligence,  and 
that  negligence  is  "  absence  of  care  according  to  the  circumstances." 

Within  certain  limits  the  verdict  of  a  jury  would  be  conclusive; 
but  where  they  are  shown  to  have  affixed  liability  by  requiring  a 
different  degree  of  diligence  from  that  which  the  law  demands,  thdi 
verdict  would  probably  be  set  aside  as  not  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
Thus,  if  a  man  shot  on  the  moors  of  Yorkshire  were  to  bring  his  action, 
and  it  were  to  be  shown  that  every  precaution  was  used  customary  for 
men  out  shooting,  but  notwithstanding  this,  the  jury  were  to  adopt  for 
their  standard  of  care  that  which  should  be  adopted  by  a  man  carrying 
a  gun  down  Fleet  Street,  the  verdict  would  be  set  aside,  because  the 
jury  had  not  applied  their  minds  to  the  only  relevant  inquiry—"  caie 
according  to  the  circumstances." 

Where  the  fact  of  injury  happening  is  enough,  in  the  absence  of  an 
answer,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  on  the  principle  of  Dviii^ 
WickhWy  and  Wexford  Ry.  Co.  v.  Slattery,''  the  determmation  of  the 
evidence  cannot  in  any  case  be  withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  however  overwhelming  the  circumstances  pointing  to  exoneration 
from  negligence  may  be.  The  defendant's  remedy  is,  as  just  indicated, 
by  application  to  the  Court  in  banc  ;  and  the  guiding  consideration  is 
whether  the  verdict  is  "  such  as  reasonable  men  might  find."® 

1  Vaughan  v.  Taff  VaU  Ry.  Co.,  6  H.  &  N.,  per  Willes,  J.,  688. 

2  Lafiin,  Ac.  Powder  Co.  v.  Teamey,  19  Am.  St.  R.  34. 

3  Regina  v.  HtUchinson,  9  Cox  C.  C.  666,  liability  of  army  officers  for  firing,  * 
the  regular  course  of  ball  practice  in  a  garrison  town,  whereby  a  man  was  killed. 

4  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  882,  citing  Bizzell  v.  Booker,  16  Ark.  308. 

6  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  3  App.  Cas.  193,  per  Lord  Cairns,  C,  197. 
«  Per  Lord  Esher,  M.  R.,  Whitby  v.  Brock,  4  Times  L.  R.  241  (C,  A.). 

7  3App.  Ciw.  1155. 

8  Mctro-poliian  Ry.  Co.  y.  Wright,  11  App.  Ca.s.  162. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

FENCES   AND  PARTY  WALLS. 

I.  Fences.* 

"  A  FENCE,"  says  Woolrych,  "  may  consist  of  almost  any  kind  of  Definition, 
division  or  inclosure,  but  a  hedge,  ditch,  or  a  wall  will  be  most  commonly 
foimd  to  answer  that  term."* 

In  agricultural  districts  the  most  usual  way  of  fencing  is  by  hedge 
and  ditch. 

The  rule  with  regard  to  the  presumptive  ownership  of  hedges  and  Presumptive 
ditches  is  that,  where  adjacent  fields  are  separated  by  a  hedge  and  o^^rship. 
ditch,  the  hedge  and  ditch  prima  facie  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  field 
that  contains  the  hedge ;  for  ''  no  man  making  a  ditch  can  cut  into  his 
neighbour's  soil,  but  usually  he  cuts  to  the  very  extremity  of  his  own 
land :  he  is  of  course  bound  to  throw  the  soil  which  he  digs  out  upon 
own  land."  ^ 

If  there  are  two  ditches,  one  on  each  side  of  a  hedge,  or  if  there  be 
a  bank  on  each  side  of  a  ditch,  or  a  bank  without  a  ditch,  then  the 
ownership  of  the  hedge,  ditch,  or  bank  must  be  ascertained  by  proving 
acts  of  ownership.* 

By  the  common  law  the  owner  of  land  is  under  no  obligation  to  No  obligation 
fence.^    He  is  bound  to  see  that  his  cattle  do  not  stray  into  his  neigh-  ^  fence  at 
hour's  land,  since  if  they  do  he  is  guilty  of  trespass.*  ^^'^°'°''  ^*^- 

In  Boyle  v.  Tamlynf  Bayley,  J.,  says  :  "  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  Bayley,  J. 

1  See  an  article,  The  Law  Relating  to  Fences,  Law  Mag.  (1828),  vol.  i.  590  ;  Shear- 
man  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §§  655-664 ;  Wharton,  Negligence,  §§  883-890. 

2  Law  of  Fences,  281.     This  does  not  seem  to  lay  str&ss  enough  on  palings,  which  , 
have  now  become  a  primary  sense  of  the  word,  though  it  certainly  includes  them.     For 

the  distinction  between  a  wall  and  a  bank,  see  Callis,  74. 

3  Per  Lawrence,  J.,  Votdes  v.  MUler,  3  Taunt.  138 ;  Doe  dem.  Pring  v.  Pearsei/^ 
7  B.  &  C,  per  Hokoyd,  J.,  307  ;  Strang  v.  Steimrt,  4  Macph.  (H.  L.)  6.  MarshtU  v, 
Taylor,  ( 1895)  1  Ch.  641  (where  NorUm  v.  L.  A  N.  W,  Ry.  Co.,  13  Ch.  D.  268,  is  cited  for 
the  easement  to  cut  the  hedge),  and  is  followed:  Midland  Ry.  Co.  v.  WriglU,  (1901) 
1  Ch.  738;  Chorley  Corporation  v.  Nightingale,  (1906)  2  K.  B.  612;  Earl  of  Craven  v. 
Pridmore,  18  Times  L.  R.  282. 

4  Per  Bayley,  J.,  in  Ouy  v.  West,  2  Selwyn  N.  P.  (13th  ed.)  1244.  For  the  French 
law,  see  Code  Civil,  arts.  653-673. 

6  This  rule  dates  from  the  Year-books — e.g.,  20  Edward  IV.,  fol.  10  b,  cited  and  set 
out  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  251  n,  and  considered  in  connection  with  the  other  authorities  in  the 
judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  280.     Ante,  423. 

«  ChurchiU  v.  Emns,  1  Taunt.  529.  See  Y.  B.  39  Edw.  IIL  3.  If  land  be  open  to 
the  highway  and  the  beasts  of  a  stranger  enter  upon  the  land,  it  is  not  justifiable. 
Otherwise  if  cattle  in  passage  on  the  highway  eat  herbs  or  com,  raptim  sparsim, 
against  the  will  of  the  owner,  it  will  excuse  the  trespass:  Com.  Dig.  Trespass  (D); 
Droit.  (M.  2) ;  Pom/ret  v.  Ricroft,  1  Wms.  Saund.  322  n  (r). 

7  (1827)  6  B.  &  C.  337. 


504 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  m. 


Working  out 
of  the  legal 
theory. 


Williams,  J., 
in  Cox  V. 
Burbidge 


FMisY. 
IjojUis  Iron 
Co. 


that  a  man  is  only  bound  to  take  care  that  his  cattle  do  not  wander 
from  his  own  land,  and  trespass  upon  the  lands  of  others.  He  is  under 
no  legal  obligation,  therefore,  to  keep  up  fences  between  adjoining 
closes  of  which  he  is  the  owner ;  and  even  where  adjoining  lands  which 
have  once  belonged  to  different  persons,  one  of  whom  was  bound  to 
repair  the  fences  between  the  two,  afterwards  become  the  property  of 
the  same  person,  the  pre-existing  obligation  to  repair  the  fences  is 
destroyed  by  the  unity  of  ownership.  Aid  where  the  person  who  has  so 
become  the  owner  of  the  entirety  afterwards  parts  with  one  of  the  two 
closes,  the  obligation  to  repair  the  fences  will  not  revive,  unless  express 
words  be  introduced  into  the  deed  of  conveyance  for  that  purpose."* 

Though  the  law  is  thus,  the  effect  of  it  in  grazing  countries  at 
least  is  indistinguishable  from  what  it  would  be  were  there  an  absolute 
obligation  to  fenc^e.  Bigelow,*  indeed,  lays  it  down  that  "  by  the 
common  law  of  England  the  owner  of  land  is  bound  to  keep  it  fenced," 
and  cites  Chancellor  Kent  as  his  authority  for  the  proposition.*  In 
theory  at  least,  the  law  is  clearly  otherwise,  and  there  is  no  obligation 
to  fence,  though  the  natural  effect  of  not  fencing  may  involve  a  liability 
against  which  fencing  is  the  only  preventive. 

Thus,  Williams,  J.,  in  Cox  v.  Burbidge,^  sdi,YB  :  "  If  I  am  the  owner 
of  an  animal  in  which  by  law  the  right  of  property  can  exist,  I  am 
bound  to  take  care  that  it  does  not  stray  into  the  land  of  my  neigh- 
bour ;   and  I  am  liable  for  any  trespass  it  may  commit,  and  for  the 
ordinary  consequences  of  that  trespass.    Whether  or  not  the  escape 
of  the  animal  is  due  to  my  negligence  is  altogether  immaterial." 
Again,  in  Ellis  v.  Loftua  Iron  Co.,^  where  there  was  an  iron  fence  on 
the  plaintiff's  land,  notwithstanding  which,  a  horse  of  the  defendants^ 
did  damage  to  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff's  through  the  fence,  "  It  seems  to 
me,"  said  Lord  Coleridge,  "  sufficiently  clear  that  some  portion  of  the 
defendants'  horse's  body  must  have  been  over  the  boundary.      That 
may  be  a  very  small  trespass,  but  it  is  a  trespass  in  law ;  "  and  Brett, 
J. :®  "  For  a  time  I  doubted  whether,  if  the  animal  strayed  upon  the 
plaintiff's  soil  withput  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  a 
trespass  would  have  been  committed.    However,  upon  reference  to 
the  authorities,  I  find  that  the  owner  of  an  animal,  although  he  may  be 
guilty  of  no  default,  is  liable  to  be  sued  in  trespass  if  he  strajrs  on  to 
another's  ground.     A  passage  in  3  Black.  Com.  chap.  xii.  p.  211,  might 
perhaps  cause  a  little  hesitation  ;  the  writer  there  says  that '  a  man  is 
answerable,  not  only  for  his  own  trespass,  but  that  of  his  cattle  also  '  ; 
but  he  then  proceeds  to  speak  of '  negligent  keeping  ; '  the  language  is 
not  quite  decisive.     If,  however,  we  refer  to  Com.  Digest,  Trespass,  C 
1,  and  1  Chitty,  on  Pleading,  pp.  93,  202  (7th  ed.)  we  shall  find  that  the 

1  See  Lawrence  v.  Jenkins^  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  274.  As  to  Btrips  of  land  adjoining  a 
rood.  Doc  dem  Pring  v.  Pearsey,  7  B.  &  C.  304  ;  Simpson  v.  Dendy,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  433 ; 
Dcndy  v.  Simpson,  18  C.  B.  831  ;  Jones  v.  WiUiams,  2  M.  &  W.  326  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Fen€»!«. 

2  L.  C.  on  Torts,  490. 

3  3  Kent,  Comm.  438.  The  passage  is  :  "  The  doctrine  is,  that  at  common  law  the 
tenant  of  a  close  was  not  bound  to  fence  against  an  adjoining  close,  unless  by  force  of 
piescription  ;  and,  if  bound  by  prescription  to  fence  his  close,  he  was  not  boiin<l  to 
fence  against  any  cattle  but  such  as  were  rightfully  in  the  adjoining  close.  If  not  bound 
at  common  law  to  fenc3  his  land,  he  was  nevertheless  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  keep  his 
cattle  on  his  own  grounds,  and  prevent  them  from  escaping." 

4  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  438,  cited  and  approved  by  Blackburn,  J.,  Fletcher  v.  H^iands. 
L  R.  lEx.  281.  *^   ^ 

6  L.  R.  10  G.  P.  10 ;  Lee  v.  Riley,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  722— mare  trespassed  into  a  e^\d 
of  defendant's  ;  there  was  a  question  also  of  remoteness  of  damages. 
6  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  26. 
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owner  is  liable  in  trespass  if  cattle  stray  upon  another's  land,  although 
he  himself  commits  no  fault." 

A  distinction  must  be  taken,  for  the  liability  of  a  landowner  for  Distinction, 
what  escapes  from  his  land  is  not  absolute.     Thus,  in  Comyns's  Digest  ^ 
it  is  laid  down  :  '^  If  a  man  has  a  tame  fox,  which  escapes,  and  becomes 
wildandrdoes  mischief,  the  owner  shall  not  answer  4or  the  damage  done 
afterwards  :  per  Twisden,  J.,  1  Ventris  295." 

Hale,*  however,  has  the  following:    *'  These  things  seem  to  be  Hale,  in  his 
fi^eeable  to  law.  ^^*  pP  ^'  * 

"  1.  If  the  owner  have  notice  of  the  quality  of  his  beast,  and  it  ^  Swn 
doth  anybody  hurt,  he  is  chargeable  with  an  action  for  it. 

"  2.  Though  he  have  no  particular  notice,  that  he  did  any  such 
thing  before,  yet  if  it  be  a  beast,  that  is  feroB  naturcB,  as  a  lion,  a  bear,  a 
wolf,  yea  an  ape  or  monkey,  if  he  get  loose  and  do  harm  to  any  person, 
the  owner  is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  damage,  and  so  I  knew  it  ad- 
judged in  Andrew  Baker's  case,  whose  child  was  bit  by  a  monkey  that 
broke  his  chain  and  got  loose.^ 

'*  And  therefore,  in  case  of  such  a  wild  beast,  or  in  case  of  a  bull  or 
cow,  that  doth  damage,  where  the  owner  knows  of  it,  he  must  at  his  peril 
keep  him  safe  from  doing  hurt,  forthough  he  use  his  diligence  to  keep  him 
up,  if  he  escape  and  do  harm,  the  owner  is  liable  to  answer  damages." 

Again,  in  Nichols  v.  Marsland,^  Bramwell,  B.,  says :  "  I  am  by  no  Bramwell,  B., 
means  sure  that  if  a  man  kept  a  tiger,  and  lightning  broke  his  chain,  and  in  NichcU  v. 
he  got  loose  and  did  mischief,  that  the  man  who  kept  him  would  not  ^^''^~'- 
be  liable." 

To  reconcile  these  dicta  it  is  necessary  to  draw  into  prominence  the  cases  con- 
distinction  between  animals  natural  to  the  country  and  animals  sidered. 
brought  in  for  the  convenience  or  pleasure  of  their  captors.  A  fox 
breaking  its  chain  merely  resumes  its  natural  state  in  a  country  where 
other  foxes  exist ;  so,  too,  of  hares,  partridges,  or  pheasants.^  A 
monkey  escaped,  or  a  lion,  or  a  bear,  is  a  dangerous  agency  which  of 
its  own  nature  would  not  have  been  a  peril  to  the  neighbourhood,  had 
it  not  been  imported  there.  The  distinction  is  between  the  intro- 
ducing a  new  means  of  mischief  and  then  permitting  it  to  get  free,  and 
arresting  an  existing  mischief  to  the  ravages  of  which  property  is 
naturally  subject,  and  which  after  an  interval  resumes  its  natural  course. 
Could  it  be  shown  that  by  reason  of  the  temporary  confinement  damage 
of  a  special  character  was  done,  there  seems  no  reason  why  liability 
would  not  attach.  The  case  of  the  tiger  put  by  Bramwell,  B.,  may 
assist  to  illustrate  the  rule.  In  this  country  the  person  responsible 
for  the  presence  of  the  tiger  would  be  liable  for  its  escape.  In  India 
the  proprietor  of  a  territory  acquired  for  tiger-shooting,  having  cap- 
tured and  confined  a  tiger,  would  not  be  liable  for  the  ravages  done  on 
its  escape,  because  the  visitation  of  tigers  is  an  incident  of  property 
thereabouts,  and  the  escape  of  one  merely  restores  the  condition  of 
things  before  the  capture,  and  so  imposes  no  liability.     The  liability 

1  Action  upon  the  Case  for  Negligence  (A  5).  The  case  referred  to  is  Mitehil  y. 
Alestree;  in  2  Lev.  172  sub  nam.  MiMcel.[v.  Alestree,  where  this  point  is  not  noticed, 
and  the  authority  for  Twisden,  J.'s,  statement  is  Weaver  v.  Ward,  Hob.  134.  Most  of 
the  cases  are  cited  in  Read  v.  Edwards,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  245. 

2  History  of  the  Pleas  of  the  Grown,  vol.  i.  430. 

8  See  May  v.  BvrdeU,  9  Q.  B.  101.  4  L.  R.  10  Ex.  256,  260. 

5  Mitehil  V.  Alestree,  1  Ventris  295.  A  tame  fox  escaped.  It  was  held  that  "  he 
that  kept  him  before  shall  not  answer  for  the  damage  the  fox  doth  after  he  hath 
lost  him  and  he  hath  resumed  his  wild  nature."  This  is  doubted  by  Johnson,  J., 
Brady  v.  Warren,  (1900)  2  I.  R.  632. 
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to  danger  from  tigers  is  or  was  incident  to  the  user  of  property  in 
tiger-infested  districts  of  India  as  damage  from  cats  is  to  the  owner 
of  pleasure  grounds  in  the  suburb  of  an  English  town.  This  con- 
sideration is  applicable  to  and  explains  the  rule  of  the  civil  law :  Si 
ursus  fugerU  a  domino  et  sic  nocuerit,  non  fotest  quondam  domim 
conveniri  quia  desiit  dominus  esse  ubi  fera  evasit,^  Bears  are  indigenous 
over  all  the  region  where  the  civil  law  prevailed.* 

The  difference,  between  the  liability  alleged  to  exist  in  Bigelow's 
Ijeading  Cases  on  the  Law  of  Torts,^  and  that  which  the  law  actu&ily 
imposes,  is  of  importance  when  we  consider  the  position  of  a  landowner 
with  regard  to  his  neighbour's  cattle.  If  there  were  a  liability  to 
fence,  then,  in  default  of  fencing,  injury  happening  to  his  neighbour's 
cattle  would  import  a  right  of  action  to  the  neighbour.  Unless  by 
prescription,  or  through  the  force  of  an  agreement,  no  such  liabi% 
exists.  This  appears  from  Williams's  Notes  to  Saunders  :*  "  It  musli 
be  observed  that  the  general  rule  of  law  is  that  I  am  bound  to  take  care 
that  my  beasts  do  not  trespass  on  the  land  of  my  neighbour,  and  he  is 
only  bound  to  take  care  that  his  cattle  do  not  wander  from  his  land 
and  trespass  on  mine  ;  6  Mod.  314,  Tenant  v.  Goldwin.  1  Taunt.  529, 
Churchill  v.  Evans.  6  B.  &  C.  329,  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn,  9  D.  &  R.  430, 
S.C. ;  and  therefore,  this  kind  of  action  [i.e.,  an  action  on  the  case  for 
not  repairing  a  fence]  will  only  lie  against  a  person  who  can  be  shown  to 
be  bound  by  prescription  or  special  obligation  to  repair  the  fence  in 
question  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  adjoining  lani 
And  no  man  can  be  bound  to  repair  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  have  no 
right."  Where,  then,  an  action  has  been  held  maintainable  for  an 
accident  to  the  plaintiff's  cattle  by  reason  of  defective  fences  on  the 
defendant's  land,  the  liability  to  repair  the  fences  was  either  admitted 
as  in  Rooth  v.  Wilson  ^  or  was  apparent  from  the  terms  of  the  holding, 
as  in  Virih  v.  Bowling  Iron  Co.  ;•  or  was  proved,  as  in  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn ;' 
or  was  presumed,  as  in  Lau?reTU^  v.  Jenkins,^  from  the  fact  that  fences 
had  been  kept  in  repair,  at  the  request  of  the  neighbours,  by.  the 
occupiers  of  the  land  sought  to  be  charged.  A  twenty  years'  repairing 
in  tlus  manner  will  raise  a  presumption  of  liability,  capable  of  being 
rebutted  by  proof  that  the  party  whose  tenants  repaired  were  under 
disability,  or  were  merely  tenants  for  life  ;  if  the  proof  be  that  repairs 
have  been  uniformly  done  for  forty  years,  the  prescription  will  be 
conclusive.®  The  fact  of  repair,  unaided  by  other  circumstances,  will 
not  be  sufficient ;  it  must  also  be  shown  that  such  repairs  have  been 
made  upon  the  requisition  from  time  to  time  of  the  persons  claiming 
the  easement,  or  at  least  sufficient  must  be  shown  to  warrant  a  jury 
making  such  a  presumption.^® 

If  unfenced  land  adjoins  a  highway  the  owner  of  cattle  travelling 
along  the  highway  is  not  liable,  negligence  being  out  of  the  way,  for 
damage  done  by  his  cattle  in  straying  into  unfenced  land.^^     This  is  an 


8  Encyclopasdia  Britannica  (0th  ed.).  Bears. 
4  Pomfrei  v.  Jiicroft,  1  Wms.  Saund.  322a,  n.  (c). 


1  Inst.  4,  9. 

3  Ante,  604. 

fi  IB.  &  Aid.  59. 

fl  3  C.  P.  D.  254 ;  Bush  v.  Brainard,  1  Cowen  (N.  Y.)  78,  strayed  cow  drinking 
ma,)le  Byrup;  Blood  v.  SpatUding,  67  Vt.  422,  cit«i  Shearman  and  Redfidd,  Negli- 
gence (4th  ed.),  §  661. 

7  6  B.  &  C.  329,  9  D.  &  R.  430.  »  L.  R.  g  Q.  B.  274. 

9  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71.  Cp.  Gale,  Law  of  Easements  (6th  ed.),  176-190  and  45*- 
464  ;  Gibbons,  Law  of  Dilapidations,  264. 

10  Lawrence  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  274;    Earl  of  Craven  v.  Pridntore,  18  Tiin«« 
L.  R  282.  11  Goodwyn  v.  Chci^fey,  4  H.  &  N.  631 ;  TiUeU  v.  Ward,  10  Q.  B.  D.  H 
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exception  to  the  general  law  requiring  a  man  to  keep  his  cattle  on  his  Cattle 

own  land,  or,  more  accurately,  to  keep  them  ofE  his  neighbour's,  and  ?f^*f^"?*^°*" 

is  made  probably  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  commerce.    As  long  ago    ®    ^  ^*^' 

as  22  Edward  IV.^  Catesby,  J.,  said  :  *'  If  one  drive  a  herd  of  cattle 

along  the  highway  where  trees  or  wheat  or  any  other  kind  of  corn  is 

growing,  I  say  that  if  one  of  the  beasts  take  a  parcel  of  the  corn,  if  it 

be  against  the  will  of  the  driver,  he  may  well  justify,  for  the  law  will 

intend  that  a  man  cannot  govern  them  at  all  times  as  he  would.    But 

if  he  permitted  them  or  continued  them,  then  it  is  otherwise."    And 

if  the  cattle  are  on  the  highway,  not  for  passage,  but  to  graze,  such 

user  is  unlawful ;  for  the  public  rights  on  a  highway  are  only  to  pass 

and  repass  thereon,  and  the  owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for  an  entry  of 

them  in  those  circumstances  on  land  adjoining  the  highway.     The 

party  who  would  take  advantage  of  fences  being  out  of  repair  as  an 

excuse  for  his  cattle  escaping  from  a  way  into  the  land  of  another  must 

show  that  he  was  lawfully  using  the  easement  when  the  cattle  escaped ; 

for  it  is  no  excuse  that  the  fences  were  out  of  repair  if  the  cattle  were 

trespassers  in  the  place  from  whence  they  immediately  came.^ 

The  ground  of  this  is  obviously  the  same  as  other  exceptions  from  Reason  of 
liability  we  have  considered.     The  right  of  one  man  is  limited  by  the  *^®  '"l®- 
equal  right  of  othe^,  and  the  natural  user  of  property  or  of  the  highways 
must  be  maintained  even  though  the  owner  is  subjected  to  treatment 
that  in  other  relations  he  has  not  to  submit  to,  for  the  general  good. 

With  this  exception,  the  law  is  absolute.     Assuming,  however,  the  Sufficiency  of 
obligation  to  fence,  the  sufl&ciency  of  the  fence  erected  in  discharge  fences  where 
of  the  obligation  is  a  matter  for  the  jury,  who  have  to  say  whether  the  obl^aUon  to 
fence  was  such  as  an  adjoining  landowner  using  his  land  according  to  fence, 
the  accustomed  course  of  farming  has  a  right  to  have.'    It  is  not  to  be 
*'  a  fence  so  close  and  strong  that  no  pig  could  push  through  it,  or  so 

1  Y.  B.  22  E.  IV.  8  pi.  24. 

a  Dovasian  v.  Payne,  2  H.  Bl.  527, 2  Sm.  L.  C.  ( 1 1th  ed. )  160.  An  entry  on  another's 
land  may  be  justified  in  cases  of  necessity  (as  if  a  man  who  is  assaulted  and  in 
dan^r  of  his  life  run  throush  the  close  of  another  to  escape)  or  to  recover  property 
earned  on  another's  ground  by  force  of  the  elements  (as  if  the  fruit  of  A's  tree  fell  on 
B's  land),  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass  (F) ;  Vin.  Abr.  Tres.  (Ha.  2).  But  if  a  tree  had  fallen  on 
another's  land  through  the  owner's  cutting  it,  he  could  not  justify  an  entry,  Anthony  v. 
Haney,  8  Bing.  192.  "  If  a  man  take  my  goods  and  carries  them  into  his  own  land, 
I  may  justify  my  entry  into  the  said  land  to  take  my  goods  again,  for  they  came  there 
by  his  own  act " :  Vin.  Abr.  Tresp.  (I.  a)  9,  adopted  Patrick  y.  Colerick,  3  M.  &  W. 
483,  distinguishing  3  Bl.  Comm.  4,  cited  by  Tindal,  C.J.,  Anthony  v.  Haney,  supra.  As 
to  trees  growing  near  a  boundary  line,  it  was  held  in  Masters  v.  Follies  2  Roll.  Rep.  141, 
that  though  nearly  an  equal  portion  of  the  roots  may  grow  into  the  adjoining 
land,  the  tree  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land  in  which  the  trunk  is.  Holt,  C.J.,  in 
Waterman  v.  Soaper,  1  Ld.  Raym.  737,  at  nisi  prius  held  the  adjoining  owners  tenants 
in  common,  though  if  all  the  roots  grew  in  one  man's  land  and  the  branches  over- 
shadowed the  others  the  roots  drew  to  themselves  the  ownership  of  the  branches  and 
the  property  in  the  tree.  In  Holder  v.  Coates,  M.  &  M.  112,  the  test  was  said  to  be  in 
whose  land  was  the  tree  first  planted.  In  the  Civil  Law  the  property  is  in  common, 
Inst.  2,  1,  31.  The  whole  subject  is  well  considered  in  Lyman  v.  Haie,  11  Conn.  177, 
which  decides  that  he,  in  whose  land  the  trunk  is,  is  the  owner,  and  his  neighbour  a 
trespasser  if  he  meddles  with  any  of  the  overhanging  fruit.  See  also  Vin.  Abr.  Trees. 
"  If  the  branches  of  your  tree  overhang  my  land  I  may  lawfully  cut  them  but  I  cannot 
justify  cutting  them  before  they  overnang  my  land  for  fear  of  their  overhanging  "  : 
Norris  v.  Baker,  1  Roll.  Rep.,  per  Croke,  J.,  394  ;  Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  Nelson,  2  B.  &  C, 
per  Best,  J.,  31 1 :  who  regards  the  permitting  branches  to  extend  beyond  the  soil  of  the 
owner  of  trees  as  "  a  most  une  [uivocal  act  of  negligence."  This  is  probably  one  of  those 
rash  philanthropic  generalisations  for  which  Best,  J.,  is  noted.  See  per  Palles,  C.B.,  Brady 
V.  Warren,  (1900)  2 1.  R.  662.  If  th^V  do  overhang  I  may  cut  them  without  giving  notice. 
Lemmon  v.  Webb,  ( 1895)  A.  C.  1.  To  allow  trees  to  grow  over  a  river  so  as  to  hinder  the 
navigation  is  a  nuisance,  Bro.  Abr.  Presentments  in  Courtes,  pi.  11;  probably  because 
the  river  is  a  highway,  ante,  407,  whore  Smith  v.  Oiddy,  (1904)  2  K.  B.  448,  is  discussed. 

3  Be  wan'  v.  O,  If.  R.  ^o.,  8  C.  B.  N.  8.  368 ;    Wiieman  v.  Boo'.er,  3  C.  P.  D.  184. 
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high  that  no  horse  or  bullock  could  leap  it.  One  could  scarcely  reach 
the  limits  of  such  a  requirement,  for  the  strength  of  swine  is  such  that 
they  would  break  through  almost  any  fence,  if  there  were  a  sufficient 
inducement  on  the  other  side."  The  obligation  is  no  more  than  to  put 
''  up  such  a  fence  that  a  pig,  not  of  a  peculiarly  wandering  dispo- 
sition, nor  under  any  excessive  temptation  will  not  get  through  it."^ 

With  regard  to  the  public,  it  is  so  notoriously  the  duty  of  the  actual 
occupier  to  repair  the  fences,  and  so  little  the  duty  of  the  Landlord,  that 
without  any  agreement  to  that  effect,  the  landlord  may  maintain  an 
action  against  his  tenant  for  not  doing  so.^  This  presumption  does  not 
exclude  agreements  between  the  landlord  and  tenant,  the  benefit  of 
which  against  the  landlord  may  be  taken  by  any  third  person  cognisant 
of  their  existence.' 

At  common  law  the  owner  of  land,  if  bound  to  fence  at  all,  is  odIt 
bound  to  do  so  against  cattle  rightfully  on  the  adjoining  land.^  If 
the  owner  of  such  adjoining  land  hap^>en  to  be  a  gratuitous  bailee  of  a 
horse  injured  by  the  neglect  to  fence,  he  can  recover  ;*  since  beneficial 
ownership  is  not  necessary. 

We  are  next  to  consider  the  statutory  obligation  to  fence. 

By  section  10  of  the  Railways  Regulation  Act,  1842,*  it  is  enacted 
that  all  railway  companies  shall  be  under  the  same  liability  of  obligation 
to  erect  and  to  maintain  and  repair  good  and  sufficient  fences  through- 
out the  whole  of  their  respective  lines  as  they  would  have  been  it 
every  part  of  such  fences  had  been  originally  ordered  to  be  made  under 
an  order  of  justices  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  to  that  effect  in  the  Acts 
of  Parliament  relating  to  such  railways  respectively. 

And  by  section  68  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845,''  railway  companies  are  bound  to  supply  sufficient  posts,  rails, 
hedges,  ditches,  mounds,  or  other  fences,  for  separating  the  land  taken 
for  the  use  of  the  railway  from  the  adjoining  lands  not  taken,  ani 
protecting  such  lands  from  trespass,  or  the  cattle®  of  the  owners  or 
occupiers  thereof  from  straying  thereout  by  reason  of  the  railway, 
together  with  all  necessary  gates  made  to  open  towards  such  adjoining 
lands,  and  not  towards  the  railway,  and  all  necessary  stiles. 

This  section,  says  Jervis,  C. J.,  in  Manchester^  Shefjlield,  and  Lincdn- 
shire  Ry,  Co.  v.  WalliSy^  **  was  plainly  intended  as  a  substitute  for " 
the  earlier  provision. 

1  Child  V.  Ilearn,  L.  R.  9  Ex.,  per  Bramwell,  B.,  182.  "  I  a^^roe  that  the  company 
arc  not  bound  to  fonco  against  animals  of  extraordinary  capacities,  or  under  unusual 
conditions ;  but  they  must  have  a  fence  sufficient  against  ordinary  cattle  " :  I*f 
Pigott,  B.,  183.     Cp.  Mcllvaine  v.  Lantz,  100  Pa.  St.  586. 

2  CIi€cth<im  V.  Hampsouy  4  T.  R.  318. 

3  Pnym  v.  Rogers,  2  H.  Bl.  349  ;  Ndson  v.  Liverpool  Brewery  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  311. 

4  Fitzherbert,  Do  Natura  Brevium,  128,  n.  (a),  cited  by  Jervis,  C.J.,  and  set  out  in 
Ricketts  v.  East  and  West  India  Docks,  dsc.  Co.,  12  C.  B.  160,  171 ;  1  Wms.  Saund. 
321,  cited  by  Jervis,  C.J.,  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire  By,  Co.  v.  WaUk 
14  C.  B.,  218.  In  Rust  v.  Low,  6  Mass.  90,  99,  it  is  pointed  out  by  Parsons,  C  J.,  that 
Halo's  note  to  Fitzherbert,  cited  supra,  is  inaccurate.  The  history  of  this  judffin«*^ 
is  curious,  and  is  given  in  Story's  Life  and  Letters,  vol.  i.  116-118,  Where  the  obliga- 
tion to  fence  exists  the  obligation  exists  irrespective  of  any  particular  purpose  to  which 
the  owner  puts  any  portion  of  his  land — e,g.,  the  obligation  is  not  discharged  if  he  usee 
his  land.s  immediately  adjoining  the  lands  that  should  be  fenced  as  arfiible  land,  and 
his  cattle  stray  from  their  meadows  across  the  arable  land  and  come  to  mischief 
through  the  fencing  being  defective  against  their  incursion. 

6  Rooth  V.  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Aid.  59.  «  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  56.         7  8  &  9  Vict  c.  2a 

8  Cattle — Beasts  or  quadrupeds  in  general  serving  for  tillage  or  other  labour,  and 
for  food  to  man.     The  word  is  said  to  include  "  perhaps  swine  "  :  Webster.     Cattle— 
Kine,  horses,  and  some  other  animals  appropriated  to  the  use  of  man  :  Richardson.    In 
Child  V.  Hcarn,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  170,  the  word     cattle  "  was  held  to  include  pigs. 
0  14  C.  B.  220. 
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The  first  reported  case,  Sharrod  v.  L.  <&  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,^  went  off  on  Sharrod  v. 
the  point  that  the  action  was  framed  in  trespass  instead  of  on  the  case.  ^-  <^^-  ^• 
This  was  followed  by  Fawcett  v.  York  and  North  Midland  Ry.  Co.,^    ^'   ^' 
brought  on  section  9  of  the  earlier  Act,*  whereby  an  obligation  was  y^J^ani 
imposed  on  railway  companies  to  keep  the  gates  at  the  ends  of  level  North  Mid- 
crossings  closed  against  all  persons  or  cattle  upon  the  highway  ;   the  ^o"**  %•  Co. 
Court  held  that  '^  that  imposes  an  obligation  to  keep  them  closed  as 
against  everything,  whether  straying  or  passing,"  and  that  a  company 
not  performing  this  obligation  is  liable  to  an  action  for  its  breach  of 
duty.* 

This  decision  was  strongly  insisted  on  in  Ricketts  v.  East  and  West  R%clceAt«  v. 
India  Docks ^  &c,  Co,,^  which  was  brought  under  section  68  of  the  ^^^A- 
Railways  Clauses  Act,  1845.     The  company  were  bound  to  make  and  j)ock8,  dkc. 
maintain  fences  in  the  terms  of  the  statute.     The  plaintiff  was  the  Co, 
owner  of  a  close  adjoining  a  close  belonging  to  the  Great  Northern 
Railway  Company,  which  abutted  upon  the  defendants'  railway  ;  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  repair  the  fences  of  his  own  close.     By  the 
defect  of  his  own  fences  plaintiff's  sheep  escaped  into  the  adjoining 
close  and  then  passed  to  the  defendant's  railway,  and,  in  consequence 
of  the  want  of  a  fence  between  it  and  the  railway,  were  killed.     There 
was  no  allegation  of  negligence.     The  Court  decided  that  where  an 
obligation  to  fence  existed  under  the  common  law,  that  obhgation 
was  limited  to  the  benefit   of  adjoining    owners,   and  that   ^'  the 
statute  had  most  properly  taken    the    common    law  rule  as  the 
measure  "  of  railway  companies'  liability. 

We  have  already  seen  that  whilst  cattle  are  passing  along  a  highway.  Straying 
the  owners  of  such  cattle  are  using  it  according  to  the  dedication  of  the  cattle. 
owner  of  the  soil,  and  that  if,  therefore,  whilst  passing  along  the  road 
they  stray  into  an  adjoining  field,  the  owner  of  the  field  cannot  distrain 
them  damage  feasant  if  he  were  bound  to  keep  up  the  fence  against  the 
road.*  But  if  they  had  strayed  upon  the  road  and  thence  into  the  field 
they  may  be  distrained  damage  feasant,  since  they  have  no  business  on 
the  highway  and  there  is  no  duty  to  repair  fences  against  straying 
cattle,  but  only  for  those  rightfully  on  the  highway.  In  America, 
however,  there  seems  to  be  a  rule  requiring  the  land  owner  to  fence 
against  cattle  generally.* 

The  distinction  just  noted  is  observed  in  fixing  the  import  of  a  Manchester, 
railway  company's    statutory   liability    to    fence.     In    Manchester,  Sheffield,  and 
Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire  Ry,  Co,  v.  TTaZ/w^— plaintiff's  horses  strayed  R^^yl""^ 
on  the  highway  which  ran  alongside  the  railway,  and  through  defect  WauU. 
of  the  fences  of  the  defendant  company  got  upon  the  railway  and  were 
killed.     The  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  as  his 
horses  were  not  rightfully  using  the  mghway,  and  there  was  no  obligation 
on  the  defendants  to  maintain  a  fence  against  them.     The  distinction 
between  this  case  and  Fawcett  v.  York  and  North  Midland  Ry.  Co.^ 

1  4  Ex.  680.  a  16  Q.  B.  610. 

8  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  55.  4  Per  Patteson,  J.,  618. 

5  12  C.  B.  160 ;  Monldands  By.  Co.  v.  Waddell,  23  Dunlop  1167,  decides  that  the 
law  in  Scotland  does  not  difiFer. 

6  Dovaston  v.  Payne,  2  H.  Bl.  527.  7  Thompson,  Negligence,  §  906. 

8  14  C.  B.  213,  designated  by  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  Charman  v.  S.  E,  R.  Co., 
21  Q.  B.  D.  524,  "  a  strong  decision,  but  it  was  the  decision  of  a  very  strong  Court." 
"  It  is  useless,"  he  added,  "  now  to  cavil  at  that  decision,  and  I  think  that  no  Court  of 
Appeal  ought  to  interfere  with  it  and  the  cases  that  followed  it."  Luacombe  v.  Q,  W, 
By.  Co.,  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  313.     Cp.  Duncan  v.  Canadian  Pacific  By.  Co.,  21  Ont.  R.  355. 

9  16Q.  B.610. 
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was  pointed  out  to  be  that  FaiocM^s  case  was  decided  on  another 
section,*  by  which  an  unqualified  duty  was  imposed  on  the  company 
to  keep  constantly  closed  gates  across  any  turnpike  road  or  public 
carriage  road  on  a  level ;  while  the  68th  section  had  been  decided,  in 
RicketCs  casCy^  to  impose  no  more  than  the  common  law  obligation  to 
keep  up  the  fences  against  the  cattle  of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the 
adjacent  land.  Cresswell,  J.,  instanced  the  case  of  The  King  v.  PecLse? 
as  ^'  a  strong  authority  to  show  that  the  Legislature  having  legalised 
railways,  they  are  not  subject  to  any  liability  beyond  the  ordinary 
common  law  liability,  except  where  the  Legislature  has  thought  fit  to 
impose  it." 

In  Corry  v.  0.  W.  Ry.  Co.*  the  benefit  of  sec.  68  was  held  to  enure 
to  the  occupier  and  to  be  absolute  though  the  owner  of  lands  adjoining 
a  railway  had  received  compensation  from  the  company  to  discharge 
him  from  his  obligation ;  and  in  Dixon  v.  0.  W.  Ry.  Co.^  the  section 
is  declared  to  be  independent  of  sec.  73,  which  requires  accommodation 
works  to  be  executed  within  five  years,  and  the  duty  to  fence  is  con- 
tinuous. 

The  company's  obligation  under  section  68  is  limited  to  owners  and 
occupiers  of  adjoining  land,  and  therefore  the  want  of  fencing  cannot 
be  alleged  as  negligence  by  a  mere  passenger  on  the  railway.* 

In  Charman  v.  8.  E.  Ry.  Co.,''  horses  of  the  plaintiff  strayed  from 
a  common  upon  a  road  leading  across  the  defendants'  railway.  The 
road  was  divided  from  the  railway  by  properly  constructed  gates ; 
beyond  the  limit  of  the  road,  on  a  triangular  piece  of  ground  belonging 
to  the  defendants,  was  a  swing  gate  for  the  use  of  foot  passengers. 
One  of  the  posts  was  rotten,  and  a  defect  in  the  fencing  was  thereby 
caused,  through  which  the  horses  made  their  way  and  were  killed. 
The  68th  section  of  the  Act  was  not  applicable,  because  the  horses  were 
straying.  The  wider  provisions  of  the  47th  section  were,  it  was  con- 
tended, also  not  applicable,  because  the  duty  of  the  company  (possibly 
absolute  as  far  as  it  extended)  extended  only  so  far  as  the  breadth  of 
the  road,  and  since  in  this  case  the  protection  was  afforded  for  the 
total  breadth  of  the  road,  and  the  defect  was  off  the  road,  it  was  urged 
that  the  statutory  duty  did  not  apply.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  the 
company  liable,  and  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  said  :®  "  I  think  that  the 
company  are  bound  to  make  the  gates,  not  merely  the  width  of  the 
road,  but  of  such  a  width  that  when  they  are  closed  they  will  fence  in 
the  railway  so  as  to  prevent  cattle  or  horses,  which  are  using  the  road 
as  a  road  of  passage,  and  acting  as  cattle  or  horses  naturally  would  act 
upon  such  a  road,  from  entering  '  on  the  railway  ' — not  merely  from 
entering  on  the  level  crossing — but  from  entering  on  the  railway,  and, 
whatever  the  width  of  the  road,  if  it  is  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to 
give  that  protection,  the  gates  must  be  wider  than  the  road.  To  say, 
however,  that  the  company  would  be  obliged  to  make  a  fence  a  quarter 


8.  9. 


2  12  0.  B.  160. 
4  7  Q.  B.  D.  322. 


1  6  &  6  Vict.  0.  55, 
a  4  B.  &  Ad.  30. 

6  (1897)  1Q.B.  300. 
tt  Buxton  V.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  549.     See,  however.  6  &  6  Vict.  o.  65,  s.  10, 

which  has  never  in  terms  been  repealed,  though  Jervis,  C.J.,  in  Manchester,  Sheffield 
and  Lincolnshire  By.  Co.  v.  Wallis,  14  C.  B.,  220,  says  section  68  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20 
is  substituted  for  it.  In  some  States  of  the  American  Union  neglect  by  a  railway  to 
fence  when  they  have  the  power  is  visited  by  damages  of  double  the  value  of  any 
stock  killed  by  straying  on  the  line,  Minneapolis  By.  Co.  v.  Beckwith,  129  U.  S.  (22 
Davis)  26, 

7  21  Q.  B.  D.  524.  «  21  Q.  B.  D.  530. 
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of  a  mile  long,  or  even  a  hundred  yards  long — something  which  no  one 
ooiUd  call  a  gate — would  be  absurd  and  unreasonable." 

We  have  seen  that,  at  common  law,  an  adjoining  owner  can  recover  Dawwm  v. 
from  a  neighbouring  proprietor  bound  to  fence  for  damage  caused  by  ^^^^ 
negligence  to  a  horse  of  which  he  was  gratuitous  bailee.*    Dawson  v.    ^'   ^ 
Midland  Ry,  Co}  was  a  somewhat  similar  case,  but  under  the  Art. 
The  licensee  of  the  occupier^  of  land  adjoining  the  defendants'  railway 
sued  for  injury  to  his  horse,  which  was  allowed  to  graze  on  the  land, 
and  managed  to  get  through  a  defective  fence  on  the  defendants'  line, 
and  was  killed.  Kelly,  C.B.,  held  that "  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  lawfully 
in  the  field,  from  which  it  escaped  through  defect  of  the  defendants' 
fences."    Bramwell,  B.,  said,      the  statute  appears  to  me  to  be  for 
the  benefit  of  all  persons  who  are  lawfully  using  adjoining  land." 
The  term  "  cattle  of  occupiers  "  used  in  the  Act  must,  then,  be  taken 
to  include  the  cattle  of  all  persons  who  are  lawfully  upon  lands  adjacent 
to  a  railway,  and  the  liability  cast  on  the  company  by  the  Act  is  '  very 
much  like  the  old  prescriptive  liability  to  fence."* 

An  unsuccessful  effort  was  made  in  Midland  Ry.  Co,  v.  Daykin^  to  Midland 
contend  that  a  colt  that  had  strayed  on  the  highway,  and  which  the  ^*  ^^  ^* 
owner's  servants  were  in  the  act  of  driving  home,  when,  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  company's  servants,  it  got  upon  the  railway,  was  within 
this  rule.     The  Court,  however,  was  clear  as  to  the  liability  of  the 
railway  company. 

The  cases  of  Roberts  v.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co}  and  Marfell  v.  SotUh  Wales  Roberts  v. 
Ry,  Co}  remain  for  consideration.  In  the  former,  plaintiff  sued  for  the  ^*  ^'  ^y-  ^°' 
loss  of  some  cattle  which  were  sent  by  railway,  and  on  arriving  at  their 
destination  were  removed  from  the  truck  into  a  yard  belonging  to  the 
company  adjoining  the  railway,  though  not  fenced  therefrom.  The 
cattle,  being  frightened,  rushed  on  to  the  line  and  were  killed.  The 
plaintiff  sued  for  negligence,  alleging  that  the  company  had  negligently 
omitted  to  fence  the  yard  from  the  railway.  The  defendants  denied 
their  obligation  to  fence  either  by  statute  or  at  common  law.  The 
Court  was  of  opinion  that  no  legal  liability  was  "  cast  upon  the  company 
to  make  or  maintain  any  fence  between  their  station  yard  and  the 
railway."® 

In  the  latter  case*  a  railway  and  a  tramway  ran  in  parallel  lines  each  MarleU  v. 
on  the  land  of  the  railway  company.     The  plaintiff  was  using  the  ^^^  ^^"^ 
tramway  with  horses  and  trucks  by  permission  of  the  defendants,  and    ^*   ^' 
was  paying  toll  for  the  privilege.     A  fence  had  been  placed  between 
the  railway  and  the  tramway,  in  which  fence  was  a  gate  which  had 
been  left  open  by  the  defendants'  servants.     The  evidence  was  that 
plaintiff  had  never  seen  the  gate  shut.     Through  the  opening  thus 
left,  plaintiff's  horse  swerved  through  fear  on  the  railway  and  was 
killed.     It  was  sought  to  put  the  defendants'  liability  on  two  grounds — 
first,  that  the  company  were  liable  under  section  68 ;   and  secondly, 
failing  that,  at  common  law.     The  Court  was  agreed  that  there  was  no 

1  Booih  y.  WUs(m,  1  B.  &  Aid.  59.     Ante,  508.  3  L.  R.  8  Ex.  8. 

3  The  Act  is  for  the  protection  of  **  the  cattle  of  the  owners  or  the  occupiers.'* 

4  Wiseman  v.  Booker,  3  C.  P.  D.,  per  Lopes,  J.,  189. 

6  17  C.  B.  126.  e  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  506. 

7  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  626. 

8  Cp.  Covington  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Keith,  139  U.  S.  (32  Davies)  128,  where  a  railway 
company  holding  itself  out  as  a  carrier  of  livestock  is  held  to  be  under  an  obligation 
to  provide  suitable  and  necessary  facilities  for  receiving  and  discharging  livestccl;, 
sent  to  or  forwarded  by  them. 

0  MarfeU  v.  South  Wales  By.  Co.,  8  C.  B.  N.  6.  C26. 
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liability  under  the  first  head.  "  It  is  clear,"  said  Erie,  C.  J.,  "  that  the 
defendants  are  under  no  obligation  to  put  any  fence  on  their  own 
land."  The  Chief  Justice  was  also  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  common  law  negligence,  for  "  if  it  [i.e.,  the  gat«]  was  always  open, 
there  would  be  no  ground  for  inferring  a  contract  for  keeping  it  shut ; 
and  upon  the  notes  the  plaintiff  states  that  he  never  saw  the  gate 
shut."  The  majority  of  the  Court,^  however,  thought  that  the  defend- 
ants, having  constructed  a  fence  with  a  gate,  were  bound  to  use  it ; 
and  sustained  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  This  reasoning  does  not 
strike  one  as  convincing,  not  even  as  plausible.^ 

The  neglect  of  a  railway  company  efficiently  to  perform  their 
obligations  in  Wiseman  v.  Booker^  enured  to  the  detriment  of  their  own 
tenant.  The  company  let  some  of  their  land  to  a  tenant,  who  planted 
it  with  vegetables,  which  were  consumed  by  horses  on  the  defendant's 
lands  adjoining  putting  their  heads  over  the  fence  that  the  railway 
company  had  set  up  in  assumed  discharge  of  their  statutory  obligation. 
On  action  being  brought  by  the  tenant,  the  defendant  set  up  that  the 
fence  erected  by  the  plaintiff's  landlord  was  insufficient,  and  this 
objection  was  sustained.  Lindley,  J.,  thus  interpret*  the  language 
of  the  section :  "  The  fence  is  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  or 
occupier  of  the  adjoining  lands.  The  structure  is  to  be  sufficient  to 
keep  the  cattle  of  the  adjoining  owners  from  straying  on  to  the  land 
of  the  company.  The  horses  here  were  straying  within  the  fair  mean- 
ing of  those  words  ;  and  this  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  prevent. 
Suppose  the  company  had  after  erecting  such  a  fence  as  here  described, 
planted  yew-trees  so  near  to  it  as  to  be  within  reach  of  the  cattle  of  the 
adjoining  owner,  and  they  had  eaten  and  died,  would  not  the  company 
have  been  responsible  for  their  loss  within  the  principle  of  the  decision 
in  Ellis  V.  Loftus  Iron  Co.  ?  "  * 

There  is  also,  imder  the  Metalliferous  Mines  Regulation  Act,  1872,^ 
an  obligation  on  the  owners  •  and  "  every  other  person  interested 
in  the  minerals  "  of  every  mine  that  is  abandoned  or  the  working 
thereof  discontinued  to  cause  the  top  of  the  shaft  and  any  side 
entrance  from  the  surface  to  be  and  to  be  kept  securely  fenced. 
And  by  the  Quarry  (Fencing)  Act,  1887,''  any  quarry  dangerous 
to  the  public  in  open  or  unenclosed  land,  within  fifty  yards 
of  a  highway  or  place  [of  public  resort  dedicated  to  the  public 
and  not  separated  therefrom  by  a  secure  and  sufficient  fence, 
shall  be  kept  reasonably  fenced  for  the  prevention  of  accidents,  and 
unless  so  kept  is  to  be  deemed  a  nuisance,  and  is  liable  to  be  dealt  with 
summarily  in  manner  provided  by  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875.^     By 

t  Williams  and  Byles,  JJ. 

3  "  If  a  person  undertakes  to  perform  a  volwitary  aot  he  is  liable  if  he  perfanns  it 
improperly,  but  not  if  he  neglects  to  perform  it.  Such  is  the  result  of  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Coggs  v.  Bernard  " ;  per  Willes,  J.,  Skelton  v.  L.  df  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  636. 

8  3  C.  P.  D.  184. 

^  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  10.  The  principle  of  this  case  appears  to  be  that  **  in  tho  case  of 
animals  trespassing  on  land  the  mere  act  of  the  animal  belonging  to  a  man  which  he 
could  not  foresee,  or  which  he  took  all  reasonable  means  of  preventing,  may  be  a 
trespass,  inasmuch  as  the  same  act,  if  done  by  himself,  would  have  been  a  trespass  : "'' 
per  Brett,  J.,  13.  Cp.  Pouting  v.  Noakes,  (1894)  2  Q.  6.  281.  The  duty  in  the  case  is 
the  t«xt  was  to  fence  for  the  benefit  of  the  occupier.     The  breach  was  not  so  foncing. 

6  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  77.  s.  13. 

«  Knuckey  v.  Bedruth  Bural  CouncU,  (1904)  1  K.  B.  382. 

7  60  &  51  Vict.  c.  19. 

8  38  &  39  Vict,  c.  55,  ss.  91-llL    Ante,  433. 
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the  Canals  Protection  (London)  Act,  1898,^  any  part  of  a  canal  that 
abuts  upon  any  highway  existing  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act 
that  is  unprotected  so  as  to  involve  danger  to  life  is  to  be  protected 
by  such  fences  or  rails  as  are  necessary  to  obviate  danger. 

The  law  relating  to  the  fencing  of  dangerous  machinery  imder  the 
Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1901,^  is  considered  in  connection  with 
the  law  of  Master  and  Servant. 

II.   PARTr-WALLS.' 

The  law  as  to  party-walls  remains  to  be  noticed  briefly. 

In   Watson  v.  Gray,  Fry,  J.,  says:*    "The  words  [party-wallj  Fry,  J., in 
appear  to  me  to  express  a  meaning  rather  popular  than  legal,  and  they  ^«^<>»  v. 
may,  I  think,  be  used  in  four  different  senses.    They  may  mean,  first,  mewiSttg  of 
a  wall  of  which  the  two  adjoining  owners  are  tenants  in  common,  as  in  term  "  party- 
WiUshire  v.  Sidford  *  and  CubiU  v.  Porter.^    I  think  that  the  judgments  ^^11-" 
in  those  cases  show  that  that  is  the  most  common  and  the  primary 
meaning  of  the  term.    In  the  next  place,  the  term  may  be  used  to 
signify  a  wall  divided  longitudinally  into  two  strips,  one  belonging  to 
each  of  the  neighbouring  owners,  as  in  Matts  v.  Hawkins."^    Then, 
thirdly,  the  term  may  mean  a  wall  which  belongs  entirely  to  one  of  the 
adjoining  owners,  but  is  subject  to  an  easement  or  right  in  the  other 
to  have  it  maintained  as  a  dividing-wall  between  the  two  tenements. 
The  term  is  so  used  in  some  of  the  Building  Acts.    Lastly,  the  term 
may  designate  a  wall  divided  longitudinally  into  two  moieties,  each 
moiety  being  subject  to  a  cross-easement  in  favour  of  the  owner  of  the 
other  moiety."  ® 

1.  If  the  adjoining  owners  are  tenants  in  common,  one  cannot  i.  Caae  of 
maintain  an  action  for  trespasses  not  amounting  to  an  ouster,  because  tenants  in 
all  have  equal  rights  of  possession  and  property.®    If  an  act  amounts  to  ^^^waU 
an  ouster,  an  action  will  lie,  as  if  the  common  property  is  destroyed  or 

a  chattel  appropriated.^^ 

The  old  rule  of  law,  as  illustrated  by  the  judgment  of  Littledale,  J., 
in  Cvbitt  v.  Porter, ^^  was  that  trespass  would  not  lie  between  co-tenants 
for  anything  short  of  a  destruction  of  the  common  property.  The 
doctrine  now  adopted,  as  laid  down  in  Murray  v.  Hall,^^\a  that  trespass 
will  lie  by  a  co-tenant  against  a  co-tenant  for  an  ouster. 

2.  If  the  adjoining  owners  are  entitled  each  to  a  strip  of  half  the  2.  Case  of 
thickness  of  the  wall,  because  half  is  on  the  land  of  one  and  half  on  adjoining 
the  land  of  the  other,  "  each  party,  for  any  injury  done  to  the  part  hiving  half 
which  stands  on  his  own  land  must  have  the  ordinary  remedy."^^  the  wall. 

3.  If  the  wall  belongs  to  one  owner,  and  the  other  has  an  easement  3.  Case  of 
over  it,  then  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  is  entitled  to  put  any  ^^®  adjoining 
amount  of  weight  on  the  wall  that  does  not  endanger  its  stability.^*     oTOership^f 

1  61  &  62  Vict.  c.  16.  2  1  Edw.  VII.  c.  22,  s.  10.  the  wall  over 

3  Hunt,  Boundaries,  ch.  v.     See  the  London  Building  Acts,  57  &  58  Vict.  o.  ccxiii.  which  the 
and  5  Edw.  VTI.  c.  cclx.  other  has  an 

»     4  14  Ch.  D.  192,  194.     Cp.  May  fair  Property  Co.  v.  Johnston,  (1894)  1  Ch.  608.  easement. 

6  1  M.  &  Ry.  404,  8  B.  &  C.  259  n.  «  8  B.  &  C.  257. 

7  5  Taunt.  20. 

8  See  note  to  Wiltshire  v.  Sidford,  1  M.  &  Ry.  408. 
»  Wilkinson  v.  Haygarth,  12  Q.  B.  837. 

10  Jacobs  V.  Seward,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  464.  n  8  B.  &  C.  267. 

12  7C.  B.441.    Com.  Dig.  Estates,  by  Grant  (K  8.). 

13  MaUs  V.  Hawkins,  5  Taunt.,  per  Mansfield,  C.  J.»  23.    See  also  Bradbec  v.  Christ's 
Hospital,  4  M.  &  G.  714,  760. 

14  Sheffldd  Improved  Industrial,  <«rc.  Society  T.  Jafvis,  W.  N.  1871,  208,  W.  N. 
1872,  47. 
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4.  If  the  ownership  of  the  wall  is  in  moieties,  each  being  subject 
to  a  cross-easement,  then  each  is  similarly  entitled  to  put  any  amoont 
of  weight  on  the  wall ;  and  each  party,  for  any  injury  done  to  the  part 
which  stands  on  his  own  land  (subject  to  the  easement),  must  have 
the  ordinary  remedy. 

Under  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,^  different  considerations 
came  into  being.  '  Whatever  the  rights  at  common  law  might  have 
been,  such  right  no  longer  exists."  *  The  object  of  the  Act  is  to  limit 
the  acts  of  private  owners  for  the  general  benefit  of  the  public,  to 
prevent  the  spread  of  fire,  and  for  similar  purposes.  In  order  to 
determine  whether  a  wall  is  a  party-wall,  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider what  rights  of  ownership  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  have,  but 
what  IB  the  physical  condition,  position,  and  user  of  the  wall.' 

Sec.  3  *  provides  that  "  party- wall  shall  apply  to  every  wall  uaed 
or  built  in  order  to  be  used  as  a  separation  of  any  building  from  any 
other  building  with  a  view  to  the  same  being  occupied  by  different 
persons."  This  Act  was  superseded  by  the  completer  code  of  the 
London  Building  Act,  1894 ;  the  definition  in  sec.  5  of  which,  thongk 
wider,  is  to  the  same  effect. 

The  question  of  ownership,  therefore,  is  become  of  small  account; 
and  when  the  circumstances  of  condition,  position,  and  user  that 
constitute  a  party-wall  are  determined,  the  rights  are  fixed  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Bidlding  Act. 

In  this  view,  the  following  statement  by  Fry,  J.,*  is  of  importance : 
"  Acts  of  Parliament  often  take  away  some  control  of  owners  over 
their  property  for  public  purposes.  Therefore  I  consider  this  wall  to 
be  a  party- wall,  but  only  so  far  as  it  is  used  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  defendant  on  the  other  as  a  support  lor  their  bmldings. 
The  case  of  Weston  v.  Arnold  •  shows  that  a  wall  may  be  a  party- w 
for  some  part  of  its  height,  and  above  that  height  may  be  the  separate 
property  of  one  of  the  adjoining  owners.  In  the  same  way  I  hold  this 
wall  to  be,  laterally,  a  party- widl  for  such  distance  as  it  is  used  by  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  for  their  buildings,  and  no  further.  The 
result  is  that,  for  the  distance  that  the  plaintiff's  closets  extend,^  the 
wall  is  a  party- wall,  and,  upon  giving  the  proper  notices  under  the 
Act,  the  defendant  may  deal  with  that  part  of  the  wall  in  accordance 
with  the  88th  section  of  the  Act."  ' 

1  18  &  19  Vict.  0.  122.  This  Act  is  superseded  as  to  party- walls  and  repealed  by 
the  London  Building  Act,  1894,  Part  viii. 

a  Standard  Bank  of  BrUisk  South  America  y.  8t(^kes,  9  Ch.  D.,  per  Jessel,  M.R.,  73. 

8  Knight  v.  PurseU,  11  CJh.  D.,  per  Ery,  J.,  415. 

4  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122.  See  now  London  Building  Act,  1894,  s.  6  (16):  "The 
expression  party-walls  means  (a)  a  wall  forming  part  of  a  building,  and  used,  or 
constructed  to  be  used,  for  separation  of  adjoining  buildings  belonging  to  diffenn^ 
owners,  or  occupied  or  constructed  or  adapteid  tobe  occupied  by  different  persons; 
(6)  a  wall  formmg  part  of  a  building  and  standing  to  a  greater  extent  than  the 
projection  of  the  footings  on  lands  of  different  owners."  The  provisions  of  the 
French  law  are  to  be  foimdin  articles  653-673  of  the  Code  Civil.  See,  too,  TouDier, 
Le  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  liv.  2,  ch.  3,  §  1,  De  la  Mitoyennet^  des  Murs ;  Demolombe, 
Cours  de  Code  Napoleon,  Servitudes  ou  Services  Fonciers,  Des  Murs  Mitoyens  et 
non  Blitoyens,  liv.  12,  tit.  iv.  oh.  2,  §  1  e<  seqq, 

6  Knight  v.  PurseU,  11  Ch.  D.  415.  •  L.  R.  8  Ch.  1084. 

7  The  facts  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  boundary- wall  built  on  his 
own  land,  against  which  he  had  built  some  closets,  and  the  defendant,  hia  adjoining 
neighbour,  had  recently  built  a  substantial  structure. 

8  The  section  indicated  is  re-enacted  in  substance  in  sec.  95  of  the  London  Building 
Act,  1894.  See  a  Canadian  case,  Brooke  v.  McLean,  5  Ont.  Rep.  209.  The  law  relating 
to  party- walls  generally  is  treated  in  3Kent,Comm.  (13th  ed.)  437,  and  inanot«td 
Bloch  V.  Uham,  92  Am.  Dec.  289-306»  where  the  right  of  building  upon  and  adding 
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Under  the  Metropolitan  Building  Act,  1855,  the  builder  was  not  Builder's 
exonerated  from  liability  for  damage  arising  from  his  negligence  or  liability  for 
want  of  care  and  skill.     Though  acting  under  statutory  provisions  "^^J^ 
he  was  still  liable  for  loss  and  damage  occasioned  to  another  by  any 
falling  short  on  his  part  of  requisite  care  and  skill,^  and  the  London 
Builcfing  Act,  1894,  does  not  affect  this  liability. 

to  party- walls  is  discussed,  as  well  as  the  ownership  of  such  walls  and  the  easements 
incident  thereto.  See  also  Moloney  ▼.  Dixon,  54  Am.  B.  1.  Perhaps  the  most  ex- 
haustive treatment  of  the  subject  horn  an  English  standpoint,  and  with  reference  to 
its  practical  as  well  as  its  l^al  bearings,  is  to  be  found  in  a  paper  on  "  Party  and  Party 
Fence  Walls/'  by  Mr.  G.  "£  Bedell,  in  the  Transactions  of  the  Surveyors'  Institution, 
voL  xziv.  65-96,  and  the  comments  on  it  in  Professional  Notes,  vol.  v.  222-249.  See 
also  a  Canadian  case,  Joyce  v.  Hari,  1  Can.  S.  C.  B.  321,  and  Baird  v.  Bell,  (1898) 
A.  C.  420. 

1  White  V.  Peto,  58  L.  T.  710.  A  tenant  in  possession  of  part  of  a  house  is  an 
adjoining  owner  under  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  122,  and  must  be  served  with  notice.  Filling' 
ham  V.  Wood  (1891),  1  Ch.  51. 
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On  this  subject  the  English  law  has  so  many  points  of  contact  witli  the 
civil  law  that  it  may  be  well  shortly  to  summarise  some  of  the  leading 
positions  of  that  law  previously  to  entering  on  the  detailed  examination 
of  what  amount  of  liability  is  imputed  by  the  law  of  England  to  those 
who  have  the  custody  of  animals.^ 

In  Roman  law  noxia  is  the  name  for  damage,  arising  ex  delicto  or 
qiuisi  ex  delicto,  done  by  a  slave,  who  is  himself  termed  nooca  ;  ^  though 
this  term  is  sometimes  used  to  designate  the  damage  done  by  him.^  The 
a^io  noaxilis  signifies  the  remedy,  and  gave  the  master  the  option  either 
of  paying  the  amount  of  the  inj  ury  or  of  surrendering  the  slave  or  son  for 
satisfaction.^  The  noxal  action  first  appears  in  the  Twelve  Tables :  * 
Si  quadrwpes  paupericm  fecisse  dicetur,  actio  lege  duodecim  tabularum 
descendit :  quce  lex  voluit  aiU  dari  (id)  quod  nocuit,  id  est,  id  aninud 
qiu)d  noxiam  commisit ;  aut  oBstimationem  noxice  offerre.  This  was 
extended  by  the  Lex  Aquilia,  The  distinction  between  the  law  of  the 
Twelve  Tables  and  the  Lex  Aquilia  is  thus  explained :  Si  servus 
sciente  domino  furtum  fecit,  vel  aliam  noxam  commisit,  servi  noimne 
actio  est  noxalis  ;  nee  dominus  suo  nomine  tenetur.  At  in  lege  Aquilia 
(inquit)  dominus  suo  nomine  tenetur,  non  servi.^ 

The  efiect  of  the  provision  of  the  law  of  the  Twelve  Tables  on  this 
point  has  been  compared  with  the  law  of  England,*^  which,  in  the  case 
of  a  beast  straying  and  trespassing,  permits  the  person  on  whose  land 
it  is  found  in  certain  circumstances  to  seize  and  impound  it  till  the 
owner  comes  and  redeems  it  by  paying  the  damage  and  expenses  of 
keep.  In  the  event  of  the  damage  proving  greater  than  the  value  of 
the  beast,  the  owner  was  unlikely  to  do  this.  In  that  case  the  person 
damnified,  not  having  at  common  law  the  right  to  sell,  was  practically 
without  remedy,  being  unable  to  sue  for  the  damage  done  by  the  animal, 

1  In  Card  v.  Case,  5  C.  B.  622,  there  is  a  learned  argument  and  some  very  learned 
notes,  at  627,  628,  on  the  ancient  and  foreign  law  on  this  subject. 

2  Inst.  4,  8, 1 ;  Gains,  4,  75  ;  D.  9, 1,  1,  §  1. 

3  Colquhoun,  Roman  Civil  Law,  §  2196. 

4  Gaius,  4,  75 :  Erat  enim  iniquum  nequitiam  eorum  vUra  ipsorum  corpora  paren- 
tibus  dominUve  damnoaam  esse. 

6  D.  9,  1  pr.  The  fragment  of  the  Twelfth  Table  says,  8%  servus  furtum  faxii 
noxiamve  noeuiL 

e  D.  9,  4,  2,  §  1. 

7  Y.  B.  1  E.  n.  18,  pi.  2.  Colquhoun,  R3man  Civil  Law,  Actio  NozaliSj  §  219^. 
The  subject  is  also  illustrated  in  that  admirable  book,  Holmes,  The  Common  Law, 
Xiecture  I.,  Early  Forms  of  Liability, 
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80  long  as  he  held  the  distress  ;^  and  being  subject  to  the  obligation  of 
maintaining  the  beast,  till  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  59,*  gave  him  the  right  to 
sell.  Sir  Patrick  Colquhoun  considers  ®  a  similar  difficulty  to  have  been 
the  origin  of  the  chapter  of  the  Lex  Aquilia,  which  gave  an  action  of 
malicious  damage  against  the  master,  either  on  the  hypothesis  that 
he  had  refused  the  surrender  of  the  noxa,  slave  or  beast,  or  that  the 
noxa  in  doing  the  damage  acted  under  his  direction. 

The  name  strictly  given  to  the  damage  done  by  an  irrational  animal  Pauperiea. 
belonging  to  another  was  Pauperies  ;  quia  quasi  pauperiorem  facit 
loBdaium.  Pauperies  est  damnum  sine  injuria  fadentis  datum.  Nee 
enim  potest  animxil  injuriam  fecisse  dici,  quod  sensu  carets  The  term 
pauperies  does  not  appear  strictly  to  have  been  adhered  to ;  for  it 
occurs  occasionally  where  the  expressions  noxa  or  noxia,  and  the 
action  descending  from  them,  actio  noxalis,  would  appear  to  have  been 
applicable.* 

By  the  Twelve  Tables  the  animal  must  have  been  four-footed,® 
though  by  construction  the  remedy  was  extended,  hcec  actio  utilis 
competit  et  si  non  quadrupes  sed  aliud  animal  pauperiem  fecit,''  and  thus 
an  action  could  be  brought  for  damage  done  by  bipeds. 

If  the  ammal  was  given  up  in  the  satisfaction  of  the  wrong,  then 
the  defendant  went  free.® 

The  action  generally  applied  to  those  animals  only  quw  contra 
naturam  moventur, — Ceterum  si  genitalis  sit  feritas,  cessat  actio. 

The  law  of  the  Twelve  Tables  and  the  Lex  Pesulania  de  cane  forbade  Provisions  of 
any  one  to  keep  a  savage  beast  (and  it  is  noteworthy  that  a  dog  is  here  *^®  Roman 
mentioned  with  a  boar,  a  bear,  and  a  lion)  near  to  a  public  road  qua 
vulgd  iter  fit ;  and  if  a  beast  so  kept  did  damage  to  a  passer-by,  it  was 
forfeited  by  way  of  indemnity,  if  even  the  most  remote  blame  could 
be  laid  to  the  owner's  charge ;  while  the  later  iEdilitian  edict  ran  : 
Qua  vulgd  iter  fi^t,  ita  habuisse  velit,  ut  cuiquam  nocere,  damnumve  dare 
possit.  Si  adversus  ea  factum  erit,  et  homo  liber  ex  ca  re  perierit,  solidi 
ducenti  '  prcestabuntur  ;  si  nocitum  homini  libero  esse  dicetur,  quanti 
bonum  et  cequum  judid  videbitur,  condemnetur ;  cceterarum  rerum, 
quanti  damnum  datum  factumve  sit,  dupli.^^  No  action  lay  if  an  animal 
were  irritated  or  roused  by  anyone.  Thus,  when  a  horse  was  spurred,  and 
reared  and  kicked  any  person,  it  did  not  commit  pauperies. ^^  In  this 
case  the  person  that  irritated  the  horse  was  liable,  and  not  the  owner. 
So  when  a  dog  was  chained  in  a  house,  and  some  one  stumbled  on  it 

1  Boden  v.  Roscoe,  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  608. 

2  6  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  59,  8.  4,  is  repealed  by  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  92,  which  does  not  re- 
enact  the  power  of  sale.     Post,  524. 

3  Colquhoun,  Roman  Civil  Law,  §  2196. 

^  D.  9,  1,  1,  §  3.  Pauperies  damnum  est  sine  injuria  facientis  datum  ;  ut  cum 
animal  quod  sensu  et  rations  caret  damnum  intvlerit.  Pauperiem  damnum  definit 
esse  quod  quadrupes  facit.  Caper  in  libro  de  orthographia,  paupertatem  a  pauperis 
ita  separat  ut  paupertas  ipsa  conditio  sit  pauperies  damnum:  Lexicon  Juridicum, 
std)  nam. 

6  Colquhoun,  Roman  Civil  Law,  §  2199. 

6  D.  9, 1, 1,  §  2 :  Quas  actio  ad  omnes  quadrupedes  pertinet.  7  D.  9,  1,4. 

8  Inst.  4,  9.  The  law  of  England  anciently  seems  to  have  been  similar.  In  Fitz- 
herbert,  De  Natura  Brevium  (Hale's  ed.),  89,  L.  note  (6),  it  is  said :  "  If  my  dog  kills 
your  sheep  and  I  freshly  after  the  fact  tender  you  the  dog,  you  are  without  remedy  : 
7  Edw.  III.,  Barr.  290."    The  reference  is  to  Fitzherbert's  Abridgment. 

9  About  £120  ;  a  solidus  ranged  in  value  from  1  Is.  4d.  to  1  \s.  9d. 

10  D.  21, 1,  42. 

11  Paul,  Sent.  1,  15,  3.  Ei,  qui  irritatu  suo  feram  bestiam  vd  quamcunque  aliam 
quadrupedem  in  se  proritaverit,  eaque  damnum  dederit,  neque  in  ejus  dominum,  neque  in 
eustodem  actio  datur,  printed  in  Meerman,  Thesaurus  Juris  Civilis,  vol.  vii.  694. 
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accidentally  and  was  bitten,  the  owner  was  not  liable.^  If  the  owner 
took  it  where  he  ought  not,  and  allowed  it  to  slip,  he  was  liable  for 
all  the  damage,  from  which  the  surrender  of  the  dog  would  not  excuse 
him.* 

We  have  seen  that  a  dog  was  associated  with  a  boar,  a  bear,  and 
a  lion ;  it  is  therefore  not  imfair  to  assume  that  a  similar  liability 
would  arise  in  those  cases  where  there  was  negligence.  The  responsi- 
bility for  the  animal  follows  its  ownership  (noxa  caput  8equ%tur%  If 
the  animal  died  naturally  or  by  accident  the  owner's  liability  was 
extinguished.*  Where  a  domestic  beast  did  damage,  even  secundum 
naturam  suam,  by  straying  and  grazing  on  another's  land,  an  action 
lay  under  the  Twelve  Tables.* 

Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  FiUmrn  v.  People* s  Palace  and  Aquarium  Co.^ 
lays  down  that  "  the  law  of  England  recognises  two  distinct  classes 
of  animals  ;  and  as  to  one  of  these  classes  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
a  person  who  keeps  an  animal  belonging  to  that  class  must  prevent  it 
from  doing  injury,  and  it  is  inmiaterial  whether  he  knows  it  to  be 
dangerous  or  not.  As  to  another  class  the  law  assumes  that  animals 
belonging  to  it  are  not  of  a  dangerous  nature,  and  any  one  who  keeps 
an  animal  of  this  kind  is  not  liable  for  the  damage  it  may  do,  unless 
he  knew  that  it  was  dangerous." 

Those  not  of  a  dangerous  nature  he  further  subdivides  into  a  class 
"  harmless  by  its  very  nature  "  and  a  class  "  that  has  become  so  by 
what  may  be  called  cultivation."  All  that  are  not  within  these  two 
classes  fall  ^^  within  the  class  of  animals  that  a  man  keeps  at  his  peril, 
and  which  he  must  prevent  from  doing  injury  imder  any  circumstances, 
unless  the  person  to  whom  the  injury  is  done  brings  it  on  himseli" 
The  test  determining  to  which  class  any  particular  animal  may  belong, 
is,  says  Bowen,  L.  J.,  "  the  experience  of  mankind."  ' 

There  is,  however,  high  authority®  for  distinguishing  the  legal 
liabilities  affecting  those  animals,  in  which  by  law  there  is  at  least  a 
qualified  property,  from  those  of  a  savage  and  irreclaimable  character, 
both  of  which  are  descriptions  included  in  Lord  Esher,  M.B.'s,  class  of 
dangerous  animals.  While  as  to  the  other  class  of  "  not  dangerous  " 
animals,  a  dog  and  an  ox  would  appear  to  be  included  under  the  same 
subdivision ;  yet  the  legal  position  of  their  owners,  for  instance,  as 
regards  their  trespasses,  is  not  identical.    Therefore,  for  the  purpose 


1  D.  9,  1,  2,  1  :  8%  quia  cdiquem  evitans,  magistraium  forte,  in  tabema  proxima  m 
immiaiaaety  ibique  A  cane  feroce  Ueaua  eaaety  non  poaae  agi  cania  nomine,  quidam  puiant ; 
at,  ai  aoltUua  fuiaael,  contra.  The  following  passage  will  show  that  the  legal  oblisratioD 
to  have  dogs  under  control  is  no  new  one  :  Si  quiaquam  canem  habena  in  pUUets,  aid 
in  viia  pvmicia,  eum  diumia  horia  in  ligamina  non  redegerit,  quidquid  damn*  Jeeerit, 
id  a  domino  diaaolvatur  :  Paul.  Sent.  1, 15,  1. 

a  D.  9,  1,  1,  §  5. 

3  D.  9,  1,  1,  12. 

4  D.  9,  1,  1,  §  13,  16.  In  the  middle  ages  animals  were  judicially  tried  for  offences. 
There  is  a  very  curious  article  on  this  superstition,  entitled  Prosecutions  against 
Animals,  in  Am.  Jur.  vol.  i.  223,  being  a  translation  of  twd  articles  from  the  Pans 
Themis,  vol.  i.  194  ;  vol.  viii.  45. 

6  B.  19,  5,  14,  §  3  :  Si  glana  ez  arbore  ttut  in  meum  fundum  cadat,  eamque  ego  itnmiaao 
pecore  depaacam,  Ariato  acribit,  non  aibi  occurrere  legitimam  actionem,  qua  experiri 
poaaim  ;  nam  neque  ex  lege  duodecim  tabvlarum  de  paatu  pecoria,  quia  non  in  tuo  pascitur  ; 
neque  de  pauperie,  neqtie  damni  injuria  agi  poaae.  In  factum  Hague  erit  agendum.  To 
which  there  is  a  gloss  of  Accursius  :  Sed  quid  ai  mea  pecora  in  tuo  glandea  iutis  paaia 
fuerunt  aine  mea  immiaaione  f    Beapondit  habet  locum  forte  de  pauperie  Aecuraius, 

«  25Q.B.D.258.  7  L.c.  261. 

8  Bramwell,  B.,  Nicfiola  v.  Mardand,  L.  R.  10  Ex.  260  ;  and  Maule,  J.,  Morgan  x. 
Earl  of  Abergavenny,  8  C.  B.  768. 
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of  discussing  the  legal  relations  that  arise,  it  seems  more  convenient 
to  examine  the  subject  under  four  classes. 
Animals,  then,  may  be  considered  as  : 

I.  Those  of  a  savage  and  irreclaimable  character,  as  lions,  tigers.  Four  classes. 
bears,  &c. 

II.  Those  fercB  naturcB  and  unreclaimed,  yet  not  of  a  savage  and 
irreclaimable  character. 

III.  Those  that  in  their  state  of  domestication  never  wholly  lose 
their  wild  natures  and  destructive  tendencies,  and  are  kept  either  for 
uses  which  depend  on  retaining  those  native  instincts  or  else  for  the 

I  whim  and  gratification  of  the  owner. 

IV.  Those  that  have  been  thoroughly  tamed,  and  are  used  for 
burden  or  husbandry  or  for  food,  such  as  horses,  cattle,  and  sheep, 
and  which  are  as  tndy  property  of  intrinsic  value  and  entitled  to  the 
same  protection  as  any  other  kind  of  goods. 

I.  In  regard  to  savage  and  ferocious  animals  the  duty  of  one  pro- 1.  Savage 
fessing  to  keep  them  is  absolute  and  independent  of  negUgence.     The  ^^^  ferocious 
propensity  of  such  animals  to  dangerous  mischief  is  well  known.    The  *^*^*  *■ 
duty  with  regard  to  them  corresponds  with  that  respecting  other 
dangerous  agencies  as  laid  down  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher ;  ^  and  is  to 
exercise  such  a  degree  of  care  as  will  absolutely  prevent  the  occurrence 
of  an  injury  to  others  through  such  vicious  acts  of  the  animal  as  he  is 
naturally  inclined  to  commit,  in  any  way  whatever.     To  such  an 
extent  is  this  carried  that  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Nichols  v.  Marsland,  is 
I  reported  :   "  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  if  a  man  kept  a  tiger,  and 

lightning  broke  his  chain,  and  he  got  loose  and  did  mischief,  that  the 
man  who  kept  him  would  not  be  liable."  * 

Lord  Raymond,  C.J.,  in  Rex  v.  Htiggins,^  lays  down  the  law  very  Hex  v. 
clearly  :  "  There  are,  indeed,  cases  of  murder  where  no  act  wa^  done  Muggins : 
by  the  persons  guilty,  as  the  letting  loose  a  wild  beast,  which  the  n^it ^*j^  ^^ 
partv  knows  to  be  mischievous,  and  he  kUls  a  man  (3  Edw.  III.  corone 
311  *;  Staunf.  17  ^ ;  Crompt.  24  b  •),  the  owner  of  the  beast  is  guilty  of 
murder.     In  answer  to  those  cases,  there  is  a  difierence  between 
beasts  that  are  fercB  natura,  as  lions  and  tigers,  which  a  man  must 
always  keep  up  at  his  peril,  and  beasts  that  are  mansuetcB  ncUura,  and 
break  through  the  tameness  of  their  nature,  such  as  oxen  and  horses.'' 
In  the  latter  case  an  action  lies  if  the  owner  has  had  notice  of  the 
quality  of  the  betwt ;  in  the  former  case  an  action  lies  without  such 

1  L.  B.  3  H.  L.  330,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  1  Ex.  265. 

2  L.  R.  10  Ex.  260.  3  2  Ld.  Raym.  1683. 
*  The  reference  I  cannot  verify. 

6  Where  it  is  said  que  si  home  ad  un  jument  que  eat  accustome  amale  faire,  et  le  oumer 
ceo  bien  saeJiant,  ne  liga  luy,  etna  luy  auffra  daUer  alarge,  et  puta  le  jument  tua  un  home  ; 
que  ceo  eat  felony  in  le  ovmer,  eo  que  per  tiel  aufferance,  h  owner  aemble  dauer  volunie 
a  tuer.    The  date  of  this  is  1583. 

«  "  Loffiee  et  auctority  de  Juaticea  de  Peace,  in  part  collect  per  Sir  Anthonle  Fitz- 
herbert."     "  Inlar^  per  Richard  Crompton,"  1606. 

7  Besides  the  distinction  between  animals  feroi  naturcB  and  manauelce  naturae,  there 
is  a  further  distinction  between  animals  maTiau^tm  naturce  and  manauefactca  naturca 
— that  is,  where  an  animal  haying  been  caught  and  shut  up,  has  changed  its  wild 
nature,  and  no  longer  tries  to  escape,  at  ex  conaueiudine  abire  et  redire  aolet,  it  is  called 
manauefactas  naturas ;  where  its  nature  is  tame,  it  is  called  mansueica,  Scientia  was 
an  element  also  in  liability  under  the  Mosaic  law.  If  an  ox  ffored  a  man  or  a  woman 
that  they  die,  then  the  ox  shall  be  surely  stoned,  and  his  flesh  shall  not  be  eaten,  but  the 
owner  of  the  ox  shall  be  quit.  But  if  the  ox  were  wont  to  push  with  his  horn  in 
time  past,  and  it  hath  been  testified  to  his  owner  and  he  hath  not  kept  him  in,  but  that 
he  hath  killed  a  man  or  a  woman,  the  ox  shall  be  stoned,  and  his  owner  also  shall  be  put 
to  death  :  Exod.  xxi.  28,  29.     See  Hale,  History  of  the  Picas  of  the  Crown,  vol.  i.  430. 
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notice.  As  to  the  point  of  felony,  if  the  owner  have  notice  of  the 
mischievous  quality  of  the  ox,  &c.,  and  he  uses  all  proper  diligence 
to  keep  him  up,  and  he  happens  to  break  loose  and  kills  a  man,  it 
would  be  very  hard  to  make  the  owner  guilty  of  felony.  But  if  through 
negligence  the  beast  goes  abroad  after  warning  or  notice  of  his  con- 
dition, it  is  the  opinion  of  Hale  that  it  is  manslaughter  in  the  owner. 
And  if  he  did  purposely  let  him  loose  and  wander  abroad  with  a  design 
to  do  mischief — nay,  though  it  were  but  with  a  design  to  frighten 
people  and  make  sport — and  he  kills  a  man,  it  is  murder  in  the 
owner." 

The  rule  is  also  stated  by  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  in  the  leading  case 
of  May  V.  Burdett,^  "  that  a  person  keeping  a  mischievous  animal,  with 
knowledge  of  its  propensities,  is  bound  to  keep  it  secure  at  his  jterily 
and  that,  if  it  does  mischief,  negligence  is  presumed  without  express 
averment."  The  first  impression  from  these  words  would  probably 
be  that  some  proof  of  knowledge  must  be  given  ;  that  this  is  not  so 
appears  from  Crowder,  J.'s,  charge  to  the  jury  in  the  subsequent  case 
of  Besozzi  v.  Harris :  *  "  The  statement "  "  that  the  defendant  knew 
the  bear  to  be  of  a  fierce  nature  must  be  taken  to  be  proved,  as  every 
one  must  know  that  such  animals  as  lions  and  bears  are  of  a  savage 
nature.  For  though  such  nature  may  sleep  for  a  time,  this  case 
shows  that  it  may  wake  up  at  any  time.  A  person  who  keeps  such  an 
animal  is  bound  so  to  keep  it  that  it  shall  do  no  damage.  If  it  be 
insufficiently  kept,  or  so  kept  that  a  person  passing  is  not  sufficiently 
protected,  the  owner  is  liable." 

An  elephant  comes  under  the  same  rule ; '  since  '^  it  cannot  be 
doubted  that  elephants  as  a  class  have  not  been  reduced  to  a  state 
of  subjection  ;  they  still  remain  wild  and  untamed,  though  individuals 
are  brought  to  a  degree  of  tameness  which  amoimts  to  domestication. 
A  person,  therefore,  who  keeps  an  elephant  does  so  at  his  own  risk ; 
and  an  action  can  be  maintained  for  any  injury  done  by  it,  although 
the  owner  had  no  knowledge  of  its  mischievous  propensities."  *  But 
the  animal  must  not  be  meddled  with ;  as  where  zebras  were  tied 
up  in  their  stable  the  door  of  which  was  standing  open  and  a  passer-by 
went  in  and  stroked  one  which  injured  him,  the  Court  of  Appeal  held 
that  no  action  lay  for  the  injury.*^ 

By  the  Roman  law,  as  we  have  already  seen,  if  a  wild  animal 
escaped,  without  negligence,  the  temporary  owner  of  it  would  not  be 
liable  to  make  it  good :  Si  genitalis  sit  feritas  [actio]  cessai^  By 
English  law  a  distinction  must  be  taken  between  animals  indigenous 
and  animals  imported.  If  a  man  brings  a  bear  on  his  land  (since 
bears  are  not  now  native  animals)  he  must  keep ''  it  safe  "  at  all  hazards ; 
but  if  he  brings  a  fox,  and  it  escapes,  the  liability  of  the  sometime 
owner  terminates  with  the  escape ;  of  course  excluding  negligence.' 

1  9  Q.  B.  101,  112. 

a  1  F.  &  F.  93.  A  very  similar  case  is  Wyatt  v.  RoshervUle  Oardena  Co,,  2  Times 
L.  R.  282  ;  which  was  followed  in  Shaw  v.  M'Creary,  19  Ont.  R.  39. 

3  FUburn  v.  People's  Palace  and  Aquarium  Co.,  25  Q.  B.  D.  261. 

4  See  Harper  v.  Marcks,  (1894)  2  Q.  B.,  per  Wright,  J.,  323.  So  too  the  Roman 
law :  Item  ferae  bestice  nee  mancipi  sunt  velut  ursi,  leones,  item  ea  animalia  qucB  fert 
bestiarum  numero  sunt,  veluti  elefanies  et  cameli  ;  ei  idea  ad  rem  nan  pertinet  quod  hcoc 
animalia  coUo  dorsove  domari  sclent :  Gains  2,  §  16. 

8  Marlor  v.  Ball,  16  Times  L.  R.  239. 

tt  Inst.  4,  9.  The  distinction  is  taken  between  inborn  fierceness  {genitalia  feritas) 
and  a  confirmed  vicious  habit  {caleitrosus,  petere  solitus), 

•'  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for  Negligence  (A  5.).     See  ante^  505. 
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The  language  of  Bo  wen,  L.J.,  in  FiJbum  v.  People^  s  Pala  e  and  Dictum  of 
I  Aquarium  Co.,^  would  include  liability  for  an  escaped  tame  fox  as  well  ?°«^*  ^•'^•* 

I  as  for  an  escaped  tame  bear.    He  says  :   "  If  from  the  experience  of  Peopfe'*"*  ^ 

I  mankind  a  particular  class  of  animals  is  dangerous,  though  individuals  Palace  and 

may  be  tamed,  a  person  who  keeps  one  of  the  class  takes  the  lisk  of  ^g^rium  Co. 
any  damage  it  may  do."  But  the  point  before  the  Lord  Justice  was 
merely  as  to  the  mischief  done  while  it  was  the  property  of  the  person 
sued  (for  which  undoubtedly  the  owner  would  be  liable),  and  the  Lord 
Justice  was  considering  the  matter  as  an  instance  of  the  ''  broad 
principle  "  laid  down  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  In  some  instances  this 
would  undoubtedly  include  the  fox,  e.gr.,  if  the  fox  were  kept  in  a  town 
where  otherwise  it  would  not  have  found  its  way.  Still,  there  seems 
a  clear  distinction,  where  a  tame  fox  kept  in  a  fox-hunting  district 
escapes  and  resumes  its  natural  habits,  £rom  the  case  of  a  bear,  or 
wolf,  or  lion  which  has  been  imported,  escaping  and  doing  mischief. 
The  difficulty  may  admit  of  being  solved  by  the  consideration  of 
"  ownership."  The  property  in  the  fox,  when  he  escaped,  would  cease 
to  exist.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  it  would  in  the  case  of 
the  other  animals,  though  the  assumption  that  it  would  has  been  fre- 
quently made ;  it  is  not  by  any  means  manifest  that  their  escape  is 
correlative  with  a  resumption  of  their  natural  state.^ 

In  Gundry  v.  Fettham '  it  was  held  that  a  man  may  hunt  a  fox  into  Hunting, 
the  ground  of  another,  and  not  be  liable  for  trespass ;    apparently  ^Vf^  ^* 
on  the  authority  of  a  dictum  of  Brooke,  J.,  in  12  Hen.  VIII.  10,  that  "  a  ^^^'^'^' 
man  might  justify  entering  into  the  land  of  another  to  kill  a  fox,  gray, 
or  an  otter,  because  they  are  beasts  injurious  to  the  commonwealth."* 
In  the  Earl  of  Essex  v.  Capely^  Lord  EUenborough,  speaking  of  fox-  EarlolEaaex 

V.  Capet. 

1  26  Q.  B.  D.  261. 

3  This  is  not  so  by  the  Roman  law.  There  "  naturalem  atUem  libertatem  recipere 
videtur  cum  out  ocvlos  nostros  evaseritf  aiU,  licet  in  conapectu  sit  nostra,  difficilis  tamen 
ejus  rei  persecutio  sit :  GaiuB  2,  §  67.  But  this  is  not  said  with  reference  to  imported 
animals. 

3  1  T.  R.  334 ;  Nicholas  v.  Badger,  3  T.  R.  269  n. ;  Oedge  v.  Minne,  2  Bulstr.  60. 
In  this  case  Bodderidge,  J.,  having  observed,  "  It  is  not  lawful  by  the  common  law  for 
any  one  to  hunt  for  pleasure  or  for  profit,  but  otherwise,  where  it  is  for  the  good  of  the 
commonwealth,"  suDsequently  Croke,  J.,  "  agreed  the  difference  before  taken  by 
Dodderidge,  and  demanded  whether  it  was  lawtul  for  any  one  to  come  into  another's 
orchard  for  to  kill  a  bullfinch  there,  being  a  hurtful  bird  for  picking  the  blossoms  off 
from  the  trees ;  and  this  may  be  alleged  to  be  for  the  public  good,  but  yet  this  is  not 
lawful  for  one  so  to  do ;  the  Court  in  this  case  did  agree  that  upon  a  pursuit  he 
might  well  follow  and  kill,  but  not  otherwise  without  the  assent  of  the  owner  of  the 
ground,  and  that  the  case  of  12  H.  VIII.  ought  to  be  intended  to  be  in  the  case  of 
a  pursuit."  The  case,  Y.  B.  12  H.  VIII.  9,  ^.  2,  is  referred  to  and  explained  by  Lord 
EUenborough  in  Earl  of  Essex  v.  Capel,  The  passage  is  set  out  in  the  text.  In 
Scotland  the  same  distinction  has  been  established  between  hunting  foxes  for  the 
purpose  of  sport  and  the  pursuit  of  those  animals  by  farmers  for  the  protection  of 
their  flocks.  Farmers  may  enter  enclosures  in  pursuit:  Colquhoun  v.  Bikchanan, 
Morison  (Diet,  of  Decisions),  4997.  Mr.  Steel,  Attorney-General  to  the  Commonwealth, 
in  his  argument  on  the  trial  of  the  Duke  of  Hamilton,  said :  "  If  one  pass  over  another's 
land  without  his  consent,  to  fetch  a  falcon  or  the  like,  he  may  be  punished  as  a  tres- 
passer ;  but  not  so,  if  to  hunt  or  kill  a  fox  or  an  otter,  because  these  are  creatures  contra 
honum  publicum  " :  4  How.  St.  Tr.  1171. 

4  Cp.  speech  of  Oliver  St.  John  on  the  Trial  of  the  Earl  of  Strafford,  3  How.  St.  Tr., 
at  1609:  It  is  true  we  give  law  to  hares  and  deers,  because  they  be  beasts  of  chase. 
It  was  never  accounted  either  cruelty  or  foul  play  to  knock  foxes  and  wolves  on  the 
head  as  they  can  be  found,  because  these  be  beasts  of  prey."  In  Mitten  v.  Faudrye, 
Poph.  161,  it  is  said  a  man  may  hunt  and  pursue  a  fox  into  any  man*8  land,  "  because 
a  tox  is  a  noisome  creature  to  the  commonwealth."  Vin.  Abr.  Hunting;  Com.  Dig. 
Chase  (H),  Hunting,  or  Hawking  in  a  forest. 

5  Hertford  Assizes,  1809,  (Siitty,  Game  Laws,  32,  note  (/),  which  book  may  be 
referred  to  on  the  whole  of  the  subject.  See,  too.  CampbeU.  Lives  of  the  Chief  Justices, 
vol.  iii.  164. 
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hunling,  was  of  a  different  opinion :  ^'  These  pleasures  arc  to  be  taken 
only  when  there  is  the  consent  of  those  who  are  likely  to  be  injured 
by  them,  but  they  must  be  necessarily  subservient  to  the  consent  of 
others.  There  may  be  such  a  public  nuisance  by  a  noxious  animal 
as  may  justify  the  running  him  to  his  earth,  but  then  you  cannot 
justify  the  digging  for  him  afterwards,  that  has  been  ascertained  and 
settled  to  be  law  ;  ^  but  even  if  an  animal  may  be  pursued  with  dogs,  it 
does  not  follow  that  fifty  or  sixty  people  have,  therefore,  a  right  to 
follow  the  dogs  and  trespass  on  other  people's  lands.  I  cannot  see 
what  it  is  that  is  contended  for  by  the  defendant.  The  only  case  which 
will  at  all  bear  him  out  is  that  of  FeUham  v.  Oundry.  If  it  be  necessary, 
I  should  be  glad  that  that  case  should  be  fully  considered.  I  have 
looked  into  the  case  in  the  Year-book  12  Henry  VIII.  pi.  9.  That 
seems  to  be  nothing  more  than  the  case  of  a  person  who  had  chased  a 
stag  from  the  forest  into  his  own  land,  where  he  killed  it,  and  on  an 
action  of  trespass  being  brought  against  the  forester  who  came  and 
took  the  stag,  he  justified  that  he  had  made  fresh  suit  after  the  stag, 
and  it  was  held  that  he  might  state  that  he  was  justified,  and  the 
plaintiff  took  nothing  by  his  writ.  This  is  the  case  upon  which  that  of 
FeUham  v.  Gundry  is  built,  but  it  is  foimded  only  on  an  obiter  dictum 
of  Justice  Brooke,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  much  relied 
on ;  but  even  in  that  case  it  is  emphatically  said  by  the  judge  that  a 
man  may  not  hunt  for  his  pleasure  or  his  profit,  but  only  for  the  good 
of  the  common  weal,  and  to  destroy  such  noxious  animals  as  are 
injurious  to  the  common  weal.  Therefore,  according  to  this  case,  the 
good  of  the  public  must  be  the  governing  motive."  In  the  subsequent 
case  of  Hume  v.  Oldacre,^  before  Lord  Ellenborough,  damages  were 
allowed  to  be  recovered  against  a  himtsman,  not  only  for  the  mischief 
done  by  the  defendant  himself,  b\it  also  for  that  done  by  the  concourse 
of  people  who  accompanied  him. 

The  distinction  taken  by  Lord  Ellenborough  between  entering 
another's  land  in  pursuit  of  a  noxious  animal  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
killing  and  doing  so  for  purposes  of  sport  was  adopted  in  Paul  v. 
Summerhayes,^  where  the  true  view  was  expressed  to  be — that  a 
person  has  no  right,  in  the  pursuit  of  the  fox  as  a  sport,  to  come  upon 
the  land  of  another  against  his  will.  The  ruling  of  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.,  in  Baher  v.  Berkeley,^  goes  even  further :  "  If  a  gentleman  sends 
out  his  hounds  and  his  servants,  and  invites  other  gentlemen  to  hunt 
with  him,  although  he  does  not  himself  go  on  the  lands  of  another, 
but  those  other  gentlemen  do,  he  is  answerable  for  the  trespass  that 
they  may  commit  in  so  doing,  unless  he  distinctly  desires  them  not  to 
go  on  those  lands."  This  case  is  obviously  misreported.  No  man  is 
liable  for  the  independent  tort  of  another ;  and  the  ownership  of  a 
pack  of  hounds  is  not  penalised  by  a  liability  for  the  trespasses  of  the 
owner's  guests.  The  case  is  very  different  if  a  necessary  or  probable 
consequence  of  hunting  a  country  is  to  ride  over  lands  the  occupier 
of  which  objects  to  such  a  licence  being  taken.  There  is,  then,  a 
duty  on  the  owner  of  hounds  to  warn  his  guests  against  interference 
No  such  duty  with  the  rights  of  property  of  another.    No  such  duty  arises  unless 

*^"*^'  t  The  reference  is  probably  to  Oedge  v.  Minne,  2  Buls.  60,  holding  that  a  badget 

might  not  be  dug  out  on  another  man^s  land.     See  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (3  m.  37). 

2  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  351.     There  is  a  curious  discussion  of  the  question  whether  it  is 
lawful  for  a  bishop  to  hunt  in  2  How.  St.  Tr.  1166-1181,  in  the  Proceedings  against 
Abp.  Abbot  for  homicide  through  the  glancing  of  an  arrow  as  he  was  shooting  at  a  deer. 
•3  4Q.  B.  D.9.  4  3C.  &P.  32. 


Humev. 
Oldacrt. 


Lord  Tenter, 
den,  C.J.*8, 
ruling  in 
Baker  v. 
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antecedently  a  trespass  seems  necessary  or  probable.  For  example, 
a  guest  separated  from  the  hunt,  which  he  rejoins  by  a  short  cut  over 
lands  out  of  the  direct  course,  would  not  affect  his  host  by  his  in- 
dependent act.  The  proposition  should  be  limited  to  those  acts  done 
by  guests  as  a  portion  of  the  hunting  party. 

II.  Animals  fercB  natures  and  unreclaimed. 

The  common  law  includes  in  this  class  only  those  animals  which  IL  Animals 
arc  native  to  the  country.    Imported  savage  beasts,  as  lions,  and  the  feranaiuriB 
rest,  come  under  the  class  we  have  just  discussed,  while  bears  and  JSjlaimed. 
other  such  savage  beasts  once  common,  though  now  as  indigenous 
animals  extinct,  are  also  exceptionally  regarded. 

By  the  civil  law  the  person  who  captures  any  animal  fercB  ncUurcB 
acquires  the  property  in  it.^  Such  is  not  the  law  of  England ;  *  which 
yet  agrees  with  the  civil  law  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  in  wild 
animals  not  captured  there  is  a  qualified  property  as  long  as  they  remain 
on  land.^  When,  then,  a  wild  animal  is  kUled  or  caught  on  land,  the 
animal  so  killed  or  caught,  by  the  law  of  England  becomes  the  absolute 

i)roperty  of  the  owner  of  the  soil ;  unless  the  land  is  subject  to  the 
ranchise  anciently  granted  by  the  Crown  in  virtue  of  the  prerogative, 
whereby  a  right  was  given  to  one  man  of  killing  and  taking  animals 
fercB  naturcB  on  the  land  of  another ;  when  they  become  the  property 
of  the  owner  of  the  franchise.* 

While  game  remains  on  the  land  of  any  particular  landowner  he  Property 
has  a  property  in  it,  dependent  on  its  continuance  there.    So  soon  as  "^8*"^®- 
it  strays  his  property  is  gone.     If  it  is  killed  on  his  land  his  property 
becomes  absolute  ;  if  it  is  killed  off  his  land  while  voluntarily  straying, 
he  has  no  property  whatever.     If,  however,  it  be  driven  off  by  a 
trespasser  and  killed  on  another  man's  land.  Holt,  C.J.,  in  the  case  of 
SiUton  V.  Moody y^  was  of  opinion  that  the  property  should  be  in  the 
trespasser.    Lord  Chelmsford,  on  the  other  hand,  in  Blades  v,  Higgs^ 
thought  that  the  ownership  would  rather  be  in  him  on  whose  land  the 
animal  was  kiUed.*^    '*  Almost  all  the  jurists  on  general  jurisprudence 
agree,"  says  Kent,®  "  that  the  animal  must  have  been  brought  within 
the  power  of  the  pursuer  before  the  property  in  the  animal  vests." 
This  is  of  course  with  reference  to  ferce  naturce  apart  from  the  claim 

1  D.  41, 1. 5.  S 1. 

2  Com.  Dig.  Bions  (F),  What  things  are  nuUiua  in  bonis,     Ferm  natures, 

3  The  owner  of  the  soil  may  grant  a  right  to  others  to  come  and  take  them  by  a 
grant  of  hunting,  shooting,  fowling  and  so  forth :  per  Lord  Campbell,  Etoart  y.  Oraham, 
7  H.  L.  C.  344  ;  Wiekham  v.  Hawker,  7  M.  A  W.  63.  The  English  law  as  to  "  Game  " 
is  exhaustively  treated  in  Bum,  Justice,  sub  voce,  also  in  Bac.  Abr.  As  to  the  meaning 
of  the  term,  Jeffryes  v.  Evans,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.,  see  per  Erie,  C.  J.,  263 ;  1  A  2  W.  I^ 
c.  32,  s.  2  ;  Spicer  v.  Barnard,  1  E.  A  E.  874  ;  Padwiek  v.  King,  29  L.  J.  M.  C.  42. 

«  Blades  y,  Higgs,  11  H.  L.  C.  621,  where  the  whole  matter  is  considered.  Falkland 
Idands  Go.  v.  Regina,  2  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  N.  S.  266.  "  If,"  says  King,  C.J.,  "  a  man 
shoots  at  a  wild  fowl,  wherein  no  man  hath  any  property,  and  by  such  shooting  happens 
unawares  to  kill  a  man,  this  homicide  is  not  felony,  but  only  a  misadventure  or  cnance 
medley,  because  it  was  an  accident  that  happened  in  the  doing  of  a  lawful  act ;  but 
if  this  man  had  shot  at  a  tame  fowl  wherein  another  had  property,  but  not  with 
intention  to  steal  it,  and  by  such  shooting  had  accidentally  Killed  a  man,  he  would 
then  have  been  gyilty  of  manslaughter  because  done  in  prosecution  of  an  unlawful 
action, viz., committing  a  trespass  on  another's  property;  out  if  he  had  had  an  inten- 
tion of  stealing  this  tame  fowl,  then  such  accidental  killing  of  a  man  would  have  been 
murder,  because  done  in  prosecution  of  a  felonious  intent,  viz.,  an  intent  to  steal  " : 
Woodbum's  Case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  80. 

6  1  Ld.  Raym.  250  ;  Churchward  v.  Siuddy,  14  East,  249.     Bac.  Abr.  Game. 

6  IIH,  L.C.  639. 

7  One  who  finds  game  on  his  own  ground  cannot  pursue  it  into  the  land  of  another  ; 
Deane  v.  Clayton,  7  Taunt.  489  ;  2  Mnrsh.  577.  »  2  Comm.  349.     Cp.  Puf.  4,  6,  6. 
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of  jbhe  owner  of  the  land.  In  Piersun  v.  Post  *  it  was  accordingly  held 
that  an  action  would  not  lie  against  one  for  killing  and  taking  a  fox 
which  had  been  pursued  by  another,  and  was  then  actually  in  the 
view  of  him  who  had  originally  started  and  chased  it.  Actual  taking 
is  not  requisite,  but  possession  must  be  so  far  established  that  the 
animal  cannot  escape,  before  a  pursuer  can  assert  any  legal  right  in 
his  quarry.* 

For  damages  done  by  animals  ferce  nalurcB  the  landowner  who 
harbours  them  is  not  liable.  As  is  said  in  Boulston^s  case?  ^'  for  as 
soon  as  the  coneys  come  on  his  neighbour's  land  he  may  kill  them,  for 
they  are  /ercp  nxslwrcB,  and  he  who  makes  the  coney  borough  has  no 
property  in  them,  and  he  shall  not  be  punished  for  the  damage  which 
the  coneys  do  in  which  he  has  no  property,  and  which  the  other  may 
lawfully  kill."*  Nevertheless,  a  man  is  liable  for  bringing  excessive 
quantities  of  rabbits  or  game  on  land,  when  these  injure  the  crop  of 
a  neighbour,  or  of  the  agricultural  tenant,  even  when  sporting  rights 
are  reserved.^  He  is  liable  on  the  ground  that  his  user  of  his  land 
creates  a  nuisance.  His  act  produces  injury.  In  fiouZ^ton'^  cast  the 
damage  arose  from  a  refusal  to  act. 

In  Ireland  it  has  been  held  *  by  a  strong  Court  that  a  landowner 
is  not  liable  for  '^  the  natural  and  reasonably  to  be  expected  trespasses 
of  rabbits,"  though  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  breed  he  had  let 
loose  foreign  rabbits.  The  point  was  further  taken  that  the  act  of 
letting  loose  the  rabbits,  if  wrong  in  the  person  doing  so,  would  not 
affect  his  successor  as  an  occupier  of  the  land. 

III.  Animals  that  in  their  state  of  domestication  never  wholly 
lose  their  wild  natures  and  destructive  tendencies  ;  and  are  kept  either 
for  uses  which  depend  on  retaining  those  native  instincts,  or  else  for 
the  whim  and  gratification  of  the  owner.*^ 

1  3  Caines  (N.  Y.),  175  (Livingston,  J.,  dissenting,  179),  and  followed  in  Buster  ▼. 
Newkirk,  20  Johns  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  75.  The  custom  in  the  Greenland  whale  fishery  ia 
that  the  whale  belongs  to  the  first  striker  only  so  long  as  his  harpoon  is  in  the  whale 
and  under  his  control :  note  to  Fenninga  v.  Lord  QrenviUe,  1  Taunt  241.  Abericen 
Arctic  Co.  V.  Sutter,  4  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  355,  and  the  case  in  the  Year  Book  12  Hen. 
VIII.  9  pi.  2,  cited  ante,  621. 

2  lUui  qucBsitum  est^  an,  si  fera  bestia  ita  vulneraia  sit,  ut  capi  possit,  statim  iMa  tsat 
tfUellegatur.  Quibusdam  placuit,  statim  tuam  esse  et  eo  usque  tuam  videri,  donee  earn 
persequaris  ;  quodsi  desieris  persequi,  desinere  tuam  esse  et  rursus  fieri  oceupantis.  Alii 
non  aliter  putaverurU  tiuim  esse  quam  si  ceperis.  Sed  posteriorem  sententiam  nos  eon* 
firmamus,  quia  muUa  accidere  aolent,  ut  earn  non  capias,  Inst.  2,  1,  13.  Plerique  no» 
aliter  putaverunt  earn  nostram  esse,  quam  si  earn  ceperimus  ;  quia  multa  accidere  possunt, 
ut  eam  non  capiamus  ;  quod  verius  est :  D.  41,  1,  5,  §  1. 

3  5  Co.  Rep.  104  b,  limited  by  Birkbeck  v.  Pagei,  31  Beav.  403,  which  was  followed, 
Farrer  v.  Nelson,  15  Q.  B.  D.  258.  This  case  is  criticised  by  Palles,  C.B.,  Brad^  v. 
Warren,  (1900)  2  I.  R.  661.  Boulston's  case  is  better  reported  sub.  nom,  Boudstcm 
V.  Hardy,  Cro.  Eliz.  547.  The  resolution  in  Botdston's  case  as  to  dove-cotes  is  dis- 
sented from  in  Dewell  v.  Sanders,  Cro.  Jac.  490,  where  it  is  said  that  though  the  erection 
of  a  dove-cote  is  not  a  common  nuisance,  a  person  who  sustains  a  private  injury  from 
the  doves  may  have  redress.  Q.  for  negligence  in  keeping  7  BouLston^s  ease  is  followed 
in  Hinsley  v.  Wilkinson,  Cro.  Car.  387,  and  by  Bayley,  J.,  Hannam  v.  Moekett,  2 
B.  &  C.  939. 

*  See  "  The  Rooks  Case,**  Hannam  v.  Moekett,  2  B.  &  C.  934.  Woolwich  v.  Oaiakr 
32  J.  P.  455.  The  judgment  in  Aldrich  v.  Wright,  "  The  Mtnk  Case,"  53  N.  H.  398, 
contains  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject  of  killing  wild  vermin  in  defence  of  property, 
This  was  an  action  to  recover  penalties  under  a  statute  for  killing  minks  in  the  close 
time.  The  defendant  admitted  the  killing  of  four  minks,  but  alleged  in  justification 
that  he  honestly  believed  the  animals  were  at  the  time  pursuing  his  geese.  This  was 
held  a  legal  excuse. 

6  Farrer  v.  Nelson,  15  Q.  B.  D.  258 ;  Birkbeck  v.  Paget,  31  Beav.  403 ;  Hili<m  v. 
Oreen,  2  F.  &  F.  821. 

6  Brady  v.  Warren,  (1900)  2 1.  R.  632. 

7  Sec  as  to  this  Harper  v.  Marcks,  (1894)  2  Q.  B.,  per  Wright,  J.,  323.     The  Cruelty 
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This  class  of  animals  includes  dogs,  cats,  squirrels,  parrots,  singing 
birds,  ferrets,^  and  "  other  creatures  kept  for  whim  and  pleasure," 
which,  says  Blackstone,^  "  though  a  man  may  have  a  base  property 
therein,  and  maintain  a  civil  action  for  the  loss  of  them,  yet  they  are 
not  of  such  estimation  that  the  crime  of  stealing  them  amounts  to 
larceny."  ^ 

The  test  whether  an  animal  belongs  to  the  class  of  wild  or  tame  Test, 
animals  must  be  referred  to  our  knowledge  of  their  habits  derived  from 
experience,*  If  the  animals  are  of  wild  nature,  the  owner  is  not  liable 
for  their  trespasses  as  he  is  for  those  of  his  cattle.^  This,  in  fact, 
constitutes  the  chief  distinction  between  animals  that  are  "  valuable 
property  "  and  those  that  are  tame,  but  in  which  by  common  law  a 
valuable  property  is  not  admitted,  viz. — that  for  the  trespasses  of  the 
one  class  the  owner  is  liable,  while  for  the  trespasses  not  provoked  by 
him  of  the  other  sort  he  is  excused.®  A  dog,  however,  may  be  seized 
damage  feasant  while  trespassing,*^  though  not  shot,®  even  when 
nmning  after  a  hare  in  another  man's  ground,  unless  the  place  is  a 
warren,*  and  there  is  no  other  way  of  saving  the  game,^®  or  preventing 
further  molestation.^^ 

The  same  rule  applies  to  the  other  animals  in  this  class.     Although  interference 
they  are  not  valuable  property  at  common  law,  any  interference  ^^^  ^^^ 
Yfith.  them  may  amount  to  a  civil  injury,  and  be  redressed  by  a  civil  ^^aUa 

civil  injury, 
to  Animals  Acts,  1840-54  (12  A  13  Vict.  c.  92,  and  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  39),  are  extended 
to  "  any  bird,  beast,  fish  or  reptile  which  is  not  included  "  in  those  Acta  by  the  Wild 
Animals  m  Captivity  Protection  Act,  1900  (63  &  64  Vict.  c.  33). 

1  Rex  Y.  Scaring,  Russ.  A  R.  (Cr.  Cas.)  360;  Bac.  Abr.  Game.  Deer  in  a  park 
may  be  so  reclaimed  as  to  pass  to  executors :  Morgan  v.  Abergavenny,  8  C.  B.  768 ; 
post,  536. 

a  4  Gomm.  236. 

3  Begina  v.  Robinaon,  Bell,  C.  C.  34;  Wright  v.  Ramseot,  1  Notes  to  Wms.  Saund. 
108.  See  now  Larceny  Act,  1861  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96),  ss.  18, 19,  20,  21,  22,  23  ;  Broum 
T.  OHeSf  1  C.  &  P.  1 18,  and  the  cases  cited  in  the  note. 

4  Puf.  4,  c.  6,  §  5.  Filbum  v.  People's  Palace  and  Aquarium  Co,,  25  Q.  B.  D. 
268. 

6  Mitten  v.  Faudrye,  Poph,  161 ;  Read  v.  Edwards,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  246.  Cp.  Sanders 
V.  Teape,  51  L.  T.  263. 

«  Mason  v.  Keeling,  12  Mod.  332  ;  SmOK  v.  Cook,  1  Q.  B.  D.  79. 

7  Boden  v.  Roscoe  (1894),  1  Q.  B.  608 ;  Bunch  v.  Kennington,  1  Q.  B.  679.  The 
plaintiff  has  either  the  remedy  by  action  or  may  distrain  an  animal  taken  damage 
feasant.  If  he  elect  the  latter  remedy,  he  must  at  his  peril  find  a  proper  pound  and 
in  proper  condition  :  Bignell  v.  Clarke,  6  H.  &  N.  485. 

8  Comer  v.  Champneys,  cited  arguendo  Deane  v.  Clayton,  2  Marsh.  684,  7  Taunt. 
489. 

9  Vere  v.  Cawdor,  11  East  568.  "  He  (the  dog)  should  have  been  in  the  very  act 
of  kilUng  the  fowl,"  per  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  Janson  v.  Brown,  1  Camp.  42.  It  is 
the  same  if  a  dog  runs  after  deer  in  a  park :  Barrington  v.  Turner,  3  Lev.  28 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader  (3  M  33. ).  In  Wells  v.  Head,  4  C.  &  P.  568,  a  dog  having  worried  sheep  was  shot 
by  defendant,  the  owner  of  the  sheep  "  when  he  had  left  the  field  in  which  the  sheep 
were,  had  crossed  an  adjoining  close  and  was  in  a  third. "  Defendant  was  liable,  for  "  the 
dog  was  not  shot  in  protection  of  the  defendant's  propertv."  Putting  up  the  common 
notice  that  dogs  found  trespassing  on  this  property  will  be  shot  will  not  justify  the 
shooting  of  any  stranger's  dog  found  there:  Comer  v.  Champneys  (MS.)  cited  2 
Marsh.  584.  It  is  not  even  permissible  to  shoot  a  dog  who  has  bitten  one  and  who  i6 
running  away :  Morris  v.  Nugent,  7  C.  &  P.  572.  MUU  v.  Hutehings,  (1903)  2  K.  B. 
714,  is  a  decision  on  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  41.  If  more  than  this,  it  would  be  alarming 
-to  dogs  whose  propinquity  merely  to  a  pheasant  aviary  seems  to  suggest  much  trouble  . 
to  them.  U,  instead  of  proceeding  under  the  Malicious  Damages  Act,  1861,  the  owner 
of  the  dog  had  sone  to  the  County  Court  armed  with  Janson  v.  Brovm  and  its  followerti 
he  would  probably  have  found  no  difficulty. 

10  R^Y.  Edwards,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  246. 

11  Protheroe  v.  Mathews,  6  0.  &  F.  581,  with  the  notes ;  KeUett  v.  Stannard,  4 
Ir.  Jur.  50.  Cp.*  Aldrich  v.  Wright,  53  N.  H.  398.  Via.  Abr.  Trespass  (L.  a). 
Trespass  justifiable. 
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action^  in  the  same  maimer  as  with  other  property.*  Thev  differ 
from  the  class  we  have  been  considering  in  this,  that  they  *  are  no 
longer  the  property  of  a  man  than  while  they  continue  in  his  keeping 
or  actual  possession ;  but  if  at  any  time  they  regain  their  natural 
liberty,  his  property  instantly  ceases,  imless  they  have  animum  rever- 
tendi,  which  is  only  to  be  known  by  their  usual  custom  of  returning,'  a 
maxim  which  is  borrowed  from  the  civil  law:^  Revertendi  autem 
animum  videntur  desinere  habere  cum  revertendi  amsuetttdinem  deseni- 
erinty  * 

To  affect  an  owner  with  liability  for  injuries  inflicted  on  human 
beings  by  his  dog  there  must  be  scietUia  ;  he  must  know  or  be  affected 
with  knowledge  of  the  dog's  disposition  to  bite  mankind. 

Evidence  of  knowledge  must  obviously  vary  in  different  circum- 
stances ;  and,  as  the  keeping  of  animals  is  lawful,  knowledge  of  a 
mischievous  propensity  is  not  conclusive  without  negligence,  though 
it  is  a  very  strong  indication  of  negligence.* 

In  Beck  v.  Dysoni^  Lord  EUenborough  held  that  it  was  not  suffi- 

1  2  Bl.  Comm.  393.  Amongst  the  ancient  Britons  cats  were  looked  upon  as 
"  creatures  of  intrinsic  value."  See  the  curious  note  in  Blackstone  to  the  passage  just 
quoted.  In  WhiUingham  y.  Ideson^  8  Upp.  Can.  L.  J.  14,  A,  haying  a  property  in  a 
cat  which  strayed  from  his  premises  and  was  killed  by  B,  was  held  entitled  to  recover, 
in  an  action  for  damages,  something  beyond  the  market  value  of  the  thing  destroyed 
if  the  destruction  were  attended  with  circumstances  of  aggravation.  In  Y.  B.  12  Hen. 
VIU.  3,  there  is  a  discussion  whether  an  action  would  lie  for  taking  away  a  bloodhonnd. 
It  was  uroed  that  it  was  of  no  value  or  profit,  only  for  pleasure.  No  felony  could  be 
committed  of  it;  therefore  no  trespass.  The  Court  held  td>i  jus  ibiremedium.  Though 
only  for  pleasure  that  was  enough ;  "  as  a  popinjay  which  sings  «uid  refreshes  my 
spirits  **  to  take  him  away,  against  my  will,  was  not  lawful.  Boc  facias  aUeri,  ^wod 
ttbi  vis  fieri.  Though  not  felony  trespass  well  lies,  for  if  a  man  cut  my  trees  and  take 
them  he  commits  a  trespass,  though  not  a  felony. 

3  2  Kent,  Comm.  348,  citing  The  Case  of  Swans,  7  Go.  Rep.  15  b.  In  Finch's  Law, 
176  (ed.  1750),  is  the  following :  "  The  ownership  of  a  chattel  personal  is  termed  a  pro- 
perty which  of  wild  beast,  both  fowls  of  the  air,  nshee  in  the  sea,  beasts  upon  the  earth, 
and  generally  all  fowl  of  warren,  feasants,  partridges,  deer,  conies,  hares,  «uid  such-like 
cannot  be  in  any ;  and  therefore  it  is  no  felony  to  steal  them  ;  €uid  a  writ  of  trespass 
shall  be  quare  toarrenam  suam  irUravU  et  mille  lepores  cepU  without  saying  suos  ;  nor 
after  they  are  made  tame,  longer  than  they  remain  in  one's  possession.  As  my  tame 
hound  that  foUoweth  me,  and  is  with  my  servant ;  my  hawk  that  is  flying  at  a  foul ; 
my  deer  that  \b  chased  out  of  my  park  or  forest ;  and  the  forester  maketh  fresh  suit ; 
these  all  remain  in  my  possession,  €uid  the  property  is  in  me ;  but  if  they  strav  it  is 
lawful  for  any  man  to  take  them.  Otherwise  it  is  of  hens,  capons,  geese,  aa<^ 
peacocks,  &c."  Cp.  the  distinction  before  noted  between  animals  mansueics  naturm 
and  mansuefactce  naturae.  Pigeons  if  tame  and  unreclaimed  may  be  subjects  of  laroenv 
although  not  in  a  state  of  confinement,  but  living  in  an  orcunary  dove-cote  wfaicn 
ffives  them  free  access  at  their  pleasure  to  the  open  air  :  Begina  v.  Cheafor,  21  L.  J. 

3'  B^  V.  Brooks,  4  C.  A  P.  131. 

4  Inst.  2,  1,  15.  In  his  autem  animalibus  qua  ex  consueludine  abire  et  redire  9olemi, 
vduti  columbis  et  apHms,  item  cervis  qui  in  sUvas  ire  et  redire  solent,  iaiem  habemus 
regulam  traditam,  ui  si  revertendi  animum  habere  desierint,  etiam  nostra  esse  desinamt 
et  fiarU  occupantium,  revertendi  autem  animum  videntur  desinere  habere  cum  revertendi 
consuetudinem  deseruerint :  Gains  2,  §  08.  Bees  kept  "  in  unreasonable  numbins  and 
at  «ui  unreasonable  place  and  with  appreciable  danger  '*  to  a  neighbour,  having  done 
damage,  were  held  to  affect  their  owner  with  lability:  O*0orman  v.  O^Oorman^ 
(1903) 2 LB.  573. 

6  2  Bl.  Comm.  392. 

«  See  per  Bramwell,  B.,  Cooke  v.  Waring,  2  H.  &  C.  338. 
'  7  4  Camp.  198.  As  this  case  is  inconsistent  with  the  law  as  subsequently  settled. 
'  it  may  be  well  to  quote  the  remark  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Cranworth)»  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  in  WHliams  v.  Bayley,  L  R.  1  H.  L.  21 3»  where,  speaking  of  Campbell^s 
Reports,  he  says :  "  On  all  occasions  I  have  found,  on  lookhig  at  the  reports  by  the 
late  Lord  Campbell  of  Lord  Ellenborough's  decisions,  that  they  really  do,  m  the  fewest 
possible  word8»  lay  down  the  law  very  often  more  distinctly  and  more  accurately  tlian 
it  is  to  be  found  in  many  lengthened  reports ;  and  what  is  so  laid  down  has  been  sub- 
sequently recognised  as  giving  a  true  view  of  the  law  as  applied  to  the  facts  of  the  case.** 
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cient  to  show  that  a  dog  is  of  a  fierce  and  savage  disposition  and 
usually  tied  up,  and  that  the  defendant  promised  to  compensate  the 
plaintiff  after  the  latter  had  been  bitten  by  the  dog.     In  Jonies  v.  jonea  v. 
Perry  ^  Lord  Kenyon  laid  great  stress  on  the  circumstance  that  the  P^^- 
defendant  had  had  his  dog  tied  up,  and  said  that  it  showed  a  know- 
ledge that  the  animal  was  fierce  and  unruly,  and  not  safe  to  be  let  go 
abroad.    Abbott,  J.,  also,  in  Judge  v.  Cox,^  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  judges. 
whether,  from  a  caution  not  to  go  near  a  dog,  they  would  infer  know-  Oo^- 
ledge  of  its  disposition.    Parke,  B.,  in  Thomas  v.  Morgan,^  held  that  Thomas^, 
an  offer  of  compromise  was  so  far  an  admission  of  liability  that  it  Gorgon. 
ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  but  "  it  ought  to  have  been  sub-  OflFer  of  com- 
mitted to  them  with  a  strong  observation  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  promiB«- 
Lord  EUenborough  thought  it  entitled  to  so  little  weight,  that  he 
refused  to  leave  it  to  a  jury.    But  though  we  think,  strictly  speaking, 
it  is  a  fact  to  go  to  the  jury,  yet  it  ought  to  have  little  or  no  weight  at 
all  with  them,  for  the  offer  may  have  been  made  from  motives  of 
charity  without  any  admission  of  liability  at  all."    In  Worth  v.  Gilling^  Worth  v. 
knowledge  of  an  animal's  ferocity  was  considered  sufficient  to  fix  the  OiUing. 
owner  with  liability  for  subsequent  injury,  and  that  actual  previous 
damage  had  been  done  by  it  need  not  be  shown.     The  question  there 
agitated  was  whether  knowledge  of  actual  harm  done  was  not  requisite 
to  raise  a  right  of  action  in  contradistinction  to  knowledge  of  a  dis- 
position to  do  harm,  not  whether  knowledge  without  negligence  was 
enough. 

The  decision  accords  with  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  in 
Hudson  V.  Roberts,^  where  the  inquiry  was  as  to  what  facts  inferred  Hudwrnv. 
knowledge.  The  injury  arose  from  driving  a  bull  through  a  street,  ^M)ens, 
where  the  plaintiff  la^dully  was.  Plaintiff  was  wearing  a  red  hand- 
kerchief, which  irritated  the  animal,  that  ran  at  him  and  did  him 
considerable  injury.  The  defendant  was  proved  to  have  said  after  the 
accident  that  the  red  handkerchief  was  the  cause  of  it,  for  he  knew 
that  the  bull  would  run  at  anything  red.  Another  witness  gave  evi- 
dence that  on  a  different  occasion  the  defendant  said  that  he  knew  that 
a  bull  would  run  at  anything  red.  The  Court  thought  *'  that  either 
expression  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  defendant 
knew  that  this  animal  was  a  dangerous  one ;  and  the  first  expression 
no  doubt  afforded  distinct  evidence  that  he  knew  that  such  was  the 
character  of  this  animal." 

Where  there  is  actual  negligence,  though  no  knowledge  of  vicious  where  there 
disposition,  it  seems  that  an  action  lies,  otherwise,  the  owner  of  ai^^**^^®®^. 
animal  would  be  in  a  better  position  than  other  people.     The  point  yic^^i^^.^ 
does  not  appear  to  be  decided  ;  Maule,  J.,  in  Card  v.  Case,^  alludes  to  position,  but 
it :   "  It  may  be,  that  the  allegation  of  negligence,  coupled  with  the  actual  negli- 

1  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  482.  SSon Ues. 

a  1  Stark.  (N.  P.)  286.  Moule,  J., 

3  (1835)  2Gr.  M.  &  B.  502, 4  Dowl.  Ptac.  Gas.  223, 5  Tyr.  1085.  in  Cardv. 

4  (1866)  L.  B.  2  C.  P.  1.    Bamea  v.  Lucille,  Times  newspaper,  20th  Maroh,  1907.       Case. 
fi  6  Ex.  697.    In  the  American  case  of  Earhart  v.  Toungblood,  27  Pa.  St.  331,  where 

a  bull  had  an  antipathy  to  grey  horses,  Lowrie,  J.,  332,  said  :  "  The  rule  is  very  plain 
and  yezy  just  that  the  owner  of  an  animal  known  to  be  vicious  must  take  sufficient 
precautions  that  it  shall  do  no  injury  to  the  public ;  it  must  be  so  confined  that 
atrangera  may  pursue  their  own  objects  with  security  from  it.  The  public  are  entitled 
to  act  upon  the  presumption  that  all  dangerous  animals  are  properly  confined,  and  are 


'  therefore  exonerated  from  any  special  caution  against  them  except  when,  without  right, 

f  they  go  upon  their  owners'  land,  and  within  the  place  where  they  may  be  lawfully 


kept :  1  Esp.  203 ;  5  C.  &  P.  489 ;  3  Id.  138.'' 
c  5  C.  B.  622,  634. 
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consequent  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  would  show  a  cause  of  action." 
The  difficulty  is  rather  in  finding  a  case  where  negligence  can  be  shown 
apart  from  scientia  productive  of  injury  with  regard  to  which  scientia 
has  usually  to  be  proved.  In  all  other  classes  of  actions  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  negligence  alone  is  actionable ;  e,g,y  a  man  would  un- 
doubtedly be  liable  for  throwing  his  dead  dog  into  the  highway, 
whereby  the  plaintiff's  gig  was  overturned  and  the  plaintiff 
injured,  nor  is  he  the  less  liable  for  chaining  his  living  dog  so  that 
a  similar  accident  happens.  If,  then,  his  negligence  is  the  occasion 
of  his  dog  biting,  there  seems  no  reason  why  he  should  go  free. 
The  law,  as  Lord  Cranworth  says,  proceeds  through  knowledge  to 
negligence.^ 

The  keeping  of  a  fierce  and  vicious  dog  with  knowledge  of  its 
savage  propensities  is  not  in  itself  unlavrnil.*  Thus,  in  Brock  v. 
Copeland,^  Lord  Kenyon  held  that  a  man  has  a  right  to  keep  a  dog  for 
the  preservation  of  his  house,  and  where  the  dog  has  been  properly  let 
loose  and  injury  has  arisen  from  the  plaintiff's  own  fault,  he  cannot 
recover.  This  was  accepted  in  Sarch  v.  Blackburn  *  before  Tindal,  C.J. : 
^'  If  a  man  puts  a  dog  in  a  garden,  walled  all  round,  and  a  wrongdoer 
goes  into  that  garden,  and  is  bitten,  he  cannot  complain  in  a  Court  of 
Justice  of  that  which  was  brought  upon  him  by  his  own  act.  .  .  .  Un- 
doubtedly a  man  has  a  right  to  keep  a  fierce  dog  for  the  protection  of 
his  property,  but  he  has  no  right  to  put  the  dog  in  such  a  situation  in 
the  way  of  access  to  his  house,  that  a  person  innocently  coming  for  a 
lawful  purpose  may  be  injured  by  it.  The  dictum  of  Lee,  O.J.,  in 
Smith  V.  Pelah,^  is  not  now  law,  '*  that  if  a  dog  has  once  bit  a  man,  and 
the  owner  having  notice  thereof  keeps  the  dog  and  lets  him  go  about  or 
lie  at  his  door,  an  action  will  lie  against  him  at  the  suit  of  a  person  who 
is  bit,  though  it  happened  by  such  person's  treading  on  the  dog's  toes, 
for  it  was  owing  to  his  not  hanging  the  dog  on  the  first  notice,"  and  the 
King's  subjects  ought  not  to  be  endangered.    As  Cress  well,  J.,  says,  in 


1  Fleeming  v.  Orr,  2  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  23.  See  per  Edwards,  J.,  in  PaUrdon  y.  Fleming* 
23  N.  Z.  L.  R.  676.  As  to  the  word  scienter,  ^North,  C.  J.,  says  it  "  implies  no  more 
than  having  notice,  and  in  those  actions  "  (i.e.,  where  proof  of  scientia  is  necessary) 
'*  he  "  (the  defendant)  "  must  inform  himself  at  his  peril,  and  may,  if  he  doubts,  avoid 
danger  by  putting  away  those  things  which  give  offence : "  Bamardision  v.  Soame, 
6  How.  St.  Tr.  1114.  In  Parsons  v.  King,  8  Times  L.  B.  114,  a  dog  bit  the  same  man 
twice  within  half  an  hour.  It  was  held  impossible  to  sav  there  was  no  evidence  of 
scientia.  If  it  were  intended  that  in  that  case  there  was  evidence,  no  more  need  be  said, 
but  if  a  general  proposition  is  intended  there  is  a  very  plain  non  sequitur.  Many  a  dog 
absents  himself  from  the  custody  of  his  guardians  for  a  longer  period ;  or  the  two  bites 
within  half  an  hour  may  be  two  stages  of  the  same  transaction. 

2  Beck  V.  Dyson,  4  Camp.  198.     Cp.  Jones  v.  Perry,  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  482.    Ante,  526. 

3  1  Esp.  (N.  P. )  203,  cited  Bird  v.  Uotbrook,  4  Bing.  628,  at  638. 

4  4  C.  &  P.  297,  where  it  was  also  said  that  a  printed  notice  that  a  ferocious  dog 
was  tied  up  near  was  not  enough,  since  the  person  bitten  might  not  be  able  to  read. 
See  also  Curtis  v.  MHU,  6  C.  A  P.  489 ;  Sylvester  v.  Maag,  166  Pa.  St.  225  ;  35  Am. 
St.  B.  878.  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  628,  has  some  points  of  analogy ;  it  proceeds 
from  the  position  that  setting  spring-guns  without  a  notice  was,  even  indepenaently  of 
the  statute,  an  unlawful  act.  **  The  correctness  of  that  position  may  perhaps  be 
questioned  "  ;  Jordin  v.  Crump,  8  M.  &  W.,  per  Alderson,  B.,  789.  The  rule  there 
stated  is  :  '*  The  law  in  certain  cases  makes  an  exception  to  the  right  of  setting  instru- 
ments capable  of  causing  deadly  injuries  to  human  life,  where  such  injury  will  be  a 
probable  consequence  of  setting  them  ;  but  with  the  exception  of  those  cases,  a  man 
has  a  right  to  do  what  he  pleases  with  his  own  land."  Ante,  425  ei  seqq.  As  to  the 
law  of  Scotland,  see  Daly  v.  Arrol,  24  Sc.  L.  B.  150. 

6  2  Str.  1264.  See  post,  529,  633  note  i.  Cp.  Jones  v.  Perry,  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  482, 
where  evidence  of  a  common  report  that  the  dog  was  mad  was  admitted.  The  report 
of  this  case  in  Peake,  Law  of  Evidence,  §  ii.  Actions  founded  in  Negligenoei  292^ 
Is  very  different  from  that  in  Espinasse, 
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Charlwood  v.  Greig,^  "  Our  criminal  law  has  been  mucli  modified  since  Comment  by 
that  time,  and  that  would  not  now  be  considered  as  a  proper  mode  of  ^^Jjf  ^*jjj 
proceeding."    In  Line  v.  Taylor,^  it  having  been  proved  that  a  dog^yQ^Jg^ 
had  previously  sprung  upon  people^  and  on  one  occasion  torn  the  Li^^y/ 
collar  of  a  man's  coat,  though  *  it  did  not  appear  that  on  either  Taylor, 
occasion  the  dog  really  meant  to  bite  or  to  inflict  a  wound,  as  from  his 
size  and  strength  he  easily  could  have  done  had  he  meant  so  to  do," 
the  dog  was  produced  in  court,  when  the  jury  "  examined  him,  and 
appeared  to  be  of  opinion  that,  from  the  expression  of  his  eye  and 
other  indications,  he  was  not  of  a  vicious  disposition,"  and  a  verdict 

ft  was  given  for  the  defendant.    Yet  in  Worth  v.  Gilling,^  where  the  dog  Worth  v. 

had  shown  a  savage  disposition  to  the  knowledge  of  his  owner,  and  a  OUling. 

J  verdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  refused  a  rule  moved  for 

i  on  the  ground  that,  though  fierce,  the  dog  had  not  actually  bitten 

J  any  one. 

^  In  Hartley  v.  Harriman^  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.J.,  had  said,  ap-  Hartley  y. 

,\  parently  as  a  reductio  ad  absurdum  :  "  unless  it  be  inferred  that  a  dog  Harriman. 

^  accustomed  to  attack  men  is  ipso  facto  accustomed  also  to  attack 

J.  sheep,  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  this  declaration,"    In  Osborne  Osbome  v. 

^  V.  Chocqueel  ^  it  appeared  that  at  somQ  stage  of  his  earlier  life,  while  Chocgued. 

in  the  possession  of  a  previous  owner,  a  dog  had  chased  a  goat ;  from 
this  the  learned  County  Court  judge  educed  the  conclusion  that  the 
dog  was  ferocious  to  a  subsequent  owner's  knowledge  ;  but  the  Queen's 
Bench  Division  was  of  opinion  that  the  law  required  evidence  that  the 
dog  had  to  his  master's  knowledge  bitten  or  attempted  to  bite  some 
person  before  his  aggression  on  the  plaintiff,  and  that  what  Lord 
Russell  of  Killowen,  C.J.,  termed*  "the  unhappy  incident  of  the 
goat  "  did  not  warrant  the  County  Court  judge's  inference. 

The  decision  of  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session,  in 
Burtonv. Moorhead^ is  questionable ;  for  it  is  there  laid  down  that  a  man  Burton  v. 
keeping  "  a  powerful  and  ferocious  dog  "  "  of  a  most  savage  character  Moorhead. 
and  that  had  bitten  several  people,"  "  keeps  it  at  his  own  risk,"  and 
"  the  precautions  he  takes  must  be  effectual  "  ;  for  it  is  plain  from  the 
foregoing  cases  that  the  keeping  a  ferocious  dog  is  not  unlawful ;  and 
that  being  so,  to  found  an  action  some  circumstance  of  blame  must 
be  proved ;  while  the  fact  that  precautions  were  not  effectual  does 
not  necessarily  connote  blame.  But  at  the  date  of  this  decision  some 
of  the  members,  at  any  rate,  of  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  were  not  a  little  zealous  against  the  injurious  acts  of  animals, 
whether  oxen  or  dogs. 

In  no  branch  of  law,  probably,  does  the  personal  predilection  of  Anecdote  of 
the  judge  more  often  and  distinctly  show  itself  than  when  the  mis-  Martin,  B. 
deed  of  a  dog  has  to  be  adjudicated  on.     The  zeal  of  the  County  Court 
judge  in  Osborne  v.  Chocqueel^  on  the  one  side  finds  its  opposit'C  in  a 
story  the  author  heard  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  tell  of  Martin,  B.,  who, 

1  3  C.  &  K.  48.  In  Scotland  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  engrafts  an  exception  on  the 
law  in  the  case  of  friends  visiting  with  knowledge  of  a  vicious  dog  being  on  the  premises ; 
there  is  no  obligation  on  them  "  to  stay  away  from  his  premises ;  "  for  which,  however, 
ho  cites  no  authority  :  Smillie  v.  Boyd,  24  Sc.  L.  R.  150. 

2  3  F.  A;  F.  731.  In  35  J.  P.  813>  it  is  said  that  a  dog  in  the  habit  of  flying  at 
horses  and  carriages  so  as  to  render  an  accident  probable  would  be  a  dangerous  dog. 
Its  habit  of  biting  mankind  would,  however,  be  no  more  established  than  that  of  the 
dog  in  O^ome  v.  Chocqueel,  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  109. 

3  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  1.  Fraser  v.  Bell,  24  Sc.  L.  R.  683,  was  a  decision  only  that  the 
case  should  go  to  proof. 

4  1  B.  &  Aid.  620.  5  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  109. 
6  L.c.  110.    Post,  632.           7  (1881)  8  Rettie,  892.  8  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  109. 
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trying  a  dog  case  where  facts  of  exceeding  ferocity  were  detailed,  had 
the  dog  brought  on  the  bench.  Seated  beside  the  judge,  a  great  lover  of 
dogs,  as  he  summed  up,  the  dog  received  the  judge's  caresses  with 
affectionate  approbation,  and  while  the  evidence  of  the  savagery  of  the 
animal  was  being  dealt  with,  the  jury  had  the  sight  of  the  judge's 
fingers  opening  the  dog's  mouth  with  immunity  and  apparently  with 
the  animal's  willing  acquiescence.  The  verdict  was  for  the  defendant.^ 
Where  knowledge  of  a  habit  to  bite  mankind  is  to  be  imputed  to 
the  owner  is  more  difficult  to  determine.  In  Stiles  v.  Cardiff  Steam 
Navigation  Co,,^  plaintiff  went  on  defendants'  premises  to  take  away 
his  luggage ;  not  finding  it  in  the  place  appropriate,  he  went  to  the 
other  side  of  the  road,  where  there  were  persons  of  whom  he  could 
inquire.  On  his  way  back  a  dog  before  unseen  by  him  sprang  out 
and  bit  him.  Of  the  disposition  of  the  dog  the  only  evidence  was, 
that  '^  on  some  former  occasion  some  of  the  servants  had  heard,  and 
perhaps  one  of  them  had  seen,  the  dog  spring  upon  and  bite  some  one 
else."  The  Court  was  "  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  company  were  guilty 
of  negligence " ;  and  also,  as  regards  liability,  that  there  was  ^^  no 
Crompton,  J.  difference  between  a  corporation  and  an  individual."  But  oipi  the  ques- 
tion  of  scientiay  Crompton,  J.,  said  :  "  I  quite  agree  that  the  knowledge 
of  a  servant  representing  his  masters,  and  acting  within  the  scope 
of  their  delegated  authority,  may  be  competent  to  affect  his  masters 
with  that  knowledge.  But  is  it  found  in  this  case  that  any  such 
persons  had  knowledge,  persons  competent  to  bind  the  defendants  by 
their  admissions,  for  such  evidence  is  in  the  nature  of  an  admission  ? 
No  doubt  there  must  be  some  such  person,  for  there  must  have  been 
some  one  on  the  premises  to  control  the  business  of  the  defendants.  It 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  show  knowledge  in  the  manager,  or  in 
some  person  having  the  control  of  the  yard.  I  had  some  doubt  whether 
the  knowledge  must  not  be  brought  home  to  some  person  who  kept 
and  had  care  of  the  dog,  and  had  power  to  put  an  end  to  the  keeping  of 
it,  but  perhaps  it  would  be  enough  if  he  had  the  care  of  the  dog.  But 
all  that  was  found  is  that  some  persons,  who  appear  rather  to  have  had 
the  care  of  the  horses,  had  seen  or  had  heard  that  the  dog  had  bitten  a 
person  before.  It  is  more  like  the  case  of  a  gardener  or  a  cook  hearing 
that  their  mistress's  lap-dog  was  given  to  bite,  and  I  think  that  the 
evidence  wholly  fails  to  bring  home  the  knowledge  to  any  person  whose 
knowledge  m  point  of  law  would  be  that  of  the  defendants." 

The  next  case  is  Gladman  v.  Johnson,^  where  evidence  of  knowledge 
was  held  to  be  given  by  proof  that  a  complaint  of  the  dog  had  been 
made  to  the  wife  of  the  defendant — a  milkman — ^the  wife  attending  to 
the  business  in  the  absence  of  her  husband.  This  was  followed  by 
Baldwin  v.  Casella*  in  the  Exchequer,  where  the  opinion  of  Crompton, 
J.,  in  Stiles  v.  Cardiff  Steam  Navigation  Co}  was  referred  to  with 
approbation,  yet  the  defendant  was  held  liable,  as  "  the  dog  was  kept 
in  the  defendant's  stable,  and  the  defendant's  coachman  was  appointed 
to  keep  it ;  the  coachman  knew  that  the  dog  was  mischievous,  and  it 

1  {?ee  F.  &  F.  732.  In  Hvbbard  v.  Preston,  30  Am.  St.  R.  426,  a  right  was  successfully 
asserted  to  kill  barking  quarrelling,  and  fighting  dogs  become  a  nuisance  ;  but  there 
the  occurrences  complained  of  were  habitual,  not  casual.  There  is  no  right  to  kill  a 
dog  merely  because  one  is  annoyed  with  his  barking.  Cp.  Ten-Hopen  v.  fFo^lxr* 
35  Am.  St.  R.  698. 

2  33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310.  As  to  knowledge  of  viciousness  of  dog  apart  from  the  fact  of 
its  having  actually  bitten  any  one,  KnotUes  v.  Mulder ,  16  Am.  St,  R,  627. 

3  36  L.  J.  C.  P.  163.  4  L.  R.  7  Ex.  326. 
5  33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310. 
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is  immaterial  whether  he  communicated  the  act  to  his  master  or  not ; 
his  knowledge  was  the  knowledge  of  his  master." 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Appkbee  v.  Percy, ^  the  whole  subject  was  AppUbee  v. 
much  discussed.    Two  persons,  who  had  upon  previous  occasions     '^^ 
(one  of  them  twice)  been  attacked  by  a  dog  of  which  defendant  was 
the  owner,  gave  evidence  that  they  had  gone  to  the'defendant's  public- 
house  and  made  complaint  to  two  persons  who  were  behind  the  bar 
serving  customers,  and  that  one  of  them  had  also  complained  to  the 
barmaid.    The  Court  were  divided  on  the  question  whether  this  was 
sufficient  to  affect  the  defendant  with  notice  ;  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  and 
Keating,  J.,  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  ;  while  Brett,  J.,  dissented,*  Dissent  of 
on  the  ground  that "  it  seems  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  say  that  either  ^^^^*  *^- 
of  the  persons  to  whom  the  communications  respecting  the  dog  were 
made  in  this  case,  was  a  person  having  the  management  of  the  business 
or  the  care  of  the  dog,  in  the  sense  indicated  in  either  of  these  cases  ;' 
and  I  am  aware  of  no  case  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  notice  to  one 
standing  in  any  other  relation  is  equivalent  to  knowledge  of  the  master." 
Neither  was  there  any  duty  on  the  servants  to  communicate  to  the 
master,  or  any  evidence  that  they  had  done  so.     The  view  of  the 
majority  was  that  they  were  bound  by  Oladman  v.  Johnson  ;  *  which 
decision  they  interpreted  as  affirming  that  what  is  sufficient  notice 
"  must  be  a  question  of  degree  in  each  case ;  and  that,  if  a  communica- 
tion of  this  sort  is  made  to  one  who,  as  in  that  case,  was  entrusted 
even  occasionally  only  with  the  conduct  of  the  defen(Jant's  business, 
with  intent  that  it  should  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  it  amounts  to  notice  to  him." 
On  one  principle  the  whole  Court  was  agreed.     "  It  may  be  taken  to  Knowledge  of 
be  quite  clear,"  says  Lord  Coleridge,*      that  a  mere  notice  to  any  ^°°^®®^*^.   . 
servant  of  the  owner  of  the  dog  will  not  do."    In  accordance  with  this  ^^b?t  post- 
in  Colget  V.  Norrish  ^  the  Court  of  Appeal  held,  in  a  case  where  a  collie  man  does  not 
dog  rushed  out  of  doors  and  bit  a  postman,  that  notice  to  a  domestic  ^^^^ 
servant  was  not  sufficient.^  ^^    * 

The  ownership  of  the  dog  need  not  be  proved  to  affect  a  defendant  Ownership  of 
with  liability.     It  may  be  presumed.     Thus,  in  M'Kone  v.  Wood,^  n^^sSril  to 
it  was  proved  that  the  dog  was  seen  about  the  premises  of  the  defend-  be]^vedf 
ant ;   it  appeared  that  in  fact  the  dog  was  not  the  defendant's,  and 
belonged  to  a  servant  of  his  who  had  left  him ;  yet  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.J.,  held  that  it  was  not  material  whether  the  defendant  was  the 
owner  of  the  dog  or  not — ^if  he  kept  it,  that  was  sufficient ;   further, 
that  the  harbouring  a  dog  upon  premises,  or  allowing  it  tib  resort  there, 
was  sufficient  to  support  an  action,  as  it  was  the  defendant's  duty 
either  to  have  destroyed  the  dog  or  to  have  it  sent  away.     This  case 
was  cited  in  Smith  v.  0.  E,  Ry.  Co,,^  where  the  circumstances  from 
which  evidence  of  liability  may  be  inferred  are  discussed.    The  case, 
however,  turns  entirely  on  its  particular  facts. 

1  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  647.  a  L.c.  651. 

3  I.e.,  Stiles  v.  Cardiff  Steam  Navigation  Co,,  33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  310,  and  Baldwin  v. 
Casella,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  325.  4  36  L.  J.  C.  P.  163. 

6  L.  R.  90.  P.  655.  •  2  TimesL.  R.  471. 

7  See  Cleverton  y.  Uffemd,  3  Times  L.  R.  509,  a  case  turning  on  what  constitutes 
charge  of  a  dog. 

8  6  0.  &  P.  1 ;  Vaughan  v.  Wood,  18  Oan.  S.  0.  R.  703. 

9  L  R.  2  0.  P.  4.  The  head-note  of  this  case  is  justly  celebrated  for  its  unconscious 
humour,  and  deserves  study  as  an  example  of  the  misuse  of  pronouns.  In  Gray  v.  North 
British  Ry.  Co.,  18  Rettie,  76,  a  dog  escaped  from  the  charge  of  a  railway  porter  while 
being  conveyed  by  the  defendant  company,  and  bit  a  stranger. 
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Joint  injuries  In  America  it  has  frequently  been  laid  down  that  where  two  or  more 
x._j  aiiimaig  belonging  to  different  persons  commit  injuries  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  the  owners  cannot  at  common  law  be  made  jointly  liable. 
Each  owner  is  separately  liable  for  so  much  only  of  the  damage  as  is 
done  by  his  own  animal.^  The  only  difficulty  in  this  case  arises  from 
an  ambiguity  in  the  use  of  the  word  joint,  which  may  indicate  either 
co-operation  or  only  simultaneousness.  The  law  of  England  un- 
doubtedly is  that  all  parties  engaged  in  a  common  wrongful  act  are 
liable  jointly  and  severally.*  Dogs  worrying  sheep  are  not  necessarily 
engaged  in  a  common  act ;  they  are,  perhaps,  most  commonly  engaged 
at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  place  in  an  act  that  is  equally  wrongful 
in  both,  yet  in  which  each  acts  independently  and  without  reference  to 
the  other,  and  the  fact  of  the  coincidence  in  wrongdoing  in  itself  would 
not  import  the  co-operation  necessary  to  make  the  wrong  a  joint  one.' 
In  so  far,  then,  as  this  is  the  case,  each  owner  is  liable  for  the  source  of 
mischief  he  himself  should  restrain,  and  does  not.  The  case  of  two 
dogs  of  different  masters  coursing  an  animal  belonging  to  a  third 
person  would  perhaps  raise  the  point  of  whether  they  can  engage  in  a 
^  common  wrongful  act."  There  would  then  be  co-operation,  and  the 
damage  arising  would  not  be  the  act  of  either  of  them,  but  the  result 
of  the  acts  of  both,  for  which  both  owners  would  seem  to  be  liable.^ 

The  case  of  Letvis  v.  Jones  *  is  an  authority  for  the  existence  of  very 
wide  powers  of  the  Court  to  draw  inferences  where  an  unlawful  act 
has  once  been  established. 

It  has  been  asked  whether  the  fact  that  a  dog  has  a  habit  of  worrying 
sheep  is  any  evidence  that  it  is  of  a  savage  and  ferocious  disposition. 
In  Mason  v.  Keeling,  Gould,  J.,*  is  reported  as  saying :  "  If  a  dog  be 
assiiei  to  bite  cows,  and  the  master  know  it,  that  will  not  be  sufficient 
knowledge  to  make  him  liable  for  his  biting  sheep."  And  in  a  well- 
known  American  treatise^  is  the  statement:  "Proof  of  the  owner's 
^J^^gj^fa  knowledge  that  the  dog  had  worried  sheep  would  not  suffice,  since 
thousands  of  curs,  who  would  not  dare  to  touch  a  man,  delight  in 
attacking  sheep."  Both  the  opinion  and  the  reason  on  which  it  is 
based  commend  themselves  to  common  sense.  The  "  nature  "  of 
even  domestic  dogs  is  to  himt  sheep  unless  trained,  while  all  domestic 
dogs  are  presumed  to  be  trained  not  to  attack  men. 

There  is  a  case  cited  in  Oliphant,  Law  of  Horses,^  where  the  converse 
was  held,  viz.,  that,  where  a  dog  four  years  previously  had  bitten  a 
girl,  an  action  for  worrying  sheep  would  lie  at  common  law.  This 
may,  perchance,  be  correct,  as  a  reasoning  from  the  greater  to  the  less  ; 
though  no  authority  in  reasoning  from  the  less  serious  act,  the  worry- 
ing of  sheep,  to  the  more  grievous,  the  biting  of  human  kind ;  and 
probably  is  best  treated  as  a  case  of  imperfect  analogy.* 

1  Shearman  and  Bedfield,  Negligence,  §  638. 
a  Bullen  and  Leake  (3rd  ed. ),  708. 

3  Auchmviy  v.  Ham,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  495 ;  Van  Steenburgh  v.  Tcbiaa,  17  Wend. 
(N.Y.)662. 

4  See  Paget  v.  Birlebeck,  3  F.  A;  F.  683.  As  to  dogs  fighting  and  the  circumstances 
in  which  an  action  will  lie,  see  Wheder  y.  Brant,  23  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  324 ;  Wileif  y,  SUUer, 
22  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  606.  «  49  J.  P.  198.  6  12  Mod.  332,  336.     Ante,  529. 

7  Shearman  and  Redfield,  §  631.  The  work  of  these  authors  may  be  with  great 
advantage  consulted  on  the  whole  of  the  subject  now  being  treated,  §§  626-643. 

8  v5th  ed.)  332,  sub  nom,  Oething  y.  Morgan,  heard  on  Appeal  from  the  County 
Court  oi  Monmouthshire,  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  and  Wightman,  Brio,  and 
Crompton,  JJ.,  and  reported  in  the  Times  newspaper  of  2nd  May,  1857. 

9  Ante,  529. 
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The  common  law  rights  of  dogs  have  been  considerably  abridged  by  statutory 

statute.  ^  enactments. 

The  decision  in  Fleeming  v.  Or*  produced  the  passing  of  The  The  Dogs 
Dogs  Act,  1865,^  section  1  of  which  enacts  that  the  owner  of  every  dog  ^^^>  ^®^^- 
shall  be  liable  in  damages  for  injuries  done  to  any  cattle  or  sheep  by 
his  dog,  and  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  party  seeking  such 
damages  to  show  a  previous  mischievous  propensity  in  such  dog,  or 
the  owner's  knowledge  of  such  previous  propensity. 

Section  2  enacts  that  the  occupier  of  premises  where  any  dog  is 
permitted  to  live  is  to  be  deemed  the  owner,  unless  he  can  prove  that 
the  dog  was  there  without  his  knowledge,  and  that  he  was  not  the 
owner.  In  the  case  of  plural  occupancy,  the  owner  is  to  be  deemed  to 
be  the  person  in  the  occupancy  of  that  particular  part  of  the  premises 
where  ^e  dog  has  been  permitted  to  remain  at  the  time  of  the  injury. 

This  and  the  corresponding  Scotch  and  Irish  Acts  are  now  repealed 
by  The  Dogs  Act,  1906,*  which  substantially  re-enacts  the  two 
sections,  with  some  variations  of  language.  Damages  not  exceeding  £5 
may  be  recovered  by  virtue  of  this  Act  under  the  summary  jurisdiction 
Acts  as  a  civil  debt. 

In  Wright  v.  Pearson^  the  protection  given  to  cattle  was  held  to 
include  horses. 

The  Dogs  Act,*  1871,  provides  : 

First,  that  any  police  officer  or  constable  may  take  possession  of  The  Dogs 
any  dog  he  has  reason  to  suppose  to  be  savage  or  dangerous  strajring  Act,  187 1. 
on  any  highway,  and  not  under  the  control  ^  of  any  person ;  and  such  dog 
may  be  detained,  and  sold  or  destroyed.® 

Secondly,  that  any  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  may  take 
cognisance  of  a  complaint  that  a  dog  is  dangerous  and  not  kept 
under  proper  control,  and  may  order  such  dog  to  be  kept  under  proper 
control  or  destroyed. 

Thirdly,  that  the  Act  is  not  to  affect  the  powers  contained  in 
section  18  of  the  Metropolitan  Streets  Act,  1867,'  or  in  any  local  or 
other  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  same  or  like  purposes. 

1  This  sentence  has  been  criticised  in  a  Scottish  review  of  this  book  as  an  error,  the 
privilege  being  "  the  dog's  master's,  not  the  dog's."  I  can  only  refer  in  my  justification 
to  the  dictum  of  a  distinguished  Scottish  judge :  "  the  dog  has  in  fact  the  privilege  of 
one  worry,"  per  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Moncreiff,  Burton  v.  Moorhead,  (1881)  8  Rettie, 
895.  The  common  law  has  often  been  the  subject  of  satirical  reference  for  its  liberal 
views  as  to  dogs ;  the  deliberate  wisdom  of  the  Victorian  Legislature  as  expounded  by 
the  Supreme  C^urt  may  well  serve  as  a  foil  to  it.  In  Regina  v.  Hare,  Ex  parte  Schneider, 
14  Vict.  L.  R.  89,  the  facts  showed  that  a  boy  coming  on  defendant's  premises 
struck  a  dog  there,  and  was  bitten  by  it.  The  Court,  notvdthstanding,  held  that 
by  the  terms  of  The  Colonial  Dog  Act,  1884,  "  evidence  to  show  that  the  dog  wan 
of  a  quiet  disposition,  or  that  the  owner  was  ignorant  of  its  mischievous  disposition, 
was  inadmissi  ble. "     A  nte,  528. 

3  2Macq.  (H.L.Sc.)14. 

3  28  &  29  Vict  c.  60.  The  Scotch  Act  is  26  A;  27  Vict.  o.  100,  and  is  much  more 
meaere  in  its  terms  than  the  English  Act.  M*Intyre  v.  Carmiehael,  8  Macph.  570, 
is  a  decision  on  its  interpretation.     The  Irish  Act  is  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  59. 

4  6  Edw.  VIL  c.  32. 

5  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  582 ;  Cowell  y.  Mumford,  3  Times  L.  R.  1 ;  EUioU  y.  Longden, 
17  Times  L.  R.  648.  «  34  A  35  Vict.  c.  56. 

7  Control  is  a  question  of  fact,  and,  in  the  absence  of  positive  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
that  a  doz  is  unmuzzled  and  not  led  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  it  was  not  under  proper 
control :  In  the  Matter  of  an  Application  for  a  Rule  for  a  Mandamus,  3  Times  L.  R.  24. 

8  Whether  old  or  destroyed  is  at  the  option  of  the  justices :  Pickering  v.  Marsh, 
43  L.  J.  M.  C.  143,  followed  The  King  v.  Dymock,  17  Times  L.  R.  593. 

9  ZOjk  31  Vict.  0.  134.  Section  18  provides  for  taking  possession  of  any  dog  found 
in  the  streets  and  not  under  control ;  also  for  regulations  as  to  muzzling,  selling,  or 
destroying.      McKay  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  9  Hun  (N.  Y.)  401,  affd.  (1876)  74  N.  Y.  619, 
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By  the  Dogs  Act,  1906,^  when  a  dog  is  provexi  to  have  injured  cattle 
or  chased  sheep  it  may  now  be  dealt  with  as  a  dangerous  dog  under 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  187L  By  section  22  (xxx),  (xxxi),  of  the 
Diseases  of  Animals  Act^  1894,*  the  Board  of  Agriculture  may  make 
orders  for  muzzling  dogs  and  the  seizure,  detention  and  disposal  (includ- 
ingslaughter)  of  stray  or  notmuzzled  dogs.  And  by  TheDogs  Act,  1906,^ 
orders  under  section  22  of  the  last  cited  Act  may  be  made  for  prescribing 
and  regulating  the  wearing  by  dogs  of  collars  in  the  public  streets,  and 
for  their  prevention  from  straying  between  sunrise  and  sunset. 

IV.  Animals  that  have  been  thoroughly  tamed  and  are  used  for 
burden  or  husbandry,  or  for  food. 

These  are  the  subjects  of  larceny  at  common  law.  Of  this  class 
are  ducks,  fowls,  geese,  turkeys,  peacocks ;  all  which,  with  their  eggs 
and  young,  are  alike  protected  by  law.* 

A  man  is  answerable  not  only  for  his  own  trespass,  but  for  those 
of  his  cattle  also  ;  since  if  by  his  negligent  keeping  they  stri^  upon  the 
land  of  another,  and  tread  down  the  herbage,  and  spoil  the  com  or 
trees,  the  owner  must  answer  in  damages  ;  and  the  law  gives  the  party 
injured  a  double  remedy,  either  by  permitting  him  to  distrain  the 
cattle  thus  damage  feasant,  or  else  by  a  common  law  action.^ 

This  appears  Irom  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Mason  v.  Keeling  :  •  "  The  dif- 
ference is  between  things  in  which  the  party  has  a  valuable  property, 
for  he  shall  answer  for  all  damage  done  by  them ;  but  of  things  in 
which  he  has  no  valuable  property,  if  they  are  such  as  are  naturally 
mischievous  in  their  kind,  he  shall  answer  for  hurt  done  by  them 
without  any  notice  ;  but  if  they  are  of  a  tame  nature,  there  must  be 
notice  of  the  ill  quality,  and  the  law  takes  notice  that  a  dog  is  not  of  a 
fierce  nature,  but  rather  the  contrary."  "  If  any  beast  in  which  I 
have  a  valuable  property  do  damage  in  another's  soil  in  treading  his 
grass,  trespass  will  he  for  it ;  but  if  my  dog  go  into  another  man's 
soil  no  action  will  lie."  Holt,  C.J.'s  distinction  is  between  animals 
which  are  a  "  valuable  property  " — that  is,  which  are  the  subject  of 
larceny  at  common  law — and  those  which  are  not.  This  latter  class 
he  divides  into  those  which  are  ''  naturally  mischievous  in  their  kind  " 
and  those  which  are  of  a  tame  nature.  The  former  we  have  already 
considered  ;  the  latter  we  shall  consider  presently. 

With  regard  to  those  that  are  a  "  valuable  property  "  at  common 
law,  the  owner  is  to  "  answer  all  damage  done  by  them  " — e.g.,  by 
straying  and  trampling  down  grass  or  com.  For  though  the  owner 
of  an  animal,  such  as  a  cow,  which  he  allows  to  roam  about  is  responsible 
for  damage  caused  by  its  trespassing,  yet  animals  not  of  mischievous 
nature,  he  is  entitled  to  suppose,  will  not  injure  any  one  until  he  has 
actual  knowledge  to  bring  him  to  a  contrary  opinion.'  That  is, 
whether  animals  are  "  valuable  property  "  at  common  law,  or  merely 

is  a  curious  case  of  an  action  brought  against  a  municipal  corporation  for  the  negligence 
of  a  policeman  in  shooting  a  dog  suppo^  to  be  mad. 

1  6  Edw.  VII.  c.  32,  8.  1,  subs.  4.  By  ss.  3,  4,  stray  dogs  may  be  seized.  By  s.  5 
sheep-does  are  exempted  from  excise  licence. 

3  67  &  58  Vict.  c.  57 ;  s.  51,  is  the  penalty  section. 

3  6  Edw.  VII.  0.  32,  8.  2,  sub-s.  1. 

4  1  Hale  Hist.  P.  C.  511 ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  bk.  i.  c.  33,  §  43.  As  to  bees,  O'Oortium  v. 
O'Oorman,  (1903)  2  Ir.  R.  573. 

6  3  Bl.  Comm.  211.  BuUen  Distress  (2nd  ed.)  257-276.  Goodwin  t.  Chevda/, 
4  H.  &  N.  631.  6  12  Mod.  332,  335,  1  Ld.  Raym.  606. 

7  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  Smith  v.  Cook,  1  Q.  B.  D.  79.  In  Sanders  v.  Teape,  51  Lu  T. 
263.  defendant's  dog  jumped  over  a  low  wall  on  the  other  side  of  which  plaintiff  was 
working  digging.    The  dog  fell  on  him  and  injured  him.    Plaintiff  was  held  not  entitled 
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"  of  tame' nature,"  without  being  "  valuable  property,"'  the  same  rule 
applies  that  the  owner  must  have  notice  of  any  peculiar  savageness  of 
disposition — which  is  not  the  property  of  the  class  as  reclaimed,  but 
the  specialty  of  any  individual  member  of  it — before  any  liability  can 
attach  from  it ;  for  their  trespasses  he  is  in  any  event  liable  ;  "  but  if 
the  owner  know  that  the  beast  has  a  vicious  propensity  to  attack  man 
he  will  be  answerable  for  that  too."  ^ 

The  law  on  this  point  was  settled  in  three  cases,  May  v.  Burdett  in 
the  Queen's  Benchiy^  Jackson  v.  Smithson  in  the  Exchequer,^  and  Card 
V.  Case  in  the  Common  Pleas ;  ^  and  was  most  clearly  expressed  and 
explained  by  the  Lord  Cranworth  in  Fleeming  v.  Orr :  *  "  The  reason 
why  by  the  English  law  it  is  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  the  sdentia  is  SdenHa  in 
that  in  the  case  of  an  animal  mansuetcB  natures  the  presumption  is  that  ^^?°^g  ^f 
no  harm  will  arise  from  leaving  it  at  large.  Starting  from  that  pre-  JJ^^^^^ 
sumption,  it  follows  that  there  cannot  be  blame  or  negligence  in  the  naturm. 
owner  merely  from  his  allowing  liberty  to  an  animal  which  has  not 
by  nature  the  propensity  to  cause  mischief.  Blame  can  only  attach 
to  the  owner  when,  after  having  ascertained  that  the  animal  has 
propensities  not  generally  belonging  to  his  race,  he  omits  to  take  proper 
precautions  to  protect  the  public  against  the  ill  consequences  of  those 
anomalous  habits,  and  therefore,  according  to  the  English  law,  it  is 
necessary  to  aver  and  prove  this  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  owner. 
But,  after  all,  the  cuVpa  or  negligence  of  the  owner  is  the  foundation  on 
which  the  right  of  action  against  him  rests,  though  the  knowledge  of 
the  owner  is  the  medium,  and  the  only  medium,  through  which  we  in 
England  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  neglect — 
and  in  that  sense  it  is  said  that  the  sdentia  is  the  gist  of  the  action." 
Blackburn,  J.'s,  comment  *  is :  "I  suppose  that  this  law  was  suited  to 
the  convenience  of  earlier  times,  when  cattle  were  left  to  wander  about 
on  open  commons,  and  it  was  thought  that  the  mere  fact  that  bulls 
sometimes  toss  people  was  not  by  itself  enough  to  make  their  owners 
liable  for  their  acts." 

The  Court  of  Appeal  in  New  Zealand  in  Fleming  v.  Paterson  "^  held  Trespass 
that  trespass  apart  from  negligence  does  not  entitle  a  person  to  recover  *P*J^  'ncenot 
damages  who  has  been  injured  by  a  domestic  animal  not  known  to  be  ^fionable. 
vicious — an  ox  landed  by  being  slung  from  a  steamer  into  shallow  water 
and  then  driven  ashore,  and  which  being  frightened,  bolted  and  injured 
the  plaintiff. 

In  Ontario  ^  the  alighting  of  a  turkey  cock  on  the  highway  where 
he  frightened  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  thereby  caused  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  cause  of  action.     There  was  no 

^  recover,  since  the  dog's  act  was  mete  frolic,  and  there  could  be  no  recovery  without 
evidence  of  a  mischievous  disposition.  Where,  however,  coupled  greyhounds  rushed 
against  plaintiff  and  injured  him  on  the  highway,  he  was  held  entitled  to  recover  without 
proof  of  the  scienter  :  Jones  v.  Otcen,  24  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  687. 

1  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.  1  Ex.  280.  a  9  Q.  B.  101. 

8  15M.&W.663.  4  6C.B.622.     See  iJoyon  v.  5Aarpe,  7  C.  &  P.  755. 

ft  2  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  23.     By  the  French  Ckxle  neither  knowledge  in  the  owner  of 
the  mischievous  qualities  'of  the  animal,  nor  even  the  existence  of  these  qualities,  is . 
regarded  :  Code  Civil,  art.  1385. 

tt  Smith  V.  Cook,  1  Q.  B.  D.  82.  The  seierUia  was  required  to  be  proved  in  an  action 
against  a  man  whose  dog  bit  the  plaintiff's  sheep  so  far  back  as  Y.  B.  28  H.  VI.  7, 
pT.  7,  according  to  Reeves,  Hist,  of  £ng.  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  iii.  391.  See  as  to  Scientia, 
Bac.  Abr.  Trespass  (I),  696. 

7  23  N.  Z.  L.  R.  676,  distinguished  Lymar  v.  Binnie,  24  N.  Z.  L.  R.  241. 

8  Zumstein  v.  Schrumm,  22  Ont.  App.  263 ;  so  too  a  bicvclist  was  held  not  entitled 
to  recover  against  the  owner  of  a  fowl  which  collided  with  his  machine  on  a  highway, 
UadweU  v.  JRigJUeon,  Times  newspaper,  15th  May  1907. 
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negligence  other  than  thedescentof  defendant'sbirdonthehighway;  and 
it  was  pointed  out  that  in  an  agricidtural  and  poultry-rearing  country, 
the  obligation  to  restrain  flying  fowl  with  property-boundaries  would  be 
excessively  onerous.  Hegarty,  C.J. ,  likened  the  occurrence  to  a  "  horse 
shying  at  a  sheet  of  white  paper  blown  from  the  land  "  of  defendant 
and  without  negligence,  or  '  a  fowl  of  any  kind  sitting  on  the  track." 

A  word  may  here  be  said  with  regard  to  the  position  of  deer  as  to 
which  there  seems  uncertainty.  They  do  not  readily  fit  into  Lord 
Esher's  classification  in  Filhum  v.  Peaple^s  Palace  and  Aqttarium  Co,^^ 
since  they  cannot  be  called  dangerous  animals.  Neither  can  they 
without  several  limitations  be  strictly  referred  to  either  of  his  sub- 
classes of  non-dangerous  animals — ^those  harmless  by  their  very  nature 
— or  those  that  have  become  so  by  cultivation. 

Willes,  C.J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  in 
Davies  v.  PoweU,^  adopted  a  different  principle  from  Lord  Esher,  M.R. 
*'  When,"  he  says,  "  it  was  holden  that  deer  were  not  distrainable,  it 
was  because  they  were  kept  principally  for  pleasure  and  not  profit, 
and  were  not  sold  and  turned  into  money  as  they  are  now.  But  now 
they  are  become  as  much  a  sort  of  husbandry  as  horses,  cows,  sheep, 
or  any  other  cattle."  This  was  said  in  considering  whether  deer 
might  be  distrained  for  rent;  and  the  distinction  drawn  between 
pleasure  and  profit  was  between  beasts  of  venery  and  those  kept 
either  for  actual  money-making  or  for  ornament.  The  question 
whether  deer  are  tame  or  wild  animals  came  again  before  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  Morgan  v.  Earl  of  Abergavenny,^  where  the  issue 
was  whether  deer  in  a  park  went  to  the  executor  or  to  the  heir.  After 
a  most  elaborate  argument,  Maule,  J.,  delivered  the  considered  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  in  the  course  of  which  he  said  :  "  It  is  truly  stated 
that  ornament  and  profit  are  the  sole  objects  for  which  deer  are  now 
ordinarily  kept,  whether  in  ancient  legal  parks  or  in  modem  en- 
closures so  called  ;  the  instances  being  very  rare  in  which  deer  in  such 
places  are  kept  and  used  for  sport ;  indeed  their  whole  management 
differing  very  little,  if  at  all,  from  that  of  sheep  or  of  any  other  animals 
kept  for  profit."  Subsequently,  Wood,  V.C,  on  a  similar  question 
arising  in  Ford  v.  TyrUe,^  said  :  "  On  the  authority  of  Morgan  v.  Earl 
of  Abergavenny,  I  must  hold  that  these  deer  are  tame  and  no  longer 
part  of  the  inheritance." 

Since,  then,  it  is  obvious  that  deer  cannot  universally  be  affirmed 
either  to  be  tame  or  not  tame,  the  question  must  be  decided,  in  each 
particular  case,  previously  to  determining  whether  the  owner  is  Mable 
for  injuries  done  by  them,  and  must  be  a  question  of  fact  left  to  the 
jury.  If,  then,  the  jury  find  that  any  particular  deer  are  "  of  tame 
nature  "  or  "  of  valuable  property,"  *  and  the  cases  last  cited  seem  to 
point  out  indicia  to  which  their  attention  should  be  directed,  the 
owner  would  not  be  responsible  for  injury  done  by  one  to  any  person, 
unless  he  were  shown  to  have  knowledge  of  its  vicious  disposition.  If 
the  jury  find  that  any  particular  deer  are  not  of  "  tame  nature  "  or 

1  25  Q.  B.  D.  258.  As  to  the  property  in  deer,  see  Y.  B.  18  E.  IV.  14  pi.  12  ;  Reeree, 
Hist,  of  £ng.  Law  (2nd  ed.),  vol.  iii.  370 ;  Re  Longpoint  Co,  y.  Anderaon,  19  Qnt  R.  487  ; 
Bac.  Abr.  Trespass  (I),  696. 

2  Willes  (C.  P.),  46,  51 ;  see  also  at  48.  The  note  of  the  case  is  '*Deer  in  an 
enclosed  ground  may  be  distrained  for  rent.'*    See  1  Sm.  L.  C.  ( 1 1th  ed.)  446. 

3  8  C.  B.  768,  798.  The  argument  in  this  case  should  be  referred  to  for  the 
authorities.  4  2  J.  &  H.  160,  154. 

6  **  Valuable  property  '*  in  the  sense  here  applicable  would  seem  to  be  detennined  by 
the  answer  to  the  inquiry,  are  they  kept  for  food  T 
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"  valuable  property,"  then  the  owner  would  be  liable  for  injury  done 
by  them  without  notice  of  a  vicious  disposition. 

This  seems  to  be  the  effect  of  Maule,  J.'s,  judgment  in  Morgan  v. 
Abergavenny.^  It  is  also  consistent  with  the  United  States  case  of 
Spring  Co,  v.  Edgar, ^  where  the  respondent  in  error  sued  for  injuries  Spring  Co, 
inflicted  on  her  by  a  male  deer  in  the  appellants'  park.  The  declaration  ^-  ^*«''- 
alleged  that  the  appellants  "  knew  the  deer  to  be  dangerous,"  and  this 
allegation  was  taken  to  be  established.  Thus,  whether  the  deer  in 
the  park  were  wild  or  tame,  the  appellants  were  fixed  with  liability. 
The  question  then  suggests  itself,  what  is  the  position  of  visitors  in  a 
park  frequented  by  deer — for  example,  in  Greenwich  Park  ?  Assuming 
the  deer  are  tame,  liability  would,  it  is  manifest,  only  arise  from  a 
knowledge  of  a  vicious  disposition  in  any  particular  animal  which  sub- 
sequently does  mischief.  If  the  deer  are  to  be  regarded  as  not  tame, 
and  are  known  not  to  be  tame,  visitors  to  the  park  are  probably  in  the 
position  of  mere  licensees,  who  go  there  subject  to  the  presence  of  the 
deer ;  unless  perchance  they  have  a  right  to  use  the  park,  and  the 
deer  are  placed  there  as  an  addition  to  the  attractions  of  the  scenery, 
when  there  would  seem  to  be  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  those 
introducing  them  that  they  will  do  no  injury  if  not  interfered  with. 
There  is  the  further  consideration,  applicable  to  all  the  cases  put,  that 
if  any  danger  more  than  ordinary  is  likely  to  arise,  as  in  the  rutting 
season,^  warning  must  be  given  of  it.  Deer  in  a  deer  forest  would 
affect  their  owner  with  no  liability  whatever,  neither  while  they  remain 
nor  if  they  stray,  since  they  are  indigenous  ;*  but  tame  deer  must 
not  be  allowed  to  trespass.* 

We  have  seen  that  the  owner  is  liable  for  the  trespasses  of  his  Trespass 
animals  where  they  are  "  valuable  property."    If  they  are  trespassing  J^!j^ 
and  do  injury  "  not  in  accordance  with  the  ordinary  instinct  of  the  ^^^  ^ 
animals,"  the  owner  is  not  liable  for  the  injury,  apart  from  the  trespass 
(though  he  may  be  for  the  trespass),  unless  he  knows  of  the  particular 
vice  which  caused  the  injury. 

This  rule  is  illustrated  by  Cox  v.  Burbidge  •  and  an  American  case,  Cox  v. 
Dickson  v.  M^CoyJ    In  the  former  a  horse  grazing  on  a  newly  made  -B«*»*«^«- 
road  lashed  out  and  severely  injured  a  young  child  playing  in  the  road. 
In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  the  horse  was  vicious,  the  plaintiff 
was  held  disentitled  to  recover ;   though  it  was  intimated  ®  that  "  no 
doubt,  if  the  horse  was  trespassing  there,  the  owner  of  the  highway 

1  8  C.  B.  708.  a  99  u.  S.  (9  Otto)  645. 

3  See  Spring  Co,  v.  Edgar,  99  TJ.  S.  (9  Otto)  645.  The  Roman  law  says :  Cervoa 
quoque  ita  quidam  mansueios  Tuibent,  ut  in  eilvas  ire  et  redire  soleant,  quorum  et  ipsorum 
feram  esse  ncUuram  nemo  negcU  :  Inst.  2,  1,  15.  That,  however,  was  with  regard  to  the 
ownership  of  them.  As  to  Hunting  and  Deer-stealing,  Com.  Dig.  Justices  of  Peace 
(B  47.).  .  4  Ante,  505,  520. 

tf  Brady  v.  Warren,  (1900)  2  L  R.  632. 

«  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  43a  Op.  Afardand  ▼.  Murray,  148  Mass.  91,  12  Am.  St.  R.  520. 
See  Jackson  v.  SmOhson,  15  M.  &  W.  563 — the  case  of  a  ram. 

7  39  N.  Y.  400.  Evidence  of  fractious  and  vicious  conduct  of  a  horse  twenty  months 
after  an  accident  was  admitted  in  Kennon  v.  Oilmer,  131  U.  S.  (24  Davis)  22,  as  tending 
to  prove  a  vicious  disposition  at  the  time  of  the  accident !  "  The  habit  of  an  animal 
is  in  its  nature  a  continuous  fact,  to  be  shown  by  proof  of  successive  acts  of  a  similar 
kind,"  per  Billow,  O.J.,  Todd  v.  Inhabitants  of  BoiUey,  90  Mass.  51,  at  58.     In  Worms- 


dor  f  V.  DeiroU  City  By,  Co,,  13  Am.  St.  R.  453,  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  show  the 
general  reputation  of  a  horse  among  the  drivers  and  employes  of  its  owners,  as  being  an 
unsafe  and  untrustworthy  horse  to  drive  in  a  tramcar,  in  order  to  affect  the  owners 


with  notice  of  its  qualities.  *'  In  case  a  dog  bites  pigs,  which  almost  all  dogs  will  do, 
a  scienter  is  necessary,"  per  Holt,  C.J.,  Mason  v.  Keding,  12  Mod.  335,  referring  to 
BauUon  v.  Banks,  Cro.  Car.  254. 

8  Per  Willee,  J.,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  441. 
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might  have  an  action  against  the  owner  of  the  horse.  So,  possibly, 
the  owner  of  the  horse  might  be  liable  to  an  indictment  for  obstructing 
the  highway,  or  to  a  fine."  In  the  American  case  the  owner  was 
affected  with  notice  of  a  habit  of  his  horse  to  kick  on  the  sidewalks, 
and  was  therefore  held  Uable.^ 

The  result  of  the  cases  is  that  there  is  no  presumption  made  of 
vicious  inclinations  in  animals  whose  natural  tendency  is  not  to  do 
mischief.  If  animals  of  this  sort  do  unexpected  mischief,  the  owners 
are  not  liable.  They  become  liable  so  soon  as  they  have  reason  to 
suspect  the  occurrence  of  any  particular  injury ;  and  this  is  the  reason 
why  the  owner  of  a  blind  dog  which  is  permitted  uncontrolled  to  range 
the  streets  may  be  Uable  for  injury  done  by  it.  A  Divisional  Court  in 
such  a  case  held,  apparently  as  matter  of  law,^  that  to  allow  a  blind 
dog  to  be  at  large  in  pubUc  places  is  not,  that  is,  cannot  be,  negligent. 
In  the  particular  case  as  a  fact  it  may  not  be.  Till  this  decision, 
dogs  which  have  attached  to  them  some  inseparable  accident  known 
to  their  masters  rendering  them  dangerous  or  injurious  were  not  dis- 
tinguishable from  other  actionable  nuisances  under  the  control  of 
their  owners.  Apart  from  the  decision  alluded  to,  it  would  appear 
beyond  question  that  the  owner  of  a  blind  dog  which  had,  say,  a  habit 
of  lying  in  front  of  a  neighbour's  door,  and  when  disturbed  snapping  at 
any  one  going  in  or  out,  would  be  Uable  for  the  nuisance,  and  if  the  case 
arises  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  Court  before  which  it  comes  will 
"  distinguish  "  the  earlier  decision. 

The  decision  in  Smith  v.  Cook  *  may  most  conveniently  be  noticed 
here.  Plaintifi's  horse  was  placed  in  a  field  by  the  defendant,  an 
agister  of  cattle,  with  a  number  of  heifers,  the  defendant  knowing 
that  a  bull  kept  in  an  adjoining  land  had  several  times  been  found  in 
the  field,  and  that  there  was  no  sufficient  fence  to  keep  him  out ;  he 
did  not  know  that  the  bull  was  of  a  mischievous  disposition.  The  horse 
was  gored  by  the  bull,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action  against  the 
defendant  as  agister.  The  point  pressed  on  the  Court  was  that  want 
of  knowledge  of  the  bull's  mischievous  quahty  justified  the  defendant 
in  putting  the  horse  in  the  field.  It  was  answered  that  the  action  was 
on  a  contract  to  take  care  of  the  horse,  and  that  the  defendant  took 
such  bad  care  of  it  that  it  was  killed.  The  Court  sustained  the  claim, 
Blackburn,  J.,  saying :  *  "  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  he  [the 
defendant]  took  sufficient  care  or  not,  and  the  doctrine  of  scienterj 
which,  as  I  have  said,  depends  mainly  upon  authority,  ought  not  to  be 
extended  to  a  contract  to  take  reasonable  care."  The  same  law  has 
been  laid  down  in  the  United  States.^ 

Simson  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co,^  had  previously  been 
decided  on  similar  grounds     Plaintiff,  while  travelling  in  an  onmibus  of 

1  Lee  y.  Riley,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.  722,  is  distinguishable  from  this  class  of  cases  oa  th^ 
ground  that  the  defendant's  mare  was  trespassing  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  th^ 
injury  was  not  too  remote. 

2  Millns  V.  OarraUy  Times  newspaper,  6th  March  1006.     AfOe,  528. 

3  1  Q.  B.  D.  79.  '*  Knowledge  of  the  fierceness  of  the  animal,  called  in  pleading  the 
scienter,  was  long  ago  held  to  be  necessary.  There  is  a  case  in  Dyer's  Rep.  25  pi.  162, 
where  it  was  so  held,  and  in  the  margin  of  that  case  there  are  references  to  earlier 
authorities  in  the  Year  Books  and  to  the  Book  of  Exodus,  c.  zzi.  v.  29/'  per  Blackburn. 
J.,  82.  The  report  in  Dyer  is  as  follows  :  Nota  que  in  evidence  a  un  enquesi,  fuit  agree 
per  Fitzherbert  ei  SMley,  que  si  Jiomme  ad  un  chien  que  tua  brebits,  le  master  del  chien 
esteajit  ignorant  de  tiel  condition  et  property  del  chien,  le  master  ne  serra  puny  pur  ceat 
tuer,  aulrement  est  s'il  ad  notice  del  c(mdition  le  chien.     This  case  was  decided  in  1537. 

4  1  Q.  B.  D.  83.  6  Sargent  v.  Slack.  19  Am.  R.  136. 
6  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  390.     Patterson  v.  Kidman,  8  N.  8.  W.  R.  (Law)  488. 
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the  defendants,  was  injured  by  a  blow  from  the  hoof  of  one  of  the  horses, 
which  kicked  through  the  front  panel.  The  Court  said  the  mere  fact 
of  the  horse  having  kicked  was  prima  facie  evidence  for  the  jury.  The 
case  for  the  plaintiff  was,  however,  placed  on  a  breach  of  duty  in  the 
defendants  not  using  reasonable  care  to  make  their  carriages  safe, 
and  it  was  argued  (and  successfully)  that  in  such  circumstances  the 
happening  of  an  accident  is  sufficient  to  call  for  an  answer.  This 
point  of  view  evidently  differs  from  the  common  case  of  a  horse  kicking. 
There  the  ownership  and  user  of  the  animal  is  lawful,  and  the  duty  to 
keep  him  from  kicking  only  arises  where  it  is  shown  that  he  has  kicked 
or  is  inclined  to  kick,  while  the  contractual  duty  to  carry  with  reason- 
able care  is  absolute.^ 

In  TiUett  v.  Ward  ^  the  law  was  considered  to  be  clear  that,  while  TilleU  v. 
the  owner  of  sheep  or  cattle  which  are  placed  in  a  field  is  bound  to  Ward, 
keep  them  from  trespassing  on  the  land  of  his  neighbours,  he  is  not 
responsible  for  injury  they  do  when  being  lawfully  driven  along  the 
highway.  The  same  latitude  is  extended  to  injuries  done  by  cattle, 
where  the  owner  is  not  negUgent,  to  property  adjoining  the  highway.'* 
The  test  of  negUgence  is  whether  a  reasonable  time  has  or  has  not 
elapsed  for  their  removal.  In  TiUett  v.  Ward  ^  it  is  said  there  is  "  no 
soUd  distinction  between  the  case  of  an  animal  strajdng  into  a  field 
which  is  unfenced  or  into  an  open  shop  in  a  town." 

The  Scotch  case  of  Harj>er8v.  Great  North  of  Scotland  Ry,  Co.^  treats  of  Scotch  case : 
the  rule  of  diligence  to  be  observed  in  safeguarding  cattle  going  through  ^^^^  t 
a  pubUc  thoroughfare.  A  bull  was  being  led  through  the  streets  Scotland 
secured  by  a  ring  in  its  nose,  with  a  rope  attached  thereto,  and  by  a  By.  Co, 
halter  upon  its  head.  It  was  irritated  by  boys  in  the  street,  and 
struggled ;  the  ring  in  its  nose  broke  through  a  latent  defect ;  the 
animal  escaped  and  injured  a  passenger,  who  claimed  damages 
for  his  injury.  The  earUer  cases  of  Burton  v.  Moorhead^  and 
Hennigan  v.  M'Vey^  were  cited,  and  distinguished,  since  the  injuries 
in  those  cases  were  caused  by  a  "ferocious  dog"  and  "a  boar" 
respectively.  The  reason  of  the  judgment  in  both  cases  was  that  a 
person  keeping  such  animals  did  it  at  his  own  risk.  PhiUips  v.  NicoU ' 
was  also  distinguished,  on  the  ground  that  the  pecuUar  circumstances 
tending  to  excite  the  cow  which  did  the  injury  in  that  case  required 
special  caution  to  be  taken.  The  cow  had  been  confined  for  some  time 
in  a  slaughter-house,  which,  there  was  evidence,  had  great  effect  in 
exciting  such  animals,  and  thus  imposed  on  their  keepers  the  duty  to 
use  special  precautions.  The  majority  of  the  Court  considered  that  as  the 
method  of  driving  the  bull  through  the  street  in  Harpers  v.  Great  North 
of  Scotland  Ry.  Co.  was  the  usual  way,  and  reasonably  safe,  the  law 
did  not  impose  any  higher  duty — that  is,  if  the  animal  were  in  a  normal 
condition.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff)  dissented,  because 
"  when  the  animal  is  a  bull,  which  is  always  known  to  be  subject  to 
paroxysms  of  sudden  fury,  and  when  furious  so  much  more  dangerous 
than  the  animals  in  question  in  those  cases,®  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
when  allowed  to  go  into  the  streets  and  crowded  thoroughfares,  it  can 

1   ViUiera  v.  Avey,  3  Times  L.  R.  812,  was  a  case  independent  of  contract. 

3  10  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Stephen,  J.,  21.     Cp.  a  case  cited  in  MiUen  v.  Faudrye,  Poph.  161. 

3  Ooodipyn  v.  Chevdey,  4  H.  &  N.  631.     The  case  at  NUi  Prius  is  reported,  1 
F.  &  F.  313.     Cp.  Bourchier  v.  MitcheU,ll  Vict.  L.  R.  27. 

4  13  Rettie,  1139 ;  Linnehan  v.  Sampson,  126  Mass.  506. 

6  8  Rettie,  892.  6  9  Rettie,  411.  7  11  Rettie^  592. 

8  I.e.,  Burton  v.  Moorhead,  8  Rettie,  892  ;  Phillipa  v.  NicoU,  11  Rettie,  592. 
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be  considered  in  no  other  light  than  that  of  a  wild  animal,  and  that  the 
person  who  brings  it  there  is  responsible  that  the  conditions  under 
which  it  is  so  brought  shall  render  it  absolutey  safe."  This,  however, 
is  not  the  view  of  the  law  of  England,^  nor  yet  of  the  law  of  Scotland, 
if  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Inghs's  statement  is  sound.  "  Can  we  aflSrm,"  he 
says,  "in  this  country,  where  the  breeding  of  cattle  is  of  so  much 
importance,  that  the  owners  of  bulls  are  under  an  obUgation  to  treat 
them  as  wild  beasts,  and  in  such  a  way  as  greatly  to  interfere  with  the 
breeding  of  cattle  ?  There  is  no  authority  for  that.  I  hold  that  the 
owner  of  a  bull  is  only  bound  to  use  a  reasonable  discretion,  and  is  not 
bound  to  confine  it  unless  when  it  has  shown  some  more  than  ordinary 
vicious  propensity."  * 

1  Hudwn  V.  Roberta,  6  Ex.  697. 

3  Clark  y.  Armstrong,  (1862)  24  Dimlop,  1320.  The  same  subject  is  treated  from 
a  Victorian  point  of  view  in  Scott  v.  Edington,  14  Vict.  K  R.  41,  where  the  consideratioa 
of  what  class  of  facts  will  satisfy  the  onus  of  showing  seieniia  is  gone  into. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

COLLISIONS   ON   LAND.i 

In  natural  course  we  should  now  proceed  to  consider  the  duty  of  an  Introductory. 
owner  of  property  to  prevent  a  collision  with  the  property  of  others 
whether  on  land  or  on  water.  But  since  in  a  subsequent  portion  of 
this  work  we  shall  be  largely  concerned  with  inquiring  into  the  special 
relations  of  carriers  by  water,  that  part  of  our  subject  which  deals 
with  collisions  on  water  will  be  postponed  for  the  more  convenient 
grouping  of  all  matters  relating  to  water  carriage.  Here,  accordingly, 
we  shall  discuss  collisions  on  land  only. 

We  have  already  referred  *  to  the  dictum  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Fletcher  Dictum  of 
V.  Rylands,^  that  "  trajfic  on  the  highways,  whether  by  land  or  sea,  ^^^^^'  '^•' 
cannot  be  conducted  without  exposing  those  whose  persons  or  pro-  ^yiande,  ^  ^ 
perty  are  near  it  to  some  inevitable  risk  ;  and  that  being  so,  those  who 
go  on  the  highway,  or  have  their  property  adjacent  to  it,  may  well 
be  held  to  do  so  subject  to  their  taking  upon  themselves  the  risk  of 
injury  from  that  inevitable  danger." 

In  these  cases,  they  cannot  recover  without  proof  of  want  of  care 
or  skill  occasioning  the  accident  ;^  since  for  a  pure  accident  there  is  no 
liability.*  Still  there  are  certain  rules  necessary  for  the  fullest  enjoy- 
ment of  the  highways,  the  lack  of  observance  of  which,  in  riding  or 
driving,  constitutes  evidence  of  that  negligence  which  afl&xes  Uability 
for  an  accident  occurring  on  a  highway. 

The  custom  or  law  of  the  road  is  that  horses  and  carriages  should  Lawof  tho 
respectively  keep  on  the  near  or  left  side,  and  foot-passengers  take  the  ^^ 
right  hand — and  this  is  judicially  recognised  without  proof.®    This 

1  The  consideration  of  coIIisionB  on  water,  which  naturally  falls  to  be  treated  here, 
is  postponed,  and  treated  in  connection  with  common  carriers  by  sea. 
a  Ante,  474. 

3  L.  B.  1  Ex.  286.    Op.  Biver  Wear  Cammissionera  v.  Adamson,  2  App.  Gas.  767. 

4  Mamoni  v.  Douglas,  6  Q.  B.  D.  145  ;  Holmes  v.  Mather,  L.  B.  10  Ex.  261. 

5  Wakeman  v.  JRobiruon,  1    Bing.  213,  8  Moo.  (C.  P.)  63;  Oibbona  v.  Pepper, 
1  Ld.  Baym.  38. 

6  The  rule  is  best  known  in  the  following  doggerel  rhyme  : 

**  The  rule  of  the  road  is  a  paradox  quits. 
As  I  think  you  will  see  by  this  song ; 
For  if  you  go  left  you  go  right. 
And  if  you  go  right  you  go  torong,** 
It  has  also  been  put  into  Latin  as  follows : — 

Sed  precor  hoc  poethac  reminiscere  carpe  sinistram, 
Dextram  oceurrerUi  linquere  norma  jubet. 
On  some  parts  of  the  Continent  and  in  America  the  rule  is  the  other  way,  travellers, 
vehicles,  and  animals  under  the  charge  of  man  aU  taking  the  right  when  meeting,  if  it 
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rule  was  laid  down  in  all  its  generality  before  tramcars  were  an  incident 
of  the  road.     In  Scotland  the  Lord  President  (Inglis)  has  since  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  that  the  introduction  of  tramways  requires  a  new 
rule  of  the  road,  that  a  tramcar  should  be  passed  by  a  following 
vehicle  on  the  left-hand  side,  and,  in  the  circumstances  in  which  he 
enunciated  the  rule,  it  seems  one  generally  applicable.^ 
Person  riding        The  person  riding  or  driving  is  not  bound  to  keep  his  side ;  yet 
°^^j^K       if  he  does  not,  he  must  keep  a  better  look-out  to  avoid  collision  than 
bound  to  kwp  would  be  necessary  if  he  were  on  the  proper  part  of  the  road."    The 
his  side.  mere  fact  of  a  man. driving  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road  is,  per  se,  no 

evidence  of  negligent  driving  in  an  action  brought  for  running  over  a 
person  who  was  crossing  the  road  on  foot.'  Of  course  the  fact  that 
a  person  is  driving  on  tke  wrong  side  of  the  road  does  not  justify 
another  in  wantonly  injuring  him ;  and  if  the  road  is  of  sufficient 
breadth,  it  is  incumbent  on  any  person  coming  the  other  way  "to 
take  that  course  which  should  carry  him  clear  of  the  person  who  was  on 
his  wrong  side,"  and  in  the  event  of  an  injury  happening  from  his 
acting  otherwise,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  person  so  riding  or  driving 
on  the  wrong  side.* 
Circum-  Again,  circumstances  may  warrant  a  deviation  from  the  law  of  the 

stances  may  ^oad  ;  as  is  Said  in  Wayde  v.  Carr,^  "  In  the  crowded  streets  of  a 
deviation  metropohs  .  .  .  situations  and  circumstances  might  frequently  ansc 
from  the  rule,  where  a  deviation  from  what  is  called  the  law  of  the  road  would  not 
^^y^^'  only  be  justifiable,  but  absolutely  necessary."  In  general  the  rule 
'^^'  holds,  and  applies  not  merely  to  horses  drawing  carriages,  but  to 

saddle  horses,®  and  "to  any  other  animal  under  Uke  circumstances."' 
Though  there  is  one  case,  not  unambiguously  reported,  which  seems 
to  bear  another  construction,®  the  fact  that  a  person  driving  is  on  the 
wrong  side  of  the  road  indicates  carelessness,  and  hence  prima  fade 
points  to  negligence.®  Any  other  view  would  be  destructive  of  the 
rule  ;  for  if  conformity  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  right  conduct, 
observance  or  disobedience  of  the  rule  becomes  absolutely  indifferent 
in  the  case  of  an  action  ;  as  negligence  having  to  be  shown  apart  from 
the  rule,  the  rule  would  be  neutralised.  If  conformity  to  the  rule  is 
presumably  going  right,  non-conformity  would  seem  presumably 
to  be  not  going  right. ^®  This  prima  facie  presumption  is  rebuttable; 
so  that  in  the  case  of  a  man,  driving  on  his  wrong  side,  colliding  against 
the  vehicle  of  another  traveller,  the  prima  facie  presumption  is  rebutted 

is  reasonably  practicable  to  do  so.  The  "  Customary  Rules  for  Driving  "  are  given 
in  2  Steph.  N.  P.  984  ;  the  note  1  Taylor,  Evidence  (8th  ed.),  7,  may  also  be  referred  to. 
See  further  Oliphant  on  Horses  (5th  ed.),  279-328. 

1  Jardine  v.  Stone  field  Laundry  Co.,  14  Rettie,  839,  and  post,  548.  In  Scotland  by  41 
&  42  Vict.  c.  51,  B.  123,  (Sch.  C),  incorporating  1  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  43,  s.  97,  the  law  is 
that  "  if  the  driver  of  any  sort  of  carriage  shall  not  keep  to  the  left  or  near  side  of 
such  (t.6.,  turnpike)  road  on  meeting  or  on  being  overtaken  by  any  other  carriage  or 
any  rider,  or  shall  wilfully  prevent  any  other  person  passing  him  or  his  carriage:  such 
driver  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay  a  sum  not  exceding  £5  over  and 
above  the  damages  occasioned  thereby." 

2  PluckweU  V.  WUson,  5  C.  A  P.  376.  By  the  Highway  Act,  1836  (6  &  6  Will.  IV. 
c.  50),  s.  78,  the  negligence  of  drivers,  which  is  specifiM,  is  made  punishable  criminally* 

3  Uoyd  V.  Ogleby,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  667  ;  AsUm  v.  Heaven,  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  533. 

4  Clay  V.  Wood,  6  Esp.  (N.  P.)  44  ;  Turley  v.  Thomas,  8  C.  &  P.  103. 

6  2  D.  &  R.  (K.  B.)  255  ;  per  Coleridge,  J.,  Twrley  v.  Thomas,  8  C.  A  P.  103. 
8  Turley  v.  Thomas,  8  C.  &  P.  103. 

7  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  644  n. 

8  Wayde  v.  Carr,  2  D.  &  R.  (K.  B.)  255. 

n  Burdick  v.  Worrall,  4  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  596. 
10  Chaplin  v.  Hawes  3  C.  &  P.  664  ;  Mayhew  v.  Boyce,  1  Stark  (N.  P.),  423. 
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by  proof  that,  there  being  ample  room  for  both,  the  other  traveller 
insisted  on  occupying  that  portion  of  the  way  along  which  the  person 
on  his  wrong  side  was  driving.^  Being  on  lus  wrong  side,  a  traveller 
must  leave  more  than  barely  enough  room  for  other  travellers.*  It  is 
matter  of  evidence  for  the  jury  whether  the  accident  arose  from  want 
of  sufficient  room.  As  was  said  by  Rooke,  J.,®  "  the  driver  was  not 
to  make  experiments  ;  he  should  leave  ample  room,  and  if  an  accident 
happened  from  want  of  that  sufficient  room  he  was  no  doubt  liable  "  ; 
and  he  has  no  right  by  his  conduct  to  impose 'on  other  people  using 
the  road  any  greater  exertion  of  care  and  skill  than  they  would  have 
had  to  exert  had  he  seen  fit  to  conform  to  the  general  rule  of  travelhng.* 
In  the  case  of  fog,  or  at  night,  the  rule  must  be  strictly  observed,  even 
though  no  other  people  appear  to  be  on  the  road.^ 

The  rider  or  driver  of  a  horse  is  required  to  have  a  competent  Duty  of  rid  or 
knowledge  of  horses  and  adequate  skill  in  their  management — that  is,  ordriver of 
that  knowledge  and  that  degree  of  care  which  prudent  men  exercise, 
or  should  exercise,  in  similar  matters.     If  the  defendant's  act  fall 
below  the  standard,  he  is  Uable,  though  not  unless.* 

In  Fhwer  v.  Adami'  A  placed  lime  rubbish  in  a  highway ;    dust  Flower  v. 
blowing  from  it  frightened  the  horse  of  B,  which  would  have  run-^***^ 
against  a  waggon  had  not  B  hastily  pulled  him  round ;   he  then  ran 
over  a  lime-heap  Ijring  at  C's  door.     In  an  action  by  B  against  C,  B 
was  held  not  entitled  to  recover.    The  ground  of  this  decision  must  be 
either  that  B's  conduct  was  such  as  a  competent  driver  would  not  have 


^  been  guilty  of  even  in  the  emergency,  or  else  that  the  occurrence  was  a 


pure  accident.    Had  the  action  been  against  A,  the.  scope  of  the  in- 

F  quiry  would  have  been  different,  and  would  have  been  whether  the 

act  of  the  defendant  was  one  reasonably  productive  of  confusion  of 

mind,  and  whether  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  consequence  flowing 

I  from  such  confusion  produced  by  the  defendant's  wrongful  act.®    As 

i  against  C,  it  could  only  be  whether  in  the  circumstances  there  was  any 

\  breach  of  duty  towards  B  ;   A's  act  and  its  consequences  would  not 

\  affect  C's  Uability  so  long  as  C  was  acting  within  his  rights.     On  the 

other  hand,  if  A  obstructs  a  road  which  B  is  using  and  C  claims  to  use, 

C  must  modify  his  use  as  against  B  with  reference  to  the  condition  of 

!  the  road  as  obstructed  by  A.    A's  wrongful  act  curtails  the  user  of 

f  everybody  else — there  are  equal  rights  in  the  user  of  the  road,  and  C 

I  must  use  the  diminished  road  with  the  care  that  its  narrowed  dimension 

demands. 

A  competent  rider  or  driver  is  not  bound  to  know  the  peculiarity  Knowledge  of 
of  any  horse  he  may  happen  to  have  the  charge  of ;  though  he  is  bound  peculiarity  of 
to  know  the  general  habits  and  disposition  of  horses.     It  is,  therefore,  horro^vwi*'^ 
not  negUgence  to  drive  a  horse  that  becomes  unmanageable,  and  in-  isnotneces- 
flicts  injury  on  a  passer-by,  if  the  driver  has  no  notice  of  the  pecuUarity  sary  though  a 

1  Per  Patteson,  J.,  Reed  v.  Taie,  cited  Oliphant,  Law  of  Horses  (5tb  ed.),  307 ;  ledge  of 
Clay  V.  Wood,  6  Esp.  (N.  P.)  44  ;  Crvdtn  v.  FtrUham,  2  Esp.  (N.  P.)  686.  horses  is 

a  Chaplin  v.  Hatocs,  3  C.  &  P.  654.  required. 

3  Wordsworth  v.  Willan,  6  Esp.  (N.  P.)  273. 

4  PluekweU  V.  Wilson,  6  C.  A  P.  375 ;  Brooks  v.  Hart,  14  N.  H.  307,  where  the  law 
is  laid  down  clearly  and  at  length.  &  Cruden  v.  Feniham,  2  Esp.  (N.  P. )  685. 

«  Bigelow,  L.  C,  on  Torts,  596.  It  has  been  held  not  negligence  per  se  for  a  one- 
armed  man  to  drive  a  horse  :  Reynolds  v.  Uanrahan,  100  Mass.  313. 

7  2  Taunt.  314.  The  fact  that  the  driver  of  a  carriage  was  intoxicated  when  he  ran 
against  the  plaintiff  is  some  evidence  that  he  was  negligent :  Wynn  v.  AUard,  5  Watts 
A  S.  (Pa.)  524  ;  the  evidence  so  given  is,  however,  not  to  be  used  to  inflame  damages. 

»  Jjarrobec  v.  Scwall,  66  Me.  376  ;  Jones  v.  Boyce,  I  Stark.  (N.  P.)  493. 
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of  character  which  results  in  the  accident,  and  is  not  negligently 
ignorant  of  it.^  If,  however,  a  person,  riding  a  vicious  horse,  spnzs  it 
when  close  to  a  bystander,  and  the  horse  kicks  out  and  injures  him, 
the  rider  is  guilty  of  negligence.^  The  pace  at  which  a  horse  is  driven 
should  be  moderate  ;'  and  reckless  driving  which  frightens  a  horse  so 
that  he  runs  away,  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  has  been 
held  in  New  York  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  even  though  no 
actual  collision  has  resulted.^ 

What  is  too  rapid  driving  is,  however,  a  question  dependent  upon 
circumstances.  A  rate  of  speed  allowable  in  driving  along  a  country 
lane  would  be  excessive  and  dangerous  in  the  city  of  London.^ 

"  It  is  the  duty  of  persons,"  said  Pollock,  C.B.,*  "  who  are  driving 
over  a  crossing  for  foot-passengers  which  is  at  the  entrance  of  a  street 
to  drive  slowly,  cautiously,  and  carefully ;  but  it  is  also  the  duty  of  a 
foot-passenger  to  use  due  care  and  caution  in  going  upon  a  crossing  at 
the  entrance  of  a  street,  so  as  not  to  get  among  the  carriages,  and  thus 
receive  injury,"  In  all  circumstances  the  driver  must  keep  his  horse 
well  in  hand,  and  look  to  see  that  the  way  is  clear,'  and  be  spedally 
careful  in  turning  comers.® 

A  foot-passenger  is  justified  in  assuming  that  a  car  coming  towards 
him  will  be  driven  moderately  and  prudently ;  and  may  cross  the 
road  on  that  assumption  and  is  not  disentitled  to  recover  because, 
acting  on  that  assumption,  he  has  crossed  the  road  without  looking  and 
has  sustained  injury  through  the  car  being  driven  at  an  excessive  pace.* 

In  addition  to  accidents  arising  from  the  conduct  of  the  driver  or 
the  circumstances  of  the  horse,  they  may  arise  from  defect  in  the 
vehicle.  When  this  is  the  case,  some  circumstance  of  negligence  must 
still  be  shown. 

The  mere  occurrence  of  an  accident  on  a  highway  is  not  enough. 
Thus,  where  it  was  shown  that  an  axle-tree  had  broken,  Willes,  J., 
held  that  negUgence  was  not  thereby  to  be  attributed  to  the  owner." 
The  ruUng  in  Sharp  v.  Grey  ^^  may  at  first  sight  seem  inconsistent  with 
this  ;  the  action,  however,  was  in  assumpsit  by  a  passenger,  while  the 
case  before  Willes,  J.,  was  in  tort  by  a  stranger.  If  any  circumstance 
can  be  shown  which  affects  the  owner  with  negligence  in  not  pro- 
viding good  tackle,  to  which  he  is  bound,  he  will  be  held  Uable.^* 

1  Hammock  v.  White,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  588  ;  cp.  Miehad  v.  Alestree,  2  Lev.  172. 
a  North  V.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  672. 

3  ButterpM  v.  Forrester,  11  East,  60.  In  Payne  v.  SmUh,  4  Dana  (Kentucky),  497, 
the  Chief  Justice  says  :  "  He  who  is  so  unmindful  of  the  peace  and  security  of  other»>a8 
to  ride  or  drive  in  a  gallop  or  rapid  trot  or  pace»  through  a  crowded  city  or  town,  is 
held  by  the  common  law  responsible  for  all  damage  that  any  other  person,  wiAo^ 
fatdt,  shall  sustain  in  consequence  of  such  voluntary  and  perilous  imprudence.'* 

4  Bumham  v.  BuUer,  31  N.  Y.  480. 

5  Martin  v.  North  Metropolitan  Tramioaya  Co.,  3  Times  L.  B.  600  (C.  A.);  Heed 
V.  Inhabitants  of  Deerfield,  90  Mass.  622. 

«  Williamsv.  Richards,  3  0.  &K.  SI. 

7  Phelps  V.  Wait,  30  N.  Y.  78.  The  principal  point  decided  was  that  a  joint  action 
will  lie  against  the  master  and  servant  for  a  personal  injury  caused  by  the  negligence  ol 
the  latter  (in  the  absence  of  the  former)  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 

8  Springett  v.  Ball,  4  F.  &  F.  47?. 

»  Toronto  Ry.  Co.  v.  OosneU,  24  Can.  S.  C.  R.  682. 

10  Doyle  v.  Wragg,  1  F.  &  F.  7.  No  action  will  lie  against  the  mere  driver  not  the 
xn^ner  apart  from  actual  negligence. 

11  9  Bing.  467.  Hyman  v.  Nye,  6  Q.  B.  I).  686,  was  also  a  case  of  the  existence  of  « 
contractueS  obligation.     See  as  to  this  class  of  cases  post.  Bailments/* Hire  of  Things. 

12  Welsh  V.  Lawrence,  2  Chit.  (K.  B.)  262.  No  action  will  lie  against  the  drivarfot 
injuries  caused  by  defect  in  the  vehicle  where  he  has  not  been  guilty  of  negliecncc  * 
Doyle  V,  Wragg,  1  F.  &  F.  7. 
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The  case  of  Templeman  v.  Haydon  ^  must  be  noticed.  There  the  Tempieman  v. 
plaintiff  merely  proved  the  fact  of  a  collision  ;  the  defendant  then  ^«y*>»- 
proved  that  the  accident  arose  from  the  horse  suddenly  beginning  to 
kick,  whereby  the  shafts  of  the  cart  were  broken,  the  driver  thrown  out, 
and  the  horse,  starting  off,  ran  against  and  injured  the  plaintiff's 
horse.  The  County  Court  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff ;  and 
stated  a  case  on  the  question  whether,  on  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  been  nonsuited  or  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant. 
*'  I  am  of  opinion,"  says  Cresswell,  J.,  *'  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  have  been  nonsuited.  We  are  not  asked  to  say  whether  the  evi- 
dence warranted  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  or  not."  The  decision  is 
no  more  than  an  afi&rmation  that  there  was  some  evidence  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff's  case. 

In  MoffaU  v.  Bateman,^  the  kingbolt  by  which  the  front  wheels  of  a  Mofiau  v. 
carriage  were  attached  to  the  hind  part  broke,  through  jolting  over  ^«^«^wan. 
^  an  uneven  road  ;  this  was  held  not  evidence  of  neghgence  in  the  circum- 

^  stances.     That  being  so,  the  breaking  of  the  shafts  of  a  cart  in  an  un- 

^  explained  way  would  not  seem  any  more  to  be  ground  for  attributing 

^  negligence  ;   while  the  circumstances  that  the  breakage  was  brought 

about  by  a  kicking  horse  would  not  bring  in  any  additional  element 
^  of  neghgence  to  what  before  existed.' 

»  It  has  been  held  not  neghgence  to  remove  goods  from  a  cart  without 

>  putting  a  person  at  the  head  of  the  horse  to  prevent  his  moving.* 

J  In  the  often-cited  case  of  lUidge  v.  Goodmn^thQ  owner  of  a  horse  and  lUidgcv. 

5  cart  left  standing  in  a  street  without  any  one  to  watch  them  was  held  Goodwin. 

:  liable  for  damage  done  by  them  ;  though  the  horse  was  a  very  quiet 

one,  and  the  proximate  cause  was  the  act  of  a  passer-by  in  striking  him. 
r  "  If  a  man,"  said  Tindal,  C.  J.,  "  chooses  to  leave  a  cart  standing  in  the 

street  he  must  take  the  risk  of  any  mischief  that  may  be  done."  •    This 
$  case  has  not  escaped  comment.     Its  justification  must  stand  either  on 

•  the  inaccuracy  of  the  earlier  case,  or  on  the  special  facts  proved, 
r  shovnng  that  in  the  circumstances  it  was  a  wrongful  act  to  leave  the 
r  horse  and  cart  unattended  ;   or  that,  though  not  at  first  wrongfully 

•  left,  they  were  so  left  unattended  for  an  unreasonable  time.  Unless 
(  some  such  features  as  these  are  discovered,  it  seems  to  fall  under  the 
SI  principle  that  one  is  not  bound  to  anticipate  mischievous  or  wrongful 

acts  on  the  part  of  others,  and  consequently  is  not  required  to  guard 
against  them.'    To  leave  a  perfectly  quiet  horse  unattended  in  St. 

r  1  12  C.  B.  607. 

•  2  L.  R.  3  P.  C.  116. 

f  i  Coxy,  Burbidge,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  430.     See  also  AbboU  v.  Freeman,  35  L.  T.  N.  S. 

783,  reversing  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  644,  where  the  plaintiff  was  kicked  by  a  horse  while 
attending  a  sale  of  horses. 

4  Hayman  v.  HewiU,  Peake*s  Add.  Cas.  170. 

6  6  C.  &  P.  190.     Lynch  v.  Nurdin  was  regarded  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  1  Q.  B.  36, 
aa  tin.  d  fortiori  case  after  lUidge  v.  Ooodtoin  ;  see  2  A;  3  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  54,  sub-s.  4, 
1  &  2  Will.  IV.  0.  22,  s.  55.     Lynch  y.  Nurdin  was  approved  in  Union  Pacific  Ry,  Co, 
.  V.  McDonald,  162  U.  S.  (46  Davis),  per  Harlan,  J.,  270. 

f  6  Adopted  in  Bates  v.  BreU,  18  N.  S.  W.  (L.  R.)  267,  271. 

f  Parker  v.  City  of  Cdhoea,  10  Hun  (N.  Y.)  631.      "  Surely  a  man  in  his  own  yard 

or  field  may  leave  his  horse  and  cart  unattended.     If  he  does  so,  in  my  judgment  he 

owes  no  duty  to  any  one,  unless  he  has  reason  to  know  at  the  time  he  so  leaves  it,  that 

^  by  so  doing  he  is  likely  to  injure  an  individual  who  in  fact  may  be  there,  or  is  known 

as  likely  to  be  there,  so  as  to  be  injured  thereby  "  :  per  Smith,  J.,  Tolhausen  v.  Davies, 

67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  395  ;  see  Mann  v.  Ward,  8  Times  L.  R.  699  (C.  A.),  which  was  repudiated 

;  by  the  C.  A.  of  Ontario,  Myers  v.  SauU  St.  Marie  Paper  Co.,  (1902)  3  Ont.  600.     lUidge 

^  V.  Qoodwin  was  followed  in  Melbourne  Tramway  Co.  v.  Spencer,  14  V.  L.  R.  95. 
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Paul's  Churchyard,  even  while  only  engaged  in  removing  goods  from  a 
cart,  may  well  in  itself  be  negligence,  as  being  "  to  the  common  danger  " ; 
yet  it  does  not  follow  that  to  do  the  same  on  a  country  road  would  be 
other  than  a  perfectly  lawful  act.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  that  a  hoise 
and  cart  must  be  in  charge  of  two  persons  at  least  when  engaged  in 
loading  or  unloading.  Tindal,  C.J.'s,  dictum  is  probably  correct  if 
limited  to  the  circumstances.  The  difficulty  of  the  decision  is  well 
tackled  by  Ernest  Pollock  arguendo  in  OwtUiam  v.  Ttoist :  ^  "  The 
head-note  in  Illidge  v.  Ooodvnn  is  a  note,  not  a  decision,  but  of  a  mere 
obiter  dictum,  the  jury  having  stated  that  they  did  not  believe  that  the 
horse  had  ever  been  struck  by  a  passer-by  at  all.^  And  that  did^tm 
is  not  good  law." 

The  general  rule  of  law  is  that  where,  between  the  act  or  neglect 
of  one  person  and  the  injury  inflicted,  the  independent  act  of  another 
person  intervenes,  and  directs  the  first  negligence  to  the  object  it 
ultimately  effects,  the  person  whose  default  has  caused  the  first  negli- 
gence is  not  Uable.  This  is  illustrated  in  the  Roman  law  ^  by  the 
passage,  Cehus  scribity  si  alius  mortifero  mh%ere  percusserit,  <dius 
postea  exanimuverit,  priorem  quidem  non  teneri  quad  occiderit  sed  quasi 
mdneraverU ;  quia  ex  alio  mdnere  periit ;  posteriorem  teneri  quia 
ocddit  ;  quod  et  Marcello  videtur  et  est  probabUius  ;  and  in  English  law 
by  Erie,  C.  J.,  in  The  Queen  v.  Ledger ;  *  "A  mistake,  indeed,  was  said 
to  have  arisen  from  the  negUgence  of  the  defendant.  Still,  if  the  par- 
ticular negUgence  imputed  to  the  prisoner  appeared  not  to  have  been 
the  proximate  and  efficient  cause  of  tte  catastrophe,  the  bill  for  man- 
slaughter ought  not  to  be  found  ;  and  if  it  appeared  that  other  causes 
had  intervened,  the  prisoner's  negUgence  would  not  have  been  the 
proximate  and  efficient  cause  of  the  deaths  which  had  occurred. 
That  this  was  in  entire  accordance  with  the  authorities  will  appear 
from  the  most  recent  cases.  The  case  is  to  be  clearly  distinguished 
from  that  of  joint  negligence  "  ^ 

To  constitute  joint  negligence  it  is  not  necessary  that  both  the 
negligent  persons  should  be  partakers  in  the  very  act  causing  injury ; 
for  as  Pollock,  C.B.,  says :  •  "  When  two  persons  are  driving  together, 
encouraging  each  other  to  drive  at  a  dangerous  pace,  then,  whether 
the  injury  is  done  by  the  one  driving  the  first  or  the  second  carriage,  I 
am  of  opinion  "  **  the  other  shares  the  guilt."  Once  more,  as  explained 
by  Parke,  B.,'  the  injurious  act  should  be  "  the  necessary  or  ordinary 
or  likely  result  of  that  negligence."  In  lUidge  v.  Goodwin  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  besides  the  act  of  an  independent  person  intervening, 
there  is  an  independent  trespass  by  an  adult,  which  can  scarcely  be 
brought  within  Parke,  B.'s,  postulate.  If  it  is  conceded  that  the  ad 
of  leaving  a  horse  and  cart  unattended  is  the  negligent  act,  the  dis- 
sociation between  the  first  negUgence  and  the  act  producing  the 
injurious  result  appears  distinct,  and  the  difficulty  of  reconciUng  the 
case  with  principle  insuperable.  The  negUgence,  it  may  be  said,  is 
probably  the  absence  of  the  master  at  the  time  of  the  wilful  blow,  and 
thus  may  be  regarded  rather  as  concurrent  than  independent.    Even 

1  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  669.  a  See  6  C.  &  P.  192. 

3  D.  9,  2,  11,  §  3.  4  2  F.  &  P.  867,  note  at  868. 

6  Cp.  Scott  V.  Shepherd,  2  Wm.  Bl.  892,  11  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  464.  The  definition 
of  inevitable  accident  is  the  same  on  land  as  by  sea.  per  Lopes.  L.  J.,  The  Schmn^  (18d2) 
P.  419, 434.  ^  r  r  -» \         # 

6  Reg.  V.  SwindaU,  2C.  &  K.  233. 

7  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Evane's  Trustees,  6  H.  L.  C.  410, 


*  CHAP.  VI.]  COLLISIONS  ON  LAND.  547 

i:  in  this  view  there  is  a  difficulty  in  holding  a  negligent  person  responsible 

a  for  the  wilful  act  of  a  third  person,  since  the  law  does  not  presume  a 

R  breach  of  law  and  .trespass  to  be  *'  the  necessary,  ordinary,  or  likely 

{I  result  of  negligence."  In  any  event  the  sweeping  nature  of  Tindal,  C.  J.'s, 

«  remark,  "  If  a  man  chooses  to  leave  a  cart  standing  in  the  street  he 

ff  must  take  the  risk  of  any  mischief  that  may  be  done,"  must  be  con- 

i  siderably  quahfied  and  restrained.^    The  circumstances  are  infinite  ; 

and  what  is  negligence  in  St.  Paul's  Churchyard  is  not  necessarily  so 

in  St.  Albans. 


i\ 


3  In  the  United  States  it  has  been  laid  down  that  a  traveller  on  foot  United  States 

I,  or  on  horseback  must  give  way,  and,  if  necessary,  cross  the  road,  for  cases. 

a  vehicle  with  a  heavy  load,^  and  that  a  lightly  loaded  vehicle  must 
[J  give  way  to  one  heavily  loaded.^ 

J  If  a  person  do  anything  per  se  wrongful  or  that  is  a  public  nuisance 

^  he  thereby  puts  himself  in  the  position  of  an  insurer  of  the  pubUc  and 

J  is  liable  to  any  one  exercising  ordinary  care  quite  irrespective  of  any 

I,  care  used  by  him  in  the  safeguarding  his  encroachment.* 

The  rule  of  the  road  has,  as  we  have  seen,*  had  to  be  modified  in  its  Tramcars. 
apphcation  to  tramcars,  which  cannot  get  out  of  the  way,  as  they  move 
only  along  the  rails  laid  down  for  them.  They  are  put  on  the  same 
footing  with  other  vehicles,  and  so  ought  not  to  be  deemed  in  their 
nature  terrific  things.  The  legislative  authorisation  of  tramcars  does 
not,  as  in  Rex  v.  Pecwe,®  authorise  a  user  independently  of  whether 
what  was  done  was  a  nuisance  or  not.  The  inabiUty  to  nm  them  at  all 
was  merely  removed  and  the  user  of  them  was  rendered  subject  to  all 
common  law  obligations  incumbent  on  the  drivers  of  other  vehicles.' 
Still  a  tramway  company  has  a  right  "  to  use  these  rails  for  the  passage 
of  their  tramway-cars  to  which,  seeing  that  they  cannot  be  deviated 
from  the  track,  other  vehicles  meeting  or  passing  them  must  give 
precedence.  But  the  respondents'  use  of  their  track  is  in  no  other  sense 
exclusive.  Any  other  vehicle,  which  does  not  run  on  flanged  wheels, 
may  use  the  track  and  the  rails  as  freely  as  any  other  part  of  the  street, 
whenever  and  so  long  as  these  are  not  actually  occupied  by  the  respon- 
dents' cars.  Beyond  the  possession  of  these  privileges,  which  are  all 
that  the  statutes  confer  upon  them,  the  respondents  are  in  no  better 
position  and  have  no  higher  right  than  the  appellant  and  other  persons 
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^  who  use  the  highway."  ® 

J  1  Sullivan  v.  McWUliama,  20  Ont.  App.  627.     In  Heney  v.  Dennis,  47  Am.  R.  378, 

whore  defendant,  having  left  a  tub  of  nsh-brine  by  the  side  of  the  way,  which  was 

'  wilfully  turned  over  by  a  third  person  into  the  gutter,  the  plaintiff's  cow  drank  of 

^  the  spilled  brine,  and  died  in  consequence,  the  defendant  was  held  liable  to  the  plaintifif 

for  the  loss  ;  but  see  the  cases  cited  in  the  note,  at  381  of  the  report,  where  an  opinion 

adverse  to  the  case  is  given.     Cp.  Sharp  v.  Powell,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  253. 

a  Beach  v.  Parmeter,  23  Pa.  St.  196.  3  Qrier  v.  Sampwn,  27  Pa.  St.  183. 

4  Bizzell  V.  Booker,  16  Ark,  308. 

6  Ante,  642.     The  65th  section  of  the  General  Tramways  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict. 

0.  78),  providing  that  "  the  promotors  or  lessees,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  answerable 

for  all  accident,  damages  and  injuries  happening  through  their  act  or  default  or  through 

the  act  or  default  of  any  person  in  their  employment  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of 

r  any  of  their  works  or  carriages  *'  was  held  in  Brocklehurat  v.  The  Manchester,  Bury, 

i  Rochdale,  and  Oldham  Steam  Tramways  Co.,  17  Q.  B.  D.  118,  to  apply  only  to  a 

f  wrongful  act  or  default,  and  not  to  make  the  promoters  or  lessees  answerable  fof  mere 

accident  caused  without  negligence,  by  their  use  of  tramcars. 

6  4  B.  &  Ad.  30. 

7  RaUee  v.  Norwich  Electric  Tramway  Co.,  18  Times  L.  R.  662. 

8  Ogston  V.  Aberdeen  District  Tramways  Co.,  (1897)  A.  C.  118;  Dublin  United 
Tramways  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  (1903)  A.  C.  99;  Toronto  By.  Co.  v.  City  of  Toronto, 
24  Can.  S.  C.  R.  689. 
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In  America  it  has  been  laid  down  that  carriages  meeting  tramcarB 
should  turn  to  that  side  which  appears  to  be  the  safest,  without  regard 
to  the  usual  rule  ;  and  the  fact  that  either  was  on  the  left  of  the  road 
at  the  time  of  a  collision  is  no  evidence  of  negligence.^  Again,  when 
a  collision  occurs  between  an  ordinary  vehicle  and  a  tramcar  travelling 
in  the  same  direction,  the  presumption  is  that  the  driver  of  the  vehicle 
is  negligent.^ 

There  is  no  English  case  that  goes  that  length,  and  when  one 
considers  the  variety  of  circumstances  in  which  a  tramcar  may 
colUde  with  another  vehicle,  i.e.,  in  driving  down  hill  it  may  over- 
drive it,  or  in  clearing  a  hill  may  overrush  it,  it  is  highly  improbable  with 
the  existing  tendencies  of  English  law  that  any  such  decision  will  have 
any  authority.  There  clearly  is  a  presumption  that  a  tramcar  is  not 
on  its  wrong  side.  In  any  other  case  the  presumption  would  be  the 
same  as  where  a  powerful  and  swift  vehicle  brings  injury  to  another 
less  heavy  and  less  powerful. 

In  Sardine  v.  Stonefield  Laundry  Co.,^  Lord  President  Inglis  made 
some  forcible  remarks  on  the  alterations  in  the  rule  of  the  road  brought 
about  by  the  conditions  in  which  tramcars  are  run.  He  said  :  "  Tram- 
way-cars are  no  longer  a  novelty  among  us."  "  There  is  one  rule  of 
the  road  which  has  been  very  much  altered  by  the  appearance  of  these 
new  vehicles,  viz.,  that  one  carriage  overtaking  another  is  bound  to 
pass  it  upon  the  right-hand  side.  The  new  rule  requires  that  when  a 
carriage  is  coming  up  behind  a  tramway-car  and  the  car  stops,  the 
driver  of  the  other  vehicle  shall  pass  upon  the  left-hand  side.  That 
is  the  opposite  of  the  old  rule.  The  new  rule  has  been  introduced  from 
considerations  of  convenience  and  safety ;  and  the  reason  is  very 
obvious,  because  tramway-cars  pass  upon  two  Unes  of  tramways,  one 
in  one  direction  and  another  in  the  other.  If  vehicles  were  to  pass  a 
car  on  the  right-hand  side,  there  would  be  very  great  danger  of  their 
coming  into  colhsion  with  another  car  coming  the  opposite  way.  That 
is  the  reason  of  the  rule.  If  a  person  gets  ofi  a  tramcar  on  the  left-hand 
side,  which  is  the  proper  side  for  the  purpose,  it  is  quite  obvious  that 
in  passing  from  the  tramcar  to  the  pavement  he  is  passing  across  a 
carriage-way,  and  a  carriage-way  which  he  ought  to  know  may  be 
travelled  over  at  any  moment  by  vehicles  passing  alongside  of  the 
tramcar.  He  is  just  as  much  bound  to  look  after  his  own  safety  in 
crossing  that  carriage-way  as  if  he  were  crossing  from  one  side  of  the 
street  to  the  other.  It  is  just  as  much  a  carriage-way  as  the  whole 
street,  and  while  vehicles  are  bound  to  go  at  a  steady  pace  and  not  to 
be  driven  furiously,  foot-passengers  crossing  the  carriage-way  are 
bound  to  look  after  their  own  safety,  and  not  to  run  obvious  and 
unnecsssary  risk."  *  It  had  previously  been  laid  down  by  the  other 
Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  ^  that  "  the  space  between  the  car  and 

1  Hegan  v.  Eighih  Avenue  Rd.  Co.,  15  N.  Y.  380.  In  Brightly's  New  York  Digest, 
under  Highways,  X.  Law  of  the  Boad,  are  collected  a  number  of  cases  on  this  subjects 

2  Suydam  v.  Grand  Street,  dkc.  Rd.  Co.,  41  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  376.  As  to  running 
tramcars  along  the  highway  upon  a  tramway  in  a  defective  condition,  see  Sadler  v. 
South  Staffordshire  and  Birmingham  District  Steam  Tramways  Co,,  23  Q.  B.  D.  17, 
in  which  case  to  do  so  was  held  an  unlawful  act,  that  rendered  the  company  liable  for 
a  trespass  in  respect  of  a  personal  injury  caused  thereby. 

3  14  Rettie,  839. 

4  Forwood  V.  The  City  of  Toronto,  22  Ont.  R.  351;  M'Dermaid  v.  The  Bdinburgk 
Street  Tramways  Co.,  12  Rettie,  15,  are  cases  of  tramcars  not  pulled  up  in  time  to  av^t 
an  accident. 

^  Ramsay  v.  Thomson,  9  Rettie,  140,  per  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff)»  146. 
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the  pavement  must  be  looked  upon  in  the  same  way  as  an  ordinary 
street-crossing.  The  traffic  is  not  bound  to  stop  at  every  crossing.  Street- 
The  first  duty  of  a  member  of  the  pubUc  at  such  a  place  is  to  see  that  c«^™gB. 
the  coast  is  clear,  and  if  it  is  not,  to  wait  until  there  is  a  safe  oppor- 
tunity to  cross."  The  tramways  affect  the  case  thus  far  that  it  is 
safer  to  cross  from  the  middle  of  a  street  than  from  one  side  to  the  other, 
because  in  the  former  case  there  is  only  one-half  of  the  distance  to  go. 

Lastly,  as  to  foot-passengers,  the  law  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Foot- 
Cotterili  v.  Starkey  ^  by  Patteson,  J.,  as  follows  :  "  A  foot-passenger  has  pawongew 
a  right  to  cross  a  highway,  and  "  "  it  was  held  in  one  case  'that  a  foot- 
passenger  has  a  right  to  walk  along  the  carriage-way.  But,  without 
going  that  length,  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  foot-passenger  has  a  right  to 
cross,  and  that  persons  driving  carriages  along  the  road  are  liable  if 
they  do  not  take  care  so  as  to  avoid  driving  against  the  foot-passengers 
who  are  crossing  the  road ;  and  if  a  person  driving  along  the  road 
cannot  pull  up  because  his  reins  break,  that  will  be  no  ground  of 
defence,  as  he  is  bound  to  have  proper  tackle.  With  respect  to  what 
has  been  said  about  the  carriage  being  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road,  I 
think  you  should  lay  it  out  of  your  consideration,  as  the  rule  as  to  the 
proper  side  of  the  road  does  not  apply  with  respect  to  foot-passengers ; 
and  as  regards  the  foot-passengers  the  carriages  may  go  on  whichever 
side  of  the  road  they  please."*  There  is  no  doubt,  said  the  Lord 
Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff)  in  another  case,*  that  "  it  lies  on  the  driver 
to  keep  clear  of  foot-passengers.  If  a  person  is  guilty  of  such  fault  as 
to  increase  the  burden  of  that  obligation,  that  is  another  matter,  but 
the  primary  obligation  is  undoubted — to  keep  clear  of  foot-passengers  " ; 
and  the  same  learned  judge  has  also  laid  down  ^  that  '*  there  is  the 
strongest  presumption  [of  negUgence]  both  in  fact  and  in  law  against 
a  driver  who  runs  down  a  person  in  daylight." 

The  law  does  not  require  either  of  two  travellers  going  in  the  same  At  a  crossing, 
direction  to  turn  to  the  right  of  the  other.*    It  is  the  duty  of  a  foot- 
passenger  to  use  due  care  and  caution  in  going  upon  a  crossing  at  the 
entrance  of  a  street  to  avoid  the  carriages  passing.' 

The  New  55ealand  case  of  Shearer  v.  Corporatioth  of  Dunedin  ®  dis-  Duty  of 
closed   most  extraordinary   facts.    The  plaintiff  alleged  that  while  motor-car 
endeavouring  to  cross  the  road  late  at  night  he  was  knocked  down  by  nightf  * 
a  motor-car  driven  at  excessive  speed  and  dragged  along  more  than 
one  hundred  and  thirty  yards  under  the  car  before  the  driver  was 
apprised  of  the  plaintiff's  perilous  position  and  stopped.    Wilhams, 
J.,  held  that  "  though  it  is  the  duty  of  the  motor-man  to  keep  a  con- 
stant eye  on  the  track,  I  see  no  duty  on  him  at  night  on  a  soUtary 
road  to  look  beyond  the  track  to  see  whether  "  any  straggling  passenger 

1  8  C.  &  P.  6»4  ;  Uoyd  v.  Ogleby,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  667. 

a  B088  V.  Litton,  5  C.  &  P.  407  ;  Coombs  v.  Purringlon,  42  Me.  332  ;  M'Kechnie  v. 
Couper,  14  Rettie,  345  ;  Anderson  v.  Blackwood,  13  Rettie,  443. 

3  8laier  v.  Stoann,  2  Str.  872,  is  too  broadly  expressed.  The  right  of  the  tradesman 
could  only  arise  if  the  impediment  was  for  an  unnecessarily  long  time  ;  see  per  Jessel, 
M.R..  Original  Hartlepool  CoUieriea  Co,  v.  QM,  6  Ch.  D.  713.  Cp.  Bell  v.  Quebec 
{Corporation),  5  App.  Gas.  84.  See  ante,  360.  The  rights  of  foot-passengers  are  treated 
with  great  fulness  in  Stringer  t.  Frost,  9  Am.  St.  R.  875,  and  in  the  note,  at  878. 

4  M'Kechnie  v.  Couper,  14  Rettie,  345. 

6  Clerk  V.  Peirie,  6  Rettie,  1076.  e  Bolton  v.  Colder,  1  Watts  (Pa.)  360. 

7  Williams  v.  Richards,  3  Car.  &  K.  81,  approved  by  Erie,  C.J.,  Cotton  v.  Wood, 
8  C.  B.  N.  S.  572. 

8  Of  which  by  the  favour  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  case,  I  have  a  report 
in  my  possession. 
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that  may  be  about  ^'  proposes  to  come  on  the  track  and  to  collide  with 
the  car."  "  The  plaintiff  having  got  where  he  was  through  his  own 
negligence  it  was  for  him  to  prove,  not  merely  that  the  motor-man 
did  not  see  him  when  he  ought  to  have  seen  him,  but  that  if  the  motor- 
man  had  seen  the  plaintiff  when  he  ought  to  have  seen  him,  he  could 
have  pulled  up  in  time  to  avert  the  collision.  The  burden  of  proving 
this  lay  strongly  on  the  plaintiff."  "  Generally,  I  think  that  if  a  car 
runs  over  a  man  on  the  track  and  the  motor-man  does  not  know  he 
has  been  run  over,  a  jury  would  be  entitled  to  find  that  the  motor-man 
was  neghgent  in  not  keeping  a  good  look-out,  although  the  motor-man 
might  aver  that  he  had  kept  a  look-out  " 

In  Simon  v.  London  General  Omnibtis  Co,,^  plaintiff,  who  was  leaning 
his  arm  on  the  rail  of  an  omnibus  in  which  he  was  riding,  was  injured 
through  the  driver,  in  turning  a  comer  in  order  to  avoid  an  electric 
tram  car,  drawing  in  close  to  the  kerb  and  thus  bringing  the  plaintiff's 
arm  in  contact  with  an  electric  light  standard.  The  Divisional 
Court  upheld  a  non-suit,  holding  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
negligence  on  the  driver's  part  in  going  close  to  the  kerb,  and  no 
evidence  that  the  accident  would  have  happened  had  the  plaintiff 
been  riding  reasonably  with  his  arm  within  the  limits  of  the  vehicle 
he  was  on. 

1  23  Times  L.  B.  463. 
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CHAPTER   I. 

DUTY  TO   ANSWER   FOR  ONE'S   OWN   ACTS. 

The  consideration  of  the  limitations  on  the  duty  to  answer  for  one's  Two  views 
own  actions  raises  several  points  of  difl&culty.    On  the  one  hand,  the  ®'}:**??^*®^* 
rule  has  been  formulated  that  though  criminally  a  man  is  under  no  ®*"***"**y- 
liability  in  the  absence  of  a  mens  rea,  yet  civilly  he  acts  at  his  peril ;  ^ 
on  the  other,  it  is  said  that  a  trespass  to  the  person  is  only  actionable 
where  there  is  fault  *  in  the  person  acting.^    There  has  been  much 
discrepancy  in  the  working  out  of  the  principle  thus  alternatively 
expressed.    We  shall  probably  find  that  each  expresses  an  aspect  of 
the  true  view,  which  is  a  combination  of  both. 

The  former  of  these  two  statements  of  principle  is  most  strongly  First  view 
brought  out  by  the  facts  of  some  of  the  early  cases.    In  Y.  B.  6  illustrated  by 
E.  IV.  7,  pi.  18,  the  doctrine  is  broadly  stated.*    Defendant,  in  cutting  6^®^  7, 
his  hedge,  let  cuttings  fall  on  his  neighbour's  land ;    the  neighbour  pi.  is. 
brought  trespass  in  respect  of  the  wrong.    The  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  cuttings  fell  on  plaintiff's  land  against  his  will,  and  that  he 
went  quickly  on  the  land  and  took  them,  which  was  the  trespass 
complained  of.     On  this  there  was  a  demurrer ;    and  judgment  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff.     If,  said  Littleton,  J.,  your  cattle  come  on  my 
land  and  eat  my  grass,  notwithstanding  you  come  freshly  and  drive 
them  out,  you  ought  to  make  amends  for  what  your  cattle  have  done, 
be  it  more  or  less.  .  .  .  And,  sir,  if  this  should  be  law  that  he  might 
enter  and  take  the  thorns,  for  the  same  reason,  if  he  cut  a  large  tree 
he  might  come  with  his  waggons  and  horses  to   carry  the  trees  off, 
which  is  not  reason,  for  perhaps  he  has  corn  or  other  crops  growing,  &c. 
Choke,  J.,  held  that — when  the  principal  thing  is  not  lawful,  that 
which  depends  upon  it  is  not  lawful ;   for  when  the  plaintiff  cut  the 

1  This  is  the  law  of  the  Digest,  D.  9,  2,  45,  §  4  :  8i  defendendi  met  cauM,  lapidem 
in  adversarium  miaero,  sed  non  eum  sed  praetereunlem  percuasero,  tenebor  lege  AquUia. 
1^  a  This  was  the  law  in  Gaius*s  time  :  itaque  impunitus  est  qui  sine  culpa  et  aolo  malo 
casu  quodam  damnum  eommittit :   Gaius  3,  211. 

3  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  82.     The  measure  of  culpability  in  the  ancient  law 
is  discussed  in  Pollock  and  Maitland,  Hist,  of  English  Law  (2nd  ed.),  voL  ii.  470-476. 

4  Ames,  Cases  in  Tort,  69. 
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thorns  and  they  fell  on  the  defendant's  land  the  falling  was  not  lawful, 
and  so  the  coming  to  take  them  out  was  not  lawful ;  "  as  to  what 
was  said  about  their  falling  in  ipso  invito  that  is  no  plea,  but  he  ought 
to  show  that  he  could  not  do  it  in  any  other  way  or  that  he  did  all  in 
his  power  to  keep  them  out."  This  case,  it  is  true,  is  concerned  with 
a  trespass  to  realty,  while  our  inquiry  is  primarily  with  regard  to  the 
duty  of  a  person  to  another ;  nevertheless,  it  cannot  be  disregarded, 
and  is  very  important  as  marking  the  governing  tendency  of  the 
law  in  its  dealings  with  interferences  by  one  person  with  another's 
rights  ;  though  the  law  may  well  impose  a  more  absolute  barrier  to 
transgressions  against  property  rights  than  it  regards  as  necessary  in 
merely  personal  actions. 
Casein  Y.  B.  Again  in  Y.  B.  ^1  H.  VII.  27,  pi.  5,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  the 
^]  ^  ^^^  ^^'  defendant  justified  on  the  ground  that  the  com  for  which  action  was 
brought  was  severed  from  the  nine  parts  as  tithe  and  was  in  jeopardy  of 
being  destroyed,  wherefore  he  took  and  brought  it  to  the  plaintiff's 
bam.  There  was  a  demurrer  which  was  allowed.  Rede,  J.,  saying : 
"  The  intent  cannot  be  constmed,  but  in  felony  it  shall  be.  As  when 
a  man  shoots  at  the  butta  and  kills  a  man  it  is  not  felony,  for  there 
is  no  intent ;  and  so  of  a  tiler  on  a  house,  who  with  a  stone  kills  a 
man  unwittingly,  it  is  not  felony.  But  when  a  man  shoots  at  the 
butts  and  wounds  a  man,  though  it  is  against  his  will,  he  shall  be 
called  a  trespasser  against  his  intent." 

So  in  an  Anonymous  case  in  1582,^  where  a  man,  having  shot 
at  a  fowl  and  thereby  set  fire  to  his  house,  whence  the  house  of  his 
neighbour  caught,  was  held  Uable ;  "  for  the  injury  is  the  same, 
although  this  mischance  was  not  by  a  conmion  negUgence,  but  by 
misadventure  ;  and  if  he  had  counted  upon  the  custom  of  the  realm 
as  2  H.  IV.,  the  action  had  not  been  well  brought ;  yet  consueiudo  regni 
est  communis  fee."  ^ 

Reference  is  invariably  made  to  Weaver  v.  Ward,^  decided  in  1616, 
whenever  the  question  of  the  extent  of  UabiUty  in  trespass  is  raised. 
Defendant  set  out  in  answer  to  a  declaration  in  trespass  that  the 
plaintiff  and  he  were  skirmishing  in  a  train-band  with  their  musket, 
and  that  in  doing  so  the  defendant,  castMiiter  et  per  infortunium  H 
contra  voluntatem  suam,  in  discharging  his  piece,  wounded  the  plaintiff.^ 
The  plaintiff  demurred  and  obtained  judgment,  the  Court  saying : 
'"  No  man  shall  be  excused  of  a  trespass  (for  this  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
excuse,  and  not  of  a  justification,  prout  ei  bene  licuit)  except  it  may  be 
judged  utterly  without  his  fault.  As  if  a  man  by  force  take  my  hand 
and  strike  you,  or  if  here  the  defendant  had  said,  that  the  plaintiff 
ran  across  his  piece  when  it  was  discharging,  or  had  set  forth  the  case, 
with  the  circumstances,  so  as  it  had  appeared  to  the  Court  that  it  had 
been  inevitable,  and  that  the  defendant  had  committed  no  negligence 
to  give  occasion  to  the  hurt." 

In   1662   GilbeH  v.   Stone^  was   decided.     Gilbert  brought    "an 


Anonymous 
case  in  Croke 
Elizabeth. 


Weaver  v. 
Ward, 


Oilberl  v. 
Stone. 


1  Cro.  Eliz.  10.  2  See  ante,  488. 

3  Hobart,  134.  As  to  the  authority  of  Uobart's  Reports,  see  the  preface  to  Jenkin*6 
Eight  Centuries  of  Reports,  1771. 

4  Mr.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  84,  points  out  that  **  the  words  vi  et  artnis  and 
contra  paeenif  which  might  seem  to  imply  intent,  are  supposed  to  have  been  inserted 
merely  to  give  jurindiction  to  the  King's  Court.**  Reeves,  Hist,  of  Eng.  Law  (2nd  ed.) 
vol.  ii.  149.  As  to  the  allegations  vi  el  armis  and  contra  pacem,  Vin.  Abr.  Trespass 
(Q.  a.  3),  (Q.  a.  4),  (Q.  a.  6).  The  old  cases  are  collected  Shepp.  Abr.  Trespass ;  also  anU^ 
423.  6  Style  72. 


CHAP.  I.]    DUTY  TO  ANSWER  FOR  ONE'S  OWN  ACTS.        555 

action  of  trespass  quare  datisum  fregit,  and  taking  of  a  gelding."  The 
defendant* pleaded  that  "for  fear  of  his  life,  and  wounding  of  twelve 
armed  men  who  threatened  to  kill  him  if  he  did  not  the  fact,  [he] 
went  into  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  and  took  the  gelding."  Thereon 
there  was  a  demurrer,  and  Rolle,  J.,  said  :  "  This  is  no  plea  to  justify 
the  defendant ;  for  I  may  not  do  a  trespass  to  one  for  fear  of  threaten- 
ings  of  another ;  for  by  this  means  the  party  injured  shall  have  no 
satisfaction,  for  he  cannot  have  it  of  the  party  that  threatened." 

Then  came  Bessey  v.  Olliot^  A  gaoler  having  received  a  prisoner  Besseyv. 
from  a  baiUff  of  a  Uberty  who  had  taken  him  outside  his  jurisdiction,  ^^^*^- 
the  prisoner  brought  an  action  of  false  imprisonment  against  the 
gaoler  who  had  received  him  under  the  illegal  caption.  This  was 
held  by  the  majority  of  the  Court  not  to  lie.  Sir  T.  Raymond  dis- 
sented, saying ;  "  In  all  civil  acts  the  law  doth  not  so  much  regard 
the  intent  of  the  actor  as  the  loss  and  damage  of  the  party  sufEering." 
For  this  proposition  he  cites  the  cases  already  mentioned.  Sir  Thomas 
Raymond's  statement  of  the  poUcy  of  the  law,  it  may  be  pointed  out 
in  passing,  is  indubitably  correct ;  and  yet  only  goes,  as  in  this  case,  to 
the  question  of  onus.  Given  a  state  of  facts  the  law  will  not  inquire 
into  the  actual  intent  of  those  that  bring  them  about ;  neither  will 
the  law  refuse  to  regard  other  facts  which  prevent  the  legal  conclusion 
of  intent  arising ;  or,  if  it  has  arisen,  will  so  aSect  the  total  result  as 
to  wipe  away  what  at  the  first  sight  appeared  conclusive. 

Dickenson  v.  Watson^  comes  next,  and  was  decided  in  1682.  The  Dickensonr, 
defendant  was  a  collector  of  hearth  money ;  ^  "  and  for  the  better  ^«^^- 
discharge  of  his  oflice,  and  more  sure  custody,  and  keeping  of  the 
money  by  him  collected  and  to  be  collected,  he  provided  himself  with 
firearms,  and  having  one  of  his  pistols  in  his  hands  and  intending  to 
discharge  it  ne  aliquod  damnum  eveniret,  he  discharged  it  (nemine  in 
opposito  visu  existente),  and  while  he  dischaged  it,  the  plaintiff  casualiter 
viam  iUam  prceterivi^  et  si  aliquod  malum  ei  inde  accederet  hoc  fuit  contra 
voluntaiem  of  the  defendant.  Qucb  est  eadem  transgression''  Plaintiff 
demurred  to  the  sufficiency  of  this,  and  the  Court  sustained  the  de- 
murrer, "  for  in  trespass  the  defendant  shall  not  be  excused  without 
unavoidable  necessity  which  is  not  shown  here.  Besides,  the  defendant 
did  not  traverse  absque  hoe  quod  aliter  seu  alio  modo  as  was  done  in  the 
case  of  Weaver  v.  Ward,  Hob.  134.  And  yet  judgment  was  there 
given  for  the  plaintiff." 

Then  comes  Underwood  v.  Hewson  reported  as  follows  :  *    "  The  Underwood  v. 
defendant  was  uncocking  a  gun,  and  the  plaintiff  standing  to  see  it,  t^^^^on, 
it  went  off  and  wounded  him ;    and  at  the  trial  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  might  maintain  trespass." 

No  case  in  the  law  is  better  known  than  Scott  v.  Shepherd  ;  ^  and  Scott  v. 
in  this,  in  1773,  is  found  the  most  uncompromising  assertion  of  the  ^^pf^^^- 
extreme  liability  in  personal  trespass  ;    where  Blackstone,  J.,  says  :*  Blackstone,  J. 
"Not  even  menaces  from  others  are  sufficient  to  justify  a  trespass 

1  (1677).  This  ia  twice  reported  ;  Sir  T.  Raym.  421,  under  the  name  of  Lambert  <fc 
OUiot  V.  Bessey  ;  and  at  467  as  Bessey  v.  OUiot.  In  the  former  report  only  Sir  Thomas 
Raymond's  opinion  is  given  without  any  intimation  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
otherwise.  The  best  report  is  Sir  T.  Jones,  214.  Cp.  as  to  protection  of  an  officer  of 
the  law,  TarlUm  v.  Fisher,  2  Doug.  671. 

2  Sir  T.  Jooei  205. 

3  To  appreciate  the  significance  of  this,  see  Macaulay,  Hist,  of  Eng.  vol.  i.  225 
vol.  ii.  426. 

4  (1724)  1  Str.  696.  6  2  VVm.  Bl.  892, 1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  cd.)  457. 
fl  Lx,  896. 
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against  a  tliird  person  ;  much  less  fear  of  damages  to  either  his  goods 
or  his  person,  nothing  but  inevitable  necessity."  "So  in  the  case 
put  by  Brian,  J.,*  and  assented  to  by  Littleton  and  Cheke,  C.J.,*  and 
reUed  on  in  Raym.  467.  '  If  a  man  assaults  me  so  that  I  cannot 
avoid  him,  and  I  Uft  up  my  staff  to  defend  myself,  and  in  lifting  it  up 
undesignedly  hit  another  who  is  behind  me,  an  action  lies  by  that 
person  against  me ;  and  yet  I  did  a  lawful  act  in  endeavouring  to 
defend  mj^elf.* "  It  has  been  sought  to  quaUfy  this  statement  by 
saying  it  is  the  statement  of  law  by  a  dissentient  judge.'  De  Grey, 
C. J.,  however,  saj^  :  *  "  I  agree  with  my  brother  Blackstone  as  to  the 
principles  he  has  laid  down,  but  not  in  his  apphcation  of  those  prin- 
ciples to  the  present  case.  The  real  question  certainly  does  not  turn 
upon  the  lawfulness  or  the  unlawfulness  of  the  original  act ;  for  actions 
of  trespass  will  he  for  legal  acts  when  they  become  trespasses  by  acci- 
dent ;  as  in  ^the  case  cited  of  cutting  thorns,  lopping  of  a  tree,  shooting 
at  a  mark,  defending  oneself  by  a  stick  which  strikes  another  behind." 

Lord  Mansfield,  too,  in  TarUon  v.  FisherJ^  says  :  "  This  is  a  direct 
action  of  trespass  qiiare  vi  et  annis,  and  not  on  the  case ;  and  there 
is  this  distinction  between  them  which  always  ought  to  be  attended 
to  :  In  trespass  innocence  of  intention  is  no  excuse  ;  in  case,  the  whole 
turns  upon  it ;  malice,  or  the  quo  animo  is  the  very  gist  of  the  action." 

Leame  v.  Bray  •  came  before  the  Court  on  the  question  of  setting 
aside  a  nonsuit  entered  where  a  collision,  occasioned  negUgently  and 
not  wilfully,  had  been  declared  on  in  trespass  instead  of  in  case.  The 
Court  made  the  rule  of  setting  the  nonsuit  aside  absolute  on  the  ground 
that  the  injury  being  immediate  from  an  act  of  force,  trespass  was  the 
right  remedy.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  legal  aspect  of 
unintentional  acts  was  much  considered.  Grose,  J.,  referring  to 
Y.  B.  21  H.  VII.  27,  pi.  5,'  which  has  been  ab-eady  noticed,  calb 
attention  to  an  illustration  put  ther^  by  Rede,  J.  :  "  There  is  a  case 
put  in  the  Y.  B.  21  H.  VII.  28a,  that  where  one  shot  an  arrow  at  a 
mark  which  glanced  from  it  and  struck  another,  it  was  holden  to  be 
trespass."  In  giving  judgment.  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.J.,  said:^ 
"  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  injury  be  wilful  or  not.  As  in  the  case 
alluded  to  by  my  brother  Grose,  where  one  shooting  at  butts  for  a 
trial  of  skill  with  the  bow  and  arrow,  the  weapon  then  in  use,  in  itself 
a  lawful  act  and  no  unlawful  purpose  in  view  ;  yet  having  accidentally 
wounded  a  man,  it  was  holden  to  be  a  trespass,  being  an  immediate 
injury  from  an  act  of  force  by  another."  Grose,  J.,  said :  •  "  Looking 
into  all  the  cases  from  the  Year  Book  in  the  21  H.  VII.  down  to  the 
latest  decision  on  the  subject,  I  find  the  principle  to  be  that  if  the 
injury  be  done  by  the  act  of  the  party  himself  at  the  time,  or  he  be  the 
immediate  cause  of  it,  though  it  happen  accidentally  or  by  misfortune, 
yet  he  is  answerable  in  trespass  "  ;  and  Lawrence,  J.,^"  "  In  actions  of 
trespass  the  distinction  has  not  turned  either  on  the  lawfulness  of  the 

1  Mr.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  103,  says  as  to  this :  "  The  statements  of  law 
by  counsel  in  argument  may  be  left  on  one  side,  although  Brian  is  quoted  and  mistaken 
for  one  of  the  judges  by  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  Scott  v.  Shepherd.^* 

3  This  is  probably  a  mistake,  and  wo  should  read  here  Littleton  and  Choke,  JJ. ; 
Choke,  not  Cheke,  was  never  Chief  Justice.  Foss,  vol.  iv.  4S7.  Cp.  Bagdale, 
Chronica  Series  66,  8ub  anno  1462,  and  72,  suh  anno  1486 ;  Dictionary  of  National 
Biography,  sub  n&m.  Choke. 

3  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  104.  ♦  2  Wm.  Bl.  899. 

5  (1781)  2  Doug.  674.  6  (1803)  3  East,  693. 

7  L.c.  596.  s  L.C.  699. 

•  L,c.  600.  10  3  East  601. 
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act  from  whence  the  injury  happened,  or  the  design  of  the  party 
doing  it  to  commit  the  injury." 

Again,  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,^  Lord  Cranworth  said  :  "  In  con-  Bylandsy, 
sideling  whether  a  defendant  is  Uable  to  a  plaintiff  for  damage  which  ^^^*^^^' 
the  plaintiff  may  have  sustained,  the  question  in  general  is  not  whether 
the  defendant  has  acted  with  due  care  and  caution,  but  whether  his 
acts  have  occasioned  the  damage.  This  is  all  well  explained  in  the 
old  case  of  Lambert  v.  Besset/y  reported  by  Sir  Thomas  Raymond.*  And 
the  doctrine  is  founded  on  good  sense.  For  when  one  person,  in 
managing  his  own  affairs,  causes,  however  innocently,  damage  to 
another,  it  is  obviously  only  just  that  he  should  be  the  party  to  suffer. 
He  is  bound  sic  nti  suo  vt  non  Icedat  alienumy 

With  these  must  be  taken  the  American  case  of  Castle  v.  Duryee.^  Castle  y. 
Militia  were  being  reviewed  and  were  firing,  under  the  orders  of  the  ^^n/^- 
defendant,  their  colonel,  what  was  supposed  to  be  blank  cartridge. 
The  plaintiff,  who  was  looking  on  in  front  of  the  firing-Une,  was  wounded 
by  a  bullet,  which  could  only  be  accounted  for  by  concluding  that  one 
of  the  men's  pieces  had  been  loaded  with  ball  cartridge.  Plaintiff 
sued  in  "trespass  for  an  assault."  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was 
affirmed  on  appeal,  as  the  Court  held  there  was  evidence  of  negU- 
gence.  Denio,  C.J.,  said :  *  "  The  defendant  was  not  required  by  any 
pubUc  duty  to  cause  his  men  to  discharge  their  firearms  at  all,  while 
people  were  within  musket  range."  "  It  is  not  the  law,  that  if  one, 
supposing  a  musket  to  be  unloaded,  or  to  be  charged  only  with  powder, 
snaps  it  at  another,  and  he  is  wounded,  he  is  irresponsible  in  a  civil 
action  ;  and  it  is  of  no  consequence,  so  far  as  maintaining  the  action 
is  concerned,  that  he  acted  upon  the  most  plausible  or  the  most  reason- 
able grounds,  and  fully  beUeved  that  the  gun  was  not  charged  with 
anything  that  could  injure  another." 

The  foregoing  cases  are  those  usually  cited  for  the  former  mode  of 
statement.  .  The  other  view,  also,  is  said  to  derive  countenance  from 
a  long  list  of  cases.     The  earUest  is  in  1481,  in  Y.  B.  21 E.  IV.  64,  pi.  37.  Second  view 
Trespass  was  brought  for  takdng  the  plaintiff's  cattle.     The  defendant  c^fn  y!*b^ 
pleaded  that  he  found  the  cattle  of  the  defendant  in  his  land  damage  21 E.  IV.  64, 
feasant,  and  chased  them  towards  the  pound,  where  they  escaped  p'  37. 
from  him  and  went  upon  other  land,  where  he  retook  them.    This  was 
held  a  good  plea. 

In  the  following  year  ^  there  is  a  case  of  trespass  against  defendant  Case  in  Y.  B. 
for  going  on  adjoining  land  to  turn  the  plough  while  ploughing  his^^^^^*®* 
own  land.    The  defendant  justified  by  reason  of  a  custom  "  that  they  ^ " 
which  plough  may  turn  their  plough  upon  the  land  of  another,  and 
that  for  necessity."    This  was  held  good. 

In  1624  comes  Mitten  v.  Favdrye.^  An  action  for  trespass  was  Miuenv, 
brought  for  chasing  the  plaintiff's  sheep.  The  plea  was  that  they  were  Paudrye. 
trespassing  on  defendant's  land,  who  chased  them  out  with  a  Uttle 
dog,  and  as  soon  as  the  sheep  were  out  of  the  land  he  called  in  his 
dog.  To  this  there  was  a  demurrer.  The  earlier  cases  were  all  re- 
ferred to,  and  for  the  defendant  it  was  argued  "  a  dog  is  ignorant  of 
the  bounds  of  land."  Crewe,  C.J.,  referring  to  the  case  in  Y.  B.  6 
E.  IV.,'  explained  that  there  trespass  lay  because  the  defendant  "did 

1  (1868)  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  341.  a  Sir  T.  Raym.  421. 

3  (1866)  2  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  169.  4  L.c.  172. 

5  Y.  B.  22  E.  IV.  8,  pi.  24. 

•  Poph.  161.  7  Ante,  553. 
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not  plead  that  he  did  his  best  endeavour  to  hinder  their  (the  thorns) 
falling  there  (on  the  plaintiff's  land) ;  yet  this  was  a  hard  case.  But 
this  case  is  not  Uke  to  these  cases,  for  here  it  was  lawful  to  chase  them 
(the  sheep)  out  of  his  own  land,  and  he  did  his  best  endeavour  to 
recall  the  dog,  and  therefore  trespass  does  not  Ue."  Dodderidge,  J., 
said  :  "  Here  it  appeareth  to  be  an  involuntary  trespass,  8  E.  4.  A  man 
is  driving  goods  (sic)  through  a  town,  and  one  of  them  goes  into  another 
man's  house  and  he  follows  him,  trespass  doth  not  he  for  this,  because 
it  was  involuntary,  and  a  trespass  ought  to  be  done  voluntarily,  and  so 
it  is  injuria  and  a  hurt  to  another,  and  so  it  is  damntim."  The  same 
case  is  reported  in  Latch^  where  Dodderidge  is  represented  as  saying  : 
"  Clearly  trespass  does  not  Ue  here,  insomuch  as  note  for  a  rule  that 
in  all  trespasses  there  ought  to  be  a  voluntary  act  and  also  damage, 
otherwise  trespass  does  not  lie." 

Gibbons  v.  Pepper  ^  is  one  of  those  cases  so  numerous  in  the  days  of 
strict  pleading,  where  the  decision  is  given  on  a  point  of  form,  yet 
where  incidentally  points  of  substance  are  treated.  The  Court  said  : 
"  If  I  ride  upon  a  horse  and  J.  S.  whips  the  horse  so  that  he  runs  away 
with  me  and  runs  over  any  other  person,  he  who  whipped  the  horse 
is  guilty  of  the  battery,  and  not  me.  But  if  I,  by  spurring,  was  the 
cause  of  such  accident,  then  I  am  guilty.  In  the  same-manner,  if  A  takes 
the  hand  of  B,  and  with  it  strikes  C,  A  is  the  trespasser  and  not  B." 

In  1767,  the  King's  Bench  decided  Beckwiih  v.  Shordike.* 
The  marginal  note  is  :  "  Involuntary  trespass  may  be  justified,  but 
not  a  voluntary  one."  Defendants  were  going  through  plaintiffs 
paddock  with  a  dog,  which,  escaping  from  control,  killed  one  of  plain- 
tiff's deer.  A  verdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  on  which  there  was  a 
motion,  as  the  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  jury  ought  not  to  have 
found  the  defendants  guilty,  "  it  being  an  accident  that  happened 
without  their  intention  and  contrary  to  their  inchnation.'  The 
decision  may  be  summed  up  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  report :  *'  The 
present  case  can't  be  consideied  as  an  accidental  involuntary  trespass." 

Davis  V.  Saunders,*^  in  1770,  was  an  action  in  respect  of  injuries 
caused  "  by  the  rolling  of  the  sea,  and  the  blowing  of  the  wind," 
whereby  plaintiff's  vessel  was  impelled  against  defendant's.  The 
rule  of  law  approved  was — ^if  in  the  prosecution  of  a  lawful  act  an 
accident  purely  accidental  arise,  no  action  can  be  supported  in  respect 
thereof. 

Wakeman  v.  Robinson,^  decided  in  the  Conmion  Pleas  in  1823. 
comes  next.  As  defendant  was  driving  his  gig  between  a  coach  and  a 
waggon  through  an  interval  where  there  was  room  for  two  or  three 
carriages  abreast,  his  horse  became  frightened  by  the  rattle  of  another 
conveyance,  swerved  and  ran  the  shaft  of  the  gig  against  one  of  the 
waggon-horses,  which  was  so  injured  that  it  died  in  consequence. 
The  defence  was  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  unavoidable 
accident,  without  negUgence  or  default  of  the  defendant.  In  summing 
up,  the  judge  directed  the  jury  that  the  action  being  for  trespass,  if 
the  injury  was  occasioned  by  an  immediate  act  of  the  defendant,  it 
was  immaterial  whether  that  act  was  wilful  or  accidental.     The  jury 

1  Twice ;  at  13,  sub  nam.  Millen  v.  Hawery,  whence  the  quotation  in  the  text  » 
taken  ;  and  at  119,  sub  nom.  Millen  v.  Fawdry. 

2  (1695)  1  lA.  Raym.  38.  3  4  Burr.  2093. 

*  2  Chit.  (K.  B.)  639.     Cp.  CoveU  v.  laming,  1  Camp.  497,  and  note. 
J5  1  Bing.  213. 
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having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection.  The  proper  direction,  he  contended,  was 
that  if  the  mischief  was  occasioned  by  unavoidable  accident,  without 
any  negligence  or  default,  the  defendant  was  excused.  A  new  trial 
was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  as  proved  showed  negligence. 
"If,"  said  Dallas,  C.J.,  "the  accident  happened  entirely  without 
default  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  blame  imputable  to  him,  the 
action  does  not  he  ;  but,  under  all  the  circimistances  that  belong  to  it, 
I  regret  that  this  case  comes  before  the  Court."  ^ 

Hall  V.  Fearnley^  is  a  decision  on  the  then  new  pleading  rules  of  HoUy. 
1842.  Defendant  was  driving  a  cart  in  the  road  near  the  pavement,  ^^rnlcy. 
at  the  edge  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  walking  ;  plaintiff  alleged  that 
defendant  drove  so  close  to  the  pavement  as  to  knock  the  plaintiff 
down  and  run  over  and  break  his  leg.  Defendant  endeavoured  to 
show,  under  a  plea  of  "  Not  Guilty,"  that  the  plaintiff  sUpped  from 
the  curb  as  the  cart  was  passing,  and  so  got  his  leg  under  the  wheel. 
Wightman,  J.,  told  the  jury  they  were  to  see  whether  the  injury  arose 
from  inevitable  accident  or  by  the  defendant's  fault.  The  jury  found 
for  the  defendant.  The  Court  ordered  a  new  trial,  because  there  was  no 
special  plea,  and  because  any  defence  admitting  the  trespass  com- 
plained of  to  be  the  act  of  the  defendant  must  be  pleaded  specially. 
Under  "  Not  Guilty,"  the  alleged  act  may  be  shown  to  be  the  result 
of  an  accident,  or  of  some  agency  over  which  the  defendant  had  no 
control,  so  that,  substantially,  it  was  not  his  act ;  but  any  defence  that 
admits  that  the  act  is  a  trespass,  and  was  the  defendant's  act,  although 
unintentional  or  accidental,  must  be  specially  pleaded,  because  the 
defence  is  in  the  nature  of  an  excuse  for  what,  primd  facie,  is  not 
justifiable. 

Holmes  v.  Mather^  was  the  case  of  horses  bolting  with  a  carriage,  Hdmesv. 
the  groom  in  charge  not  being  able  to  control  them,  so  that  they  Mather, 
drove  over  plaintiff's  wife.  As  Cleasby,  B.,  put  the  matter,  "  the 
horses  were  not  driven  there  by  the  defendant's  servant,  but  they 
went  there  in  spite  of  him,  so  far  as  he  directed  them  at  all."  The 
defendant  was  held  not  liable.  "  If,"  said  Bramwell,  B.,  "  I  am 
being  run  away  with,  and  I  sit  quiet  and  let  the  horses  run  wherever 
they  think  fit,  clearly  I  am  not  Uable,  because  it  is  they,  and  not  I, 
who  guide  them ;  but  if  I  unfortunately  do  my  best  to  avoid  injury 
to  mjrself  and  other  persons,  then  it  may  be  said  that  it  is  my  act  of 
guiding  them  that  brings  them  to  the  place  where  the  accident  happens. 
Surely  it  is  impossible."  Here  it  may  be  pointed  out  the  injurious 
agency  was  in  full  career  independently  of  the  defendant's  act,  which 
was  an  effort  to  bring  it  within  bounds  that  was  ineffectual,  and  not 
an  act  in  any  respect  moving  mischief. 

The  consideration  of  Stanley  v.  Potoell,*^  the  most  recent  of  the 
EngUsh  cases,  is  for  the  moment  deferred  tlntil  the  American  law  has 
been  noted,  and  the  whole  subject  is  before  us. 

The  law  in  the  United  States  is  thus  stated :  *  For  a  purely  acci-  Law  in  the 
dental  occurrence,  causing  damage  without  the  fault  of  the  person  ^°**^S*^*®^- 

1  The  negligenco  proved  was  that  the  defendant's  horse  was  young  and  spirited ; 
that  he  had  no  curb  rein ;  that  the  defendant  pulled  the  wrong  rein,  and  that  he  ought 
to  have  continued  a  straight  course,  allowing  the  coach  to  pass  between  him  and  the 
waggon.  2  3  Q.  B.  919. 

3  (1876)  L.  R.  10  Ex.  261.  *  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  86. 

ft  Coolev,  Torts  (2nd  ed. ),  91.  There  are  alarge  number  of  cases  collected  in  ^he  no^ 
at  92,  which  need  not  here  be  referred  to  in  detail. 
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to  whom  it  is  attributable,  no  action  will  lie,  for  though  there  is  damage, 
the  thing  amiss — ^the  injuria — ^is  wanting." 

Two  important  tenns  in  this  statement,  on  which  the  significance 
of  it  greatly  depends,  are  undefined — ^what  is  a  purely  accidental 
occurrence  and  what  marks  fault.  The  cases,  however,  will  materially 
assist  us  in  arriving  at  their  meaning. 

In  Harvey  v.  Dunlop,^  where  one  child  threw  a  stone  at  another 
child  which  put  out  her  eye.  Nelson,  C. J.,  says  :  "  No  case  or  principle 
can  be  found,  or  if  found  can  be  maintained,  subjecting  an  individual 
to  liability  for  an  act  done  without  fault  on  his  part.  ...  M  the 
cases  concede  that  an  injury  arising  from  inevitable  accident,  or,  which 
in  law  or  reason  is  the  same  thing,  from  an  act  that  ordinary  human 
care  and  foresight  are  unable  to  guard  against,  is  but  the  misfortune 
of  the  sufferer,  and  lays  no  foundation  for  legal  responsibihty."' 
Fault,  then,  exists  whei:e  an  act  is  done  resulting  in  injury  to  another 
which  human  care  and  foresight  are  able  to  guard  against.  What 
is  a  purely  accidental  occurrence  is  illustrated  by  Brown  v.  KeniM} 
The  defendant,  while  trying  to  separate  two  dogs  which  were  fighting 
(one  of  them  being  his  own),  having  raised  his  stick  over  his  shoulder 
in  the  act  of  striking,  accidentally  hit  the  plaintiff  in  the  eye  ;  this  was 
the  injury  sued  for.  At  the  trial  the  judge  instructed  the  jury,  "if 
the  defendant,  in  beating  the  dogs,  was  doing  a  necessary  act,  or  one 
which  it  was  his  duty  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  do,  and 
was  doing  it  in  a  proper  way ;  then  he  was  not  responsible  in  this 
action,  provided  he  was  using  ordinary  care  at  the  time  of  the  blow. 
If  it  was  not  a  necessary  act ;  if  he  was  not  in  duty  bound  to  attempt 
to  part  the  dogs,  but  might  with  propriety  interfere  or  not  as  he  chose ; 
the  defendant  was  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  the  blow, 
unless  it  appeared  that  he  was  in  the  exercise  of  extraordinary  care, 
so  that  the  accident  was  inevitable,  using  the  word  inevitable  not  in 
a  strict,  but  a  popular  sense."  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintifi. 
Defendant  thereupon  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction. 

Shaw,  C.J.,  deUvered  judgment,  making  the  rule  absolute.*  "  We 
think  as  the  result  of  all  the  authorities  "  "  that  the  plaintiff  must 
come  prepared  with  evidence  to  show  either  that  the  intention  was 
unlawful  or  that  the  defendant  was  in  fault ;  for  if  the  injury  was 
unavoidable  and  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  was  free  from  blame 
he  will  not  be  Uable.^  If,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  lawful  act,  a  casualty 
purely  accidental  arises,  no  action  can  be  supported  for  an  injury 
arising  therefrom.®  In  applying  these  rules  to  the  present  case,  we 
can  perceive  no  reason  why  the  instructions  asked  for  by  the  defendant 
ought  not  to  have  been  given  ;  to  this  effect,  that  if  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  at  the  time  of  the  blow  were  using  ordinary  care,  or  if  at 
that  time  the  defendant  was  using  ordinary  care,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  not,  or  if  at  that  time,  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  not 
using  ordinary  care,  then  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  In  using 
this  term,  ordinary  care,  it  may  be  proper  to  state  that  what  constitutes 

1  Hill  and  Denio,  Suppl.  Vol.  by  Lalor,  193.     BvUochy.  Bahcoch  3  Wend.  (N.  Y) 

i  See  Vitvceni  v.  Stinehour,  7  Vt.  62.  3  (1850)  60  Maas.  292. 

4  60  Mass.  292,  295. 
6  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  85-92,  Wakeman  v.  Bobinson,  1  Bing.  213. 
•  Davis  V.  Saunders,  2  Chit.  (K.  B.)  639 ;   Com.  Dig.  Battery,  A.  (Day's  ed.)  aod 
notes  ;   VinceM  v,  Siimhour,  7  Vt.  62. 
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ordinary  care  will  vary  with  the  circumstance  of  cases.  In  general, 
it  means  that  kind  and  degree  of  care  which  prudent  and  cautious 
men  would  use,  such  as  is  required  by  the  exigency  of  the  case,  and 
such  as  is  necessary  to  guard  against  probable  danger.  A  man,  who 
should  have  occasion  to  discharge  a  gun,  on  an  open  and  extensive 
marsh,  or  in  a  forest  would  be  required  to  use  less  circumspection  and 
care  than  if  he  were  to  do  the  same  thing  in  an  inhabited  town,  village, 
or  city.  To  make  an  accident,  or  casualty,  or  as  the  law  sometimes 
states  it,  inevitable  accident,  it  must  be  such  an  accident  as  the 
defendant  could  not  have  avoided  by  the  use  of  the  kind  and  degree 
of  care  necessary  to  the  exigency,  and  in  the  circumstances  in  which 
he  was  placed." 

In  connection  with  this  the  case  of  Morris  v  PlaU  ^  must  be  noticed,  Morris  v. 
where  the  same  train  of  thought  is  pursued.  Defendant,  while  en-  ^^^• 
gaged  in  lawful  self-defence,  fired  a  pistol  at  his  assailant,  whom  he 
missed,  and  wounded  an  innocent  bystander;*  but  was  held  not 
Uable,  because,  in  the  circumstances,  guilty  of  no  negUgence.  "  An 
accident,"  sajna  Butler,  J.,^  "  is  an  event  or  occurrence  which  happens 
unexpectedly,  from  the  uncontrollable  operations  of  nature  alone,  and 
without  human  agency,  as  when  a  house  is  stricken  and  burned  by 
lightning  or  blown  down  by  tempest,  or  an  event  resulting  undesignedly 
and  unexpectedly  from  human  agency  alone,  or  from  the  joint  operation 
of  both ;  and  a  classification  which  will  embrace  all  the  cases  of  any  classification 
authority  may  easily  be  made.  In  the  first  class  are  all  those  which  «'  "^f^" 
are  inevitable  or  absolutely  unavoidable,  because  effected  or  influenced  ®"  ' 
by  the  uncontrollable  operations  of  nature  ;  in  the  second  class,  those 
which  result  from  human  agency  alone,  but  were  unavoOMe  under 
the  circumstances  ;  and  in  the  third  class,  those  which  were  avoidable^ 
because  the  act  was  not  called  for  by  any  duty  or  necessity,  and  the 
injury  resulted  from  the  want  of  that  extraordinary  care  which  the  law 
reasonably  requires  of  one  doing  such  a  lawful  act,  or  because  the 
accident  was  the  result  of  actual  negUgence  or  folly,  and  might  with 
reasonable  care  adapted  to  the  exigency  have  been  avoided.  Thus,  to 
illustrate,  if  A  bum  his  own  house  and  thereby  the  house  of  B,  he  is 
liable  to  B  for  the  injury  ;  but  if  the  house  of  A  is  burned  by  hghtning, 
and  thereby  the  house  of  B  is  burned,  A  is  not  liable ;  the  accident 
belongs  to  the  first  class,  and  was  strictly  inevitable  or  absolutely 
unavoidable.  And  if  A  should  kindle  a  fire  in  a  long-disused  flue  in  his 
own  house  which  has  been  cracked  without  his  knowledge,  and  the 
fire  should  communicate  through  the  crack  and  burn  his  house,  and 
thereby  the  house  of  B,  the  accident  would  be  unavoidable  under  the 
circumstances  and  belong  to  the  second  class.  But  if  A  when  he 
kindled  the  fire  had  reason  to  suspect  that  the  flue  was  cracked,  and 
did  not  examine  it,  and  so  was  guilty  of  negUgence,  or  knew  that  it  was 
cracked  and  might  endanger  his  house  and  that  of  B,  and  so  was 
guilty  of  foUy,  he  would  be  Uable  although  the  act  of  kindUng  the  fire 
was  a  lawful  one,  and  he  did  not  expect  or  intend  that  the  fire  should 
communicate." 

1  (1864)  32  Conn.  75. 

a  Cp.  D.  9,  2,  45,  §  4  :  Qui  cum  aliter  tueri  at  non  passurU  damni  adpam  dederini, 
innoxii  aunt ;  vim  enim  vi  defendere  omnes  leges  amniaque  jura  permiUurU.  8ed  si, 
defendendi  mei  cauaa^  Utpidem  in  adversarium  misero,  sed  non  eum  sed  prcelereuniem 
pereussero,  tenebor  lege  Aquilia  ;  ilium  enim  solum,  qui  vim  infert,  ferire  eoneeditur  :  ei 
hoc,  si  tuendi  dumtazkU,  non  eiiam  tUciscendi  causa  factum  sit. 

3  32  Conn.,  85. 
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The  line  marked  by  these  cases  was  approved  in  the  Nitro-Glycerine 
Case  ^  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  "  No  one,"  it  is 
said,  "  is  responsible  for  injuries  resulting  from  unavoidable  accident 
whilst  engaged  in  a  lawful  business."  ''  The  measure  of  caie  against 
accident,  which  one  must  take  to  avoid  responsibihty,  is  that  which  a 
person  of  ordinary  prudence  and  caution  would  use  if  his  own  interests 
were  to  be  affected,  and  the  whole  risk  were  his  own." 

For  the  understanding  of  the  law  it  may  be  well  to  refer  now  to 
Comyns's  Digest.  In  Hammond's  edition  ^  in  a  note  ^  the  statement  is 
made,  that  where  one  man  has  been  the  occasion  of  damage  to  another, 
in  order  to  constitute  such  damage  a  legal  injury,  it  is  essential  that 
some  degree  of  blame  be  imputable  to  the  party  producing  it ;  and 
no  one  can  in  any  shape  be  made  amenable  for  consequences  which  his 
prudence  could  not  avert.  Hence  the  terms  inevitable  necessilyy 
unavoidable  accident,  and  their  equivalents,  which  are  constantly  to  be 
met  with  in  the  books.  Nor  is  this  rule  open  to  any  abuse ;  for  so 
anxious  is  the  law  to  preserve  unimpaired  the  rights  of  personal  safety 
and  of  property,  that  it  regards  not  those  acts  only  which  invade  them 
through  design,  but  likewise  all  others  that  in&inge  them  through 
carelessness  and  neglect,  without  the  concurrence  of  evil  disposition  ; 
and  characterises  conduct  as  negligent  and  careless,  if,  by  any  extra- 
ordinary  degree  of  circumspection  greater  than  is  usually  practised 
in  the  ordinary  aSairs  of  Ufe,  the  person  acting  might  have  guarded 
against  the  accident.  This  general  rule,  the  note  continues,  is  not 
without  its  exceptions,  one  of  which  is  discovered  in  the  case  where  an 
officer  innocently  executes  the  process  of  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  particular  matter.  With  respect  to  the  rule  itself,  one  of  the 
expressions  alluded  to  as  an  equivalent  to  inevitable  necessity  and 
unavoidable  accident  is  involuntary  trespass.  This  is  to  be  inter- 
preted that  the  defendant  must,  at  the  time,  have  a  command  over  his 
will  and  actions,  otherwise  he  is  not  a  trespasser ;  and  when  the 
reverse  happens,  and  the  defendant  is  disabled  from  exercising  control, 
then,  and  then  only,  is  he  excused  from  rendering  to  the  plaintiff  a 
compensation  for  the  damage  he  involuntarily  occasions.  In  order  to 
render  a  trespass  excusable,  the  act  itself  must  be  inevitable,  and  the 
defendant  altogether  blameless  in  producing  the  circumstances  leading 
to  it ;  for  if  the  defendant  wrongfully  places  himself  in  a  situation 
whereby  he  becomes  the  instrument  of  mischief  to  another,  he  cannot 
excuse  himself  by  saying  that  the  accident  happened  without  the 
possibility  of  his  preventing  it  at  the  time. 

In  looking  through  the  cases  it  may  be  noted  that,  in  every  one 
of  those  cited  for  the  stricter  statement  of  the  rule,  there  is  room,  at 
any  rate,  for  the  admission  of  the  more  Uberal.  Thus  there  would  be 
liability  in  either  view  in  the  case  from  the  Year  Book,  6  E.  IV.  4 
man  may  not  elect  to  cUp  his  hedge  so  as  to  inconvenience  his  neigh- 
bour. Neither,  referring  to  the  case  in  Y.  B.  21  H,  VII.,*  is  a  man  con- 
strained to  have  his  property  protected  without  his  authorisation  or 
assent.  One  meddUng  with  another's  property  does  so  at  his  peril,  or, 
at  least,  takes  the  risk  of  the  owner  resenting  and  repudiating  his 
intervention.  Again,  in  Weaver  v  Ward,^  the  demurrer  was  allowed, 
because  it  did  not  appear  from  the  defendant's  plea  that  the  occurrence 

1  (1872)  Parrot  v.  WeUs,  16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  624.  637,  538. 

2  6th  (1822).  3  Battery  (A)  note  (d). 


4  Ante,  664. 


6  Hobart,  13-1. 
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''had  been  inevitable,  and  that  the  defendant  had  committed  no 
negUgence  to  give  occasion  to  the  hurt."  Gilbert  v.  Stone  ^  merely  shows 
that  defendant  had  a  choice  of  two  courses,  and  preferred  to  save 
himself  at  the  expense  of  his  neighbour.  Bessey  v.  Olliot  ^  is  really  an 
authority  the  other  way,  for  the  dictum  cited  is  only  that  of  Sir  Thomas 
Raymond.  The  decision  was  that  the  gaoler  was  not  hable,  though  he 
had  taken  and  imprisoned  the  plaintiff,  because  he  had  acted  in  the 
discharge  of  an  absolute  duty.  Dickenson  v.  Watson  *  is  an  authority 
that  unavoidable  necessity  excuses  a  trespass.  Underwood  v.  Hewson  * 
is  at  least  consistent  with  want  of  care  in  performing  a  dangerous 
operation.  The  dicta  in  Scott  v.  Shepherdy'^  which  are  the  most  thorough- 
going of  all,  yet  admit  the  exception  of  "  inevitable  necessity."  In 
Leame  v.  Bray  •  the  Umits  of  UabiUty  in  trespass  were  only  incidentally 
treated,  the  mind  of  the  Court  being  turned  rather  to  the  definition  of 
trespass.  Admitting,  too,  that  a  plea  of  general  want  of  intention 
discloses  no  good  defence  to  trespass,  it  does  not  follow  that  some 
species  of  unintentional  acts  may  not  so  be  set  out  as  to  suflice,  e.g., 
acts  done  of  necessity  or  even  under  strong  moral  compulsion,  as  from 
motives  of  self-preservation  or  the  preservation  of  others  from  destruc- 
tion.' In  Rylands  v.  Fletcher  Lord  Cranworth®  was  contemplating 
injury  done  to  another  in  the  management  of  one's  own  affairs.  Com- 
pulsive action,  or  action  imder  disinterested  reasons  of  any  kind,  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  in  his  mind.  Lastly,  in  the  New  York  case,® 
"  pubUc  duty  "  was  recognised  as  an  exception  to  Uability  ;  and  the 
utmost  that  is  laid  down  is  that,  where  there  is  no  call  of  pubUc  duty, 
so  dangerous  an  act  as  firing  a  musket  in  the  presence  of  a  crowd  must 
be  done  with  the  greatest  precautions.  Thus  it  appears  that  in  not 
one  of  the  cases  cited  is  the  rule  that  a  man  acts  at  Ins  peril  borne  out 
in  all  its  unquaUfied  breadth. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  cases  which  are  cited  for  the  laxer  rule  are  ii.  Those 
not  inconsistent  with  any  of  those  vouched  for  the  more  exigent.  ^^^^  '^^ 
The  first  case  from  the  Year  Book^®  is  explainable  by  reference  to  theESer^ 
the  special  law  as  to  animals  ;  the  second  is  at  most  a  special  rule  in  view, 
the  interests  of  agriculture,  if  not  a  more  hmited  custom  still.     Mitten 
V.  Faudrye  ^^  is  concerned  with  a  rule  of  public  policy  as  to  dogs ;  so 
is  GMons  v.  Pepper  ^^  as  to  horses.    Beckwith  v.  Shordike  ^'  recoginses 
that  an  involuntary  trespass  is  excused ;   but  is  an  authority  against 
the  view  that  what,  as  an  immediate  act,  cannot  be  helped  is  therefore 
excusable  as  a  trespass.     In  Davis  v.  Saunders  ^^  the  alleged  trespass 
is  excusable  because  the  injury  was  caused  "  by  the  rolling  of  the  waves 
and  the  blowing  of  the  wind,"  in  circimistances  where  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  both  entitled  to  be,  and  one  with  no  greater  right  than 
the  other.     Wakeman  v.  Robinson  ^^  again,  so  far  as  it  can  be  cited  for 
any  general  proposition,  negatives  the  view  that,  where  a  man  has 
a  right  to  do  a  particular  act,  and,  in  doing  it,  places  himself  in  such  a 
position  that  damage  ensues  to  another  also  in  the  exercise  of  a  legal 

1  Style,  72.         »  Sir  T.  Raymond,  421,  467  ;  Sir  T.  Jones,  214. 

3  Sir  T.  Jones,  205.  *  1  Str.  596. 

6  2  Wm.  Bl.  892,  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  464. 

fl  3  Eaflt,  593.  '  Com.  Dig.  Battery  A.  «  (d)  9. 

8  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330. 

»  CasUe  V.  Duryee,  2  Keyes  (N.  Y.)  169. 

10  Y.  B.  21  Ed.  IV.  64,  pi.  37,  ante,  567. 

11  Poph.  161.  la  1  Ld.  Raym.  38. 

13  4.  Burr.  2093.  i*  2  Chit.  (K.  B.)  639. 

15  1  Bing.  213. 
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right,  the  former  is  excused,  if  the  immediate  cause  of  the  injury  is  outride 
his  own  control.   HaU  v.  Feamley  ^  notes  an  antithesis  between  inevitable 
accident  and  defendant's  fault.    Holmes  v.  Mather  ^  is  once  more  the 
familiar  principle — excusing  unaccountable  freaks  of  animals.    Then 
come  the  important  American  cases.    In  Morris  v.  Piatt  ^  a  reasonable 
effort  at  self-preservation  was  held  to  excuse  the  infliction  of  incidental 
Brown  Y.        harm.     In  Brown  v.  Kendall,^  though  the  defendant  may  have  been 
Kendall.         under  no  legal  obligation  to  separate  the  dogs,  there  was  at  least  a 
Mr.  Holmea'B  social  obligation,  possibly  a  moral  one,  to  do  so.    Mr.  Holmes,  in  his 
interpreution  comment  on  this  case,  says  :  ^    "  The  Court  held  that,  although  the 
decision.         defendant  was  bound  by  no  duty  to  separate  the  dogs,  yet,  if  he  was 
doing  a  lawful  act,  he  was  not  liable,  unless  he  was  wanting  in  the  care 
which  men  of  ordinary  prudence  would  use  under  the  circumstances, 
and  that  the  burden  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  want  of  such 
care." 
Judgment  of         The  passage  alluded  to  in  the  judgment  is  as  follows  :    "  We  are 
the  Court.       not  aware  of  any  circumstances,  in  this  case,  requiring  a  distinction 
between  acts  wluch  it  was  lawful  and  proper  to  do,  and  acts  of  legal 
duty.     There  are  cases,  undoubtedly,  in  which  officers  are  bound  to 
act  under  process,  for  the  legality  of  which  they  are  not  responsible, 
and  perhaps  some  others  in  which  the  distinction  would  be  important." 
"  The  act  of  the  defendant,  in  attempting  to  part  the  fighting  dogs,  one 
of  which  was  his  own,  and  for  the  injurious  acts  of  which  he  might  be 
responsible,  was  a  lawful  and  proper  act,  which  he  might  do  by  proper 
and  lawful  means.     If,  then,  in  doing  this  act,  using  due  care  and  all 
proper  precautions  necessary  to  the  exigency  of  the  case,  to  avoid 
hurt  to  others,  in  raising  his  stick  for  that  purpose,  he  accidentally  hit 
the  plaintiff  in  his  eye  and  wounded  him,  this  was  the  result  of  pure 
accident,   or  was  involuntary  and  unavoidable,   and  therefore  the 
action  would  not  lie." 
Mr.  Holmes's        From  this  it  appears  that  Mr.  Holmes  has  overstated  the  principle 
statement       of  the  decision.     The  distinction  in  the  mind  of  the  Court  was  mani- 
cnticised.        festly  between  compulsory  acts,  as  where  officers  act  under  process, 
and  non-compulsory ;    for  example,  the  act  in  this  case.    Any  dis- 
tinction in  the  quality  of  non-compulsory  or  lawful  acts  was  rendered 
unnecessary  by  the  narrow  ground  taken  for  the  judgment.    "  The 
act  of  the  defendant  in  attempting  to  part  the  fighting  dogs,  oneoj 
which  was  his  own,  and  for  the  injurious  acts  of  which  he  might  he  re- 
sponstblcy  was  a  lawful  and  proper  act  which  he  might  do  by  proper 
and  lawful  means."    Mr.  Holmes  argues  from  a  particular  kind  of 
lawful  act  carefully  specified  with  two  distinct  limitations — (1)  that 
the  dog  was  defendant's  own ;   (2)  for  the  injurious  acts  of  which  he 
might  be  responsible — to  the  doing  of  any  lawful  act,*  disregarding 
wholly  the  carefully  inserted  limitations. 

Tested  whether  by  English  law  or  principle,  a  generalisation  that 

1  3  Q.  B.  919. 

a  L.  R.  10  Ex.  26U  3  32  CJonn.  75. 

♦  60  Mass.  292.  6  The  Common  Law,  106. 

e  Denman,  J.'s,  definition  in  Stanley  v.  Powell,  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  93,  of  a  lawful^* 
may  be  given  quantum  valeat,  "  lawful,  by  which  I  understand  justifiable,  ev«i  » 
purposely  done  to  the  extent  of  purposely  inflicting  the  injury,  as,  for  instance,  in  » 
case  of  self-defence."  With  Mr.  Holmes  a  lawful  act  is  one  that  may  be  lawfully  danf. 
an  act  in  itself  allowable ;  the  question  of  care,  &c.,  is  posterior.  Denman.  J.'s 
definition  would  include  an  act  in  itself  distinctly  unlawful,  e.g.,  the  shooting  of  *  !»•»* 
if  ju»tifiablc  in  the  circumstances. 
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excludes  all  lawful  acts  done  with  adequate  care  from  the  category 
of  trespass  does  not  seem  correct.  On  the  other  hand,  the  cases  we 
have  examined  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  notion  of  an  absolute 
liability  for  damage  done  to  another  is  misconceived  ;  since  even  those 
cases  which  support  the  strictest  view^  exclude  things  done  under 
"  inevitable  necessity  "  from  the  category  of  actionable  wrongs. 

In  passing  it  may  be  noted  that  in  law  the  burden  lies  on  the  0/«w  to  show 
defendant  to  show  this  "inevitable  necessity."    Injury  prima  fade^^^^^^^^ 
imports  liability.     If  the  defendant  wishes  to  show  his  conduct  was  °®°®**^  ^' 
inevitable,  he  is  put  to  show  either  the  cause  of  the  occurrence  com- 
plained of,  and  that  the  result  of  the  cause  was  inevitable ;   or  that 
of  every  possible  cause  which  could  have  produced  the  effect,  in  fact 
not  any  one  actually  did  so.* 

The  cases  further  point  to  the  conclusion  that  liability  has  its  root 
in  blame ;  else  "  inevitable  necessity,"  or,  as  appears  above,  the 
absence  of  blame,  would  not  excuse.  If,  then,  blame  is  at  the  root 
of  liability,  the  doer  of  an  urdawfvl  act'  is  a  fortiori  liable  for  the 
consequences  of  it. 

The  converse  of  this  is,  however,  by  no  means  necessarily  true —  Mr.  Holmoa'a 
that  the  doer  of  a  lawful  act  is  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  it.  principle  that 
In  those  of  the  American  States  which  do  not  accept  the  law  as  ex-  i^^f^Q^^^  j* 
pounded  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,^  the  theory  of  absence  of  liability  for  not  hable  in 
the  consequences  of  a  lawful  act  may  require  examination ;    but  in  trespass 
England  any  such  theory  is  in  conflict  with  the  law  as  there  laid  down,  ®^*°"^    * 
and  is  thus  concluded  by  authority.    For  the  moment,  putting  this 
point  aside,  let  us  consider  how  the  theory  advanced  agrees  with 
principle.    In  Brown  v.  Kendall  the  defendant's  act  was  (firected  to 
stopping  his  dog  fighting.    He  was  held  free  from  liability,  in  respect 
of  what  happened  incidentally  and  without  negligence,  in  his  pursuance 
of  this  endeavour,  because  what  he  was  doing  was  right  and  proper  in 
the  particular  circumstances.    His  act  was  justifiable  in  the  result ; 
whether  in  the  abstract  and  without  the  particular  circumstances  may 
be  doubtful.     If  the  dog  had  not  been  the  defendant's  dog,  and  had 
not  been  fighting,  yet  had  been  beaten  by  the  defendant  on  the  highway, 
and  the  accident  had  thus  happened,  the  complexion  of  the  whole 
affair  would  have  been  different.     Suppose,  again,  that  the  dog,  being 
the  defendant's  dog,  was  yet  at  the  time  of  the  beating  not  actually 
engaged  fighting,  but  only  had  been  fighting  on  some  other  occasion ; 
or  had  got  lost  and  been  recovered,  and  was  being  punished  for  a  trans- 
gression past  and  gone.     To  beat  a  dog  is,  within  limits,  as  lawful  an 
act  as  to  prevent  it  fighting ;  and  beating  a  dog  does  not  become  other 
than  lawful^  in  ordinary  language  at  least,  because  the  beating  is  in 
a  street.     If  the  accident  had  happened  while  phastising  the  dog,  would 
the  injured  person  be  precluded  nrom  recovery  because  the  act  out  of 
which  the  injury  arose  was  a  lawful  one  ?     If  he  could  recover,  the 
test  of  whether  beating  a  dog  in  the  street  is  a  lawful  act  or  not  is  not 

1  E.g.,  Scott  y.  Shepherd,  2  Wm.  Bl.  892, 1  Sm.  L.  C.  (11th  ed.)  454. 
a  The  Merchant  Prince,  (1892)  P.,  per  Fry,  L.J.,  189. 

3  Not  in  the  sense  of  Denman,  J.,  an  act  done  without  justification,  but  an  act, 
apart  from  the  question  of  justification,  primarily  against  law. 

4  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  330  :  "  The  drift  of  the  ancient  English  authorities  on  the  law  of 
torts  seems  to  differ  materially  from  the  view  now  prevailing  in  this  country,"  says 
Boe,  J.,  in  a  case  where  apparently  the  law  of  the  two  countries  is  identical :  Brown  v. 
Collins,  53  N.  H.  442.  The  judgment  herein  contains  a  very  full  collection  of  the  class 
of  cases  now  being  considered. 
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the  correct  test.  If  he  could  not,  the  maxim  of  law,  Sic  uti  tuo  f4 
alienum  non  Icedds,  is  reversed  or  limited,  with  some  reference,  perhaps, 
to  real  rights  alone.  The  qniet  citizen  must  keep  out  of  the  way  of 
the  exuberantly  active  one.  The  duty  is  to  avoid  being  injured,  not 
to  avoid  injuring. 

Test  the  matter  by  pleading.  A  trespass  is  only  actionable  when 
it  results  from  other  than  a  lawful  act ;  consequently,  a  declaration 
setting  out  the  facts  would  often  be  insufficient  as  being  consistent 
with  a  lawful  as  well  as  an  unlawful  act ;  for  illegality  is  never  to  be 
presumed.  HaU  v.  Feamley  ^  shows  this  view  of  a  trespass  is  not  correct. 
The  act  of  the  defendant  was  prima  fade  unjustifiable  and  required 
an  excuse  to  be  shown,"  are  the  words  of  Wightman,  J.  In  MUnum 
V.  Dolwdly^  Lord  Ellenborough  says  :  "  The  defendant  allows  that  he 
intermeddled  with  goods  which  were  the  property  and  in  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff.  By  so  doing  he  is  presumed  to  be  a  trespasser." 
Obviously,  because  any  act  interfering  with  person  or  property  of 
another  is  presumably  a  trespass.* 

The  difficulty  lies  in  the  ambiguity  in  the  use  of  the  term  "  lawful 
acts,"  which,  we  have  already  seen,  may  be  made  to  cover  different 
states  of  fact.  An  act,  it  is  plain,  may  be  lawful  in  itself,  or  only  in 
the  circumstances  in  which  it  is  possible  for  it  to  be  performed.  Denman, 
J.,  taking  the  latter  meaning,  declares  acts  lawful  if  justifiable.  This 
change  of  wording,  by  which  "  justifiable  acts  "  are  substituted  for 
lawful  acts,  tends  rather  to  darken  the  matter ;  since  "  justifiable  "  is 
a  wider  term  than  "  lawful,"  and,  while  not  any  clearer  in  its  meaning 
must  be  used  in  a  non-natural  sense  and  include  "  excusable  acts," 
or  else  must  give  rise  to  a  confusion  which,  till  the  introduction  of  the 
new  term,  we  were  free  from.  Besides,  it  lands  us  in  a  maze  of  par- 
ticulars. An  act  is  lawful  if  justifiable  ;  and  justifiable,  if  the  circum- 
stances warrant  the  act  being  done.  If  we  are  driven  to  this  tedious 
inquiry  in  every  case,  there  is  no  help  for  it ;  the  tediousness  and 
inefficiency  of  the  process,  however,  raise  a  strong  presumption  against 
its  correctness.  The  other  method  of  proceeding  seems  greatly  pre- 
ferable. An  act  interfering  with  the  person  or  property  of  another, 
which  is  prima  facie  a  trespass,  must  be  either  a  lawftil  or  a  not-lawful 
act.  If  the  act  is  not  lawfid,  the  interference  is  a  wrong  and  therefore 
actionable.  If  the  act  is  lawful,  in  some  circumstances  it  may  yet 
be  actionable.  To  say  that  an  act  is  actionable  when  it  is  not  justUiable 
does  not  sensibly  add  to  our  knowledge.  What  we  have  to  do  is  to 
discriminate  lawful  acts,  which  do  not  enure  as  trespasses,  although 
they  interfere  with  the  person  or  property  of  another,  from  lawful 
acts  which,  though  done  without  negligence,  become  trespasses  so 
soon  as  they  interfere  with  the  person  or  property  of  another. 

At  one  end  of  the  scale  of  lawful  acts  are  those  that  are  to  be  per- 
formed as  absolute  and  obligatory  duties.  The  gaoler  in  Bessey  v. 
OlUot  had  to  act  under  his  warrant ;  so  that  though  the  imprisonment 
of  OUiot  was  illegal,  the  legal  obligation  imposed  upon  Bessey  pro- 
tected him  from  what  eke  had  been  the  consequences. 

At  the  other  end  of  the  scale  of  lawful  acts  are  exertions  of  right, 
like  a  man's  right  to  beat  his  dog,  which  possibly  should  be  done 

1  3  Q.  B.  919.  Nearly  every  case,  ancient  and  modem,  points  to  the  same 
conclusion.  2  2  Camp.  378. 

3  Cp.  Coward  v.  Baddeley,  4  H.  &  N.  478,  originating  in  a  criminal  charge.  See 
per  Martin,  B.,  481.  =>  o  e 
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subject  to  the  rights  of  others.  If  a  man  chooses,  for  example,  to  beat 
his  dog  in  the  street  where  people  may  pass,  even  though  he  does  not 
see  any  sign  of  any  one  at  the  time  he  strikes  his  dog,  it  is  not  un- 
reasonable he  should  be  made  to  answer  for  any  injury  his  act  may 
cause  to  another  who  happens  to  come  on  the  scene.  The  owner  may 
indeed  choose  where  he  will  beat  his  dog.  If  he  chooses  the  public 
highway  he  is  to  that  extent  blameworthy  that  he  has  not  chosen  a 
more  private  place,  though  his  punishment  of  the  dog  may  be  judicious 
and  properly  carried  out. 

Between  these  two  extremes  there  is  the  large  class  of  cases  where,  III.  Things 
while  there  is,  or  may  be,  no  legal  duty  to  act,  there  is  nevertheless,  in  ^^^^  under 
fact,  good  reason  to  act  rather  than  to  forbear.^  ^  ^t^^^ 

In  Brown  v.  Kendall  the  defendant  was  very  probably  under  no 
legal  duty  to  prevent  his  dog  fighting  (unless  he  knew  the  dog  was  a 
fighting  dog) ;  nevertheless  the  owner  of  a  dog,  seeing  it  fighting  in 
the  street,  perhaps  injuring  the  property  of  some  one  else,  certainly 
creating  disturbance  and  alarm,  has  a  clear  social  duty  to  restrain  it. 
If  he  leaves  his  dog  to  fight  out  its  quarrel,  himself  standing  passively 
by,  he  may  perchance  come  under  no  head  of  legal  liability,  yet  his 
conduct  is  distinctly  censurable,  ''  as  determined  by  the  existing 
average  standards  of  the  commimity."  ' 

If,  then,  being  placed  without  fault  on  his  own  part  in  such  circum- 
stances that  he  ought  to  act  in  some  particular  way,  the  law  will  not 
punisli  him  for  doing  what  is  the  only  thing  consistent  with  the  dis- 
charge of  his  obhgations.  An  analogy  is  suggested  with  those  cases,^ 
where  trespassers  on  railway  lines  to  save  life  have  been  held  entitled 
to  recover  against  the  railway  company  on  the  ground,  as  put  by  Lord 
Macnaghten,^  that  "  to  protect  those  who  are  not  able  to  protect 
themselves  is  a  duty  which  every  one  owes  to  society  ;  "  or,  to  put  the 
underlying  principle  more  broadly,  as  action  in  such  cases  is  more 
beneficial  for  the  community  than  inaction,  the  law  protects  reasonably 
careful  action  with  immunity,  or,  in  the  railway  cases,  with  indemnity. 
In  the  present  case  the  duty  is  to  act  in  a  particular  manner  where 
action  is  advisable,  and  is  rather  incumbent  on  one  person  than 
another. 

To  complete  the  vie^  we  are  tcJdng  there  is  a  further  limitation  Userof  high- 
that  must  not  be  passed  over.    Besides  those  acts  which  are  prompted  ^*5[8 »» not 
by  a  motive  which  justifies  them,  and  consequently  excuses  injury  ^^bimy^r 
while  doing  them,  without  negligence,  there  is  also  a  class  which  may  involuntary 
be  done  in  ordinary  course  and  irrespective  of  any  injury  they  may  *^**- 
accidentally  cause.     Blackburn,  J.,  delivering  judgment  of  the  Ex-  Blackburn, 
chequer  Chamber  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,^  points  out,  in  a  passage *^'*'^***®' 
we  have  already  more  than  once  referred  to,  that :   "  Traffic  on  the 
highways,  whether  by  land  or  sea,  cannot  be  conducted  without 
exposing  those  whose  persons  or  property  are  near  it  to  some  in- 
evitable risk ;  •  and  that  being  so,  those  who  go  on  the  highway,  or 
have  their  property  adjacent  to  it,  may  well  be  held  to  do  so  subject  to 

i  Alderaon  v.  Waiatdl,  (1844)  1  C.  &  K.  368,  bears  out  this  distinction, 
s  Holmes,  The  Ck>mmon  Lavir,  125. 

3  E.g.,  Eekert  v.  Long  Island  Rd.  Co.,  43  N.  Y.  602  ;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Langen- 
dorf,  29  Am.  St.  R.  653  ;  anU,  166. 

4  Jenoure  v.  Ddmege,  (1891)  A.  C.  77.  '  6  L.  R.  1  Er.  286. 

•  Inevitable  risk  is  here  obviously  used  in  a  different  sense  from  what  it  is  in,  e.g., 
Scott  V.  ShepJierdf  and  to  quote  the  phrase  used  in  Brown  v.  Kendall,  "  not  in  a  strict 
but  a  popular  sense." 
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their  taking  upon  themselves  the  risk  of  injury  from  that  inevitable 
danger ;  and  persons  who,  by  the  licence  of  the  owner,  pass  near  to 
warehouses  where  goods  are  being  raised  or  lowered,  certainly  do  so 
subject  to  the  inevitable  risk  of  accident.  In  neither  case,  therefore, 
can  they  recover  without  proof  of  want  of  care,  or  skill  occasioning  the 
accident ;  and  it  is  believed  that  all  the  cases  in  which  inevitable 
accident  has  been  held  an  excuse  for  what  prima  fade  was  a  trespass, 
can  be  explained  on  the  same  principle,  viz.,  that  the  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  that  risk  upon  himself." 

If,  in  walking  along  the  street,  I  brush  against  a  person  without 
negligence,  I  am  not  liable ;  because  the  liability  to  such  contact  is 
inseparable  from  any  reasonable  general  user  of  the  highway ;  ^  so,  too, 
if  I  am  splashed  with  mud  by  some  one  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
driving ;  as  Bramwell,  B.,  says :  *  "  for  the  convenience  of  mankind 
in  canying  on  the  affairs  of  life,  people  as  they  go  along  roads  must 
expect,  or  put  up  with,  such  mischief  as  reasonable  care  on  the  part 
of  others  cannot  avoid." 

The  conclusion  is  that  the  doing  a  lawful  act  is  not  in  itself  sufficient 
to  save  from  liability,  unless  further  it  is  done  in  circumstances  that 
free  the  doing  of  it  from  taint  of  blame.  It  is  not  enough  that  when 
once  the  actual  doing  of  the  act  has  been  resolved  on,  the  carrying  out 
of  the  act  itself  is  free  from  blame.  The  antecedents  must  be  looked 
to ;  and  an  .act  cannot  be  without  blame  and  involuntary  where  there 
is  free,  unfettered  choice  to  act  or  refrain  independently  of  any  con- 
siderations outside  the  will  of  the  person  whose  decision  determines 
the  action.  In  regard  to  personal  trespasses  no  one  is  entitled  to  act 
as  to  throw  upon  others  the  responsibility  of  avoiding  the  consequences 
of  his  acts.  Every  one  is  bound  to  act  so  as  not  injuriously  to  affect 
others,  without  the  concurrence  of  their  wills,  with  the  consequences, 
even  though  his  action  is  in  the  abstract  lawful. 

We  may  now  turn  to  Stanley  v.  P<meU,^  which,  in  intention  at  least, 
deals  directly  with  the  principle  imder  discussion.  The  judgment, 
proceeds  on  findings  that  defendant,  who  was  one  of  a  shooting  party, 
fired  at  a  pheasant  and  struck  it ;  the  bird  began  to  lower  and  turn 
back  towards  the  beaters.  The  defendant  fired  again,  and  a  shot 
glancing  from  the  bough  of  an  oak  struck  the  plaintiff,  who  was  em- 
ployed as  one  of  the  party  to  carry  cartridges  and  birds.  The  oak 
was  partly  between  the  defendant  and  the  bird,  but  was  not  in  a  line 
with  the  plaintiff.  The  distance  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  was 
about  thirty  yards.  Before  summing  up,  Denman,  J.,  who  tried  the 
case,  "  called  the  attention  of  the  parties  to  the  doctrine  which 
seemed  to  have  been  laid  down  in  some  old  cases — ^that,  even  in  the 
absence  of  neghgence,  an  action  of  trespass  might  lie."  *  The  jury 
found  there  was  no  neghgence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  On 
further  consideration  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant  on  the 
groimd  that  the  injury  was  "  accidental." 

1  Cole  y.  Turner,  (1705)  6  Mod.  149,  Case  210,  per  Holt,  C.J.  There  is  a  oase  in 
Clayton,  22  pi.  38  {circa  1650),  on  the  point,  so  quaint  that  I  give  it  in  full.  "  Kerifford, 
an  attomy,  was  plaintiffe  in  battery,  and  the  case  was  thus :  He  was  walking  in  the 
market  (as  attomies  do  too  much),  and  the  defendant  and  he  had  some  angry  words 
there,  upon  which  the  defendant  did  presse  to  go  by  him,  and  in  going,  by  reason  of 
the  throng  of  people  there,  he  justled  the  plaintiff e,  and  for  this  ho  brought  this  actioD, 
in  which  if  an  assault  onely  be  proved,  it  is  sufficient,  and  holden  it  was  no  assault. 


for  the  touching  him  or  justle  was  to  another  end,  namely,  to  get  by  him  in  the  thrcxig 
'      —''••"  a  Holmes  v.  Mather,L.  R.  10  Ex.  267. 


and  not  to  beat  him,  &c.** 
3  (ISStl)  1  Q.  B.  86. 


4  L.C  88. 
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An  unexceptionable  ground  for  the  decision,  that  the  plaintiff  was  Case 
a  member  of  the  shooting  party,  and  as  such  must  be  treated  as  having  ^"**<^*^®^- 
taken  on  himself  all  the  risks  ordinarily  incident  to  the  sport,  is  re- 
ferred to  in  a  note  as  having  been  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
yet  is  not  even  alluded  to  in  the  judgment.  Therefore  it  must  be 
conceded  so  far  as  the  judgment  goes — (1)  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  no 
different  position  from  any  member  of  the  commimity  not  connected 
with  the  shooting  party,  and  lawfully  at  the  place  where  he  was  in- 
jured ;  and  (2)  that,  to  quote  the  words  of  Erie,  C.J. :  ^  "  The  law  of 
England  in  its  care  for  himian  Ufe  requires  consunmiate  caution  in  the 
person  who  deals  with  dangerous  weapons."  Now,  neither  of  these 
considerations  seems  to  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
jury.  Thus  their  verdict  may  not  unreasonably  have  been  given  on  the 
basis  of  the  plaintiff  being  a  member  of  the  shooting  party,  and  ex- 
posing himseU  to  all  the  risks  ;  against  which  "  no  greater  than  ordinary 
precautions  were  necessary." 

Reverting  for  a  moment  to  Morris  v.  PlaU,^  where  it  will  be  re-  Morris  v. 
membered  the  trespass  complained  of  was  firing  a  pistol  in  self-defence,  ^^^* 
which  missed  the  assailant  and  injured  the  plaintiff,  the  firing  which 
was  yet  held  justifiable,  it  may  be  possible  &om  a  case  so  amply  vin- 
dicating the  right  of  free  action  to  extract  a  passage  bearing  on  Denman, 
J.'s,  views  in  the  present  case.  We  find  the  law  thus  stated : ^  "If 
the  act  of  firing  the  pistol  was  not  lawful,  or  was  an  act  which  the 
defendant  was  not  required  by  any  necessity  or  duty  to  perform,  and 
was  attended  with  possible  danger  to  third  persons,  which  required 
of  him  more  than  ordinary  circumspection  and  care,  as  if  he  had  been 
firing  at  a  mark  merely ;  or  if  the  act,  though  strictly  lawful  and  necessary, 
was  done  with  wantonness,  negUgence,  or  folly,  then,  although  the 
wounding  was  unintentional  and  accidental,  it  is  conceded,  and  un- 
doubtedly true,  that  the  defendant  would  be  Uable." 

Viewing,  then,  the  plaintiff  in  Stanley  v.  Powell  as  one  of  the  pubhc.  Suggested 
lawfully  where  he  was,  the  act  of  the  defendant  was  an  act  "  which  the  ^"'^'Jcable  to 
defendant  was  not  required  by  any  necessity  or  duty  to  perform,"  and  Stanleys, 
was,  moreover,  an  act    attended  with  possible  danger  to  third  persons,"  Powm, 
and  "  which  required  of  him  more  than  ordinary  circmnspection  and 
care,"  and  was  therefore  an  act  according  even  to  the  more  hberal 
tests  of  the  American  law  for  which  the  defendant  would  be  liable.* 

It  would  be  a  useless  labour  to  follow  the  judgment  through  its 
confused  *  and  inaccurate  •  review  of  the  cases.  As  far  as  can  be  sur- 
mised, the  view  presented  therein  is  an  ampUfication  of  a  passage 
from  Bacon's  Abridgement :''  "If  the  circimistance,  which  is  speciaUy 
pleaded  in  an  action  of  trespass,  do  not  make  the  act  complained  of 
lawful,  and  only  make  it  excusable,  it  is  proper  to  plead  this  circum- 
stance in  excuse  ;  and  it  is  in  this  case  necessary  for  the  defendant 
to  show  not  only  that  the  act  complained  of  was  accidental,  but  like- 
wise that  it  was  not  owing  to  neglect,  or  want  of  due  caution  "  ;  with 
the  gloss  that  by  accidental  "  I  understand  that  the  injury  was 
unintentional." 

1  In  Ex.  C5h.  PoUer  v.  Faidhner,  1  B.  &  S.  805.  a  (1864)  32  Conn.  75. 

3  L.C,  87.  *  Brown  v.  CoUina,  53  N.  H.  442,  16  Am.  R.  372  ;  arUe,  66a 

6  Passimt  but  particularly  at  91. 

6  Cp.  the  last  sentence  about  Leame  v.  Bray  (3  East,  693)  on  92  with  the  extracts 
from  the  judgments  therein,  set  out  antCy  566,  and  particularly  with  what  Lord  EUlen- 
borough  says  at  599  of  the  report  in  East  as  to  the  case  of  accidentally  wounding  a  man 
with' an^arrow.  7  Trespass,  706. 


570  NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW.  [book  iv 

Now  intent  is  an  inference  of  law,  not  a  matter  of  direct  proof  ;  as 
is  said  in  Basely  v.  Clarkson :  *  "  For  it  appears  the  fact  was  voluntaiy, 
and  his  intention  and  knowledge  are  not  traversable ;  they  can^t  be 
known."  This  was  said  with  reference  to  a  plea  to  an  action,  quote 
claxjtsum  fregit,  that  the  defendant  was  mowing  his  land  and  involun- 
tarily and  by  mistake  mowed  down  some  of  the  plaintiff's  grass; 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  on  demurrer. 
Conclusion.  If,  then,  the  reasoning  of  Denman,  J.,  in  Stanley  v.  PmoeU,  is  correct, 

it  is  manifest  that  the  contention  of  the  present  chapter  is  wrong; 
and  that  in  effect  the  law  of  England  is  that  a  man  must  in  aU  circum- 
stances be  on  the  alert  to  avoid  receiving  injury  and  cannot,  unless 
in  exceptional  cases,  throw  the  risk  of  acting  on  him  doing  the  act. 
That  the  law  of  England  is  not  so  must  be  apparent  to  every  student 
of  Blackburn,  J.'s,  judgment  in  Fletcher  v.  Rylands} 

1  3  Lev.  37,  cited  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  99,  whose  invaluable  remarks  on 
the  signification  of  intent  in  law  may  here  generally  be  referred  to.  Y.  B.  17  BcL  IV.  2, 
pi.  2.  For  the  philosophic  ground  of  the  rule  of  law,  see  a  striking  note  to  Hiune  s 
Inquiry  Concerning  the  Principles  of  Morals,  Section  IIL  Of  Justice,  Part  II.  Cp. 
Lord  ManHfield,  Tarlton  v.  Fisher,  2  Doug.  674. 

a  L.  R.  lEx.  277c<«e^5f. 


CHAPTER  IL 

DUTY  TO  ANSWER   FOR  THE   ACTS   OF  OTHERS. 

Principles  determining  the  Master's  Liability  for  his 

Servant. 

Before  entering  on  the  inquiiy  of  the  manner  in  which  the  relation  of  l>efinition8  of 

master  and  servant  affects  the  master  with  liabiUty,  it  is  advisable  to  ^JI^^tT^^ 

fix  working  definitions  of  the  terms  master  and  servant,    A  master, 

is  one  who  not  only  prescribes  to  the  workman  the  end  of  his  work, 

but  retains  "  the  power  of  controUing  the  work,"^  while  he  who  works 

on  these  terms  is  a  servant  so  long  as  he  acts  with  the  view  of  serving 

the  prescribed  end.*    Bramwell,  L.  J.,  says :  •  "  A  servant  is  a  person  Bramwell, 

subject  to  the  command  of  his  master  as  to  the  manner  in  which  he  ^'^•'■• 

shall  do  his  work."    A  shght  change  in  phraseology  makes  clear  the 

correlative  position  of  the  master. 

The  same  learned  judge,  giving  evidence  before  the  First  Committee 
of  the  House  of  Commons  on  the  Employers'  LiabiUty,  distinguishes 
between  a  contractor  and  a  servant,  thus  :*  "  To  my  mind,  the  dis- 
tinction of  the  cases  where  a  man  is,  and  where  he  is  not  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  another  person,  may  be  defined  in  this  way.  If  there 
is  a  contract  between  them,  so  that  the  person  doing  the  work  or 
doing  the  act  complained  of  has  a  right  to  say  to  the  employer,  '  I 
will  agree  to  do  it,  but  I  shaU  do  it  after  my  own  fashion ;  I  shall 
begin  the  waD  at  this  end,  and  not  at  the  other  ' ;  there  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  does  not  exist  and  the  employer  is  not  liable. 
But  if  the  employer  has  a  right  to  say  to  the  person  employed,  '  You 
shall  do  it  in  this  way,  that  is  to  say,  not  only  shall  you  do  it  by 
virtue  of  your  agreement  with  me,  but  you  shall  do  it  as  I  direct  you 
to  do  it,'  there  the  law  of  master  and  servant  applies,  and  the  master 
is  responsible." 

Once  again,  the  distinction  between  a  servant  and  an  agent  is  the  Servant  and 
distinction  between  serving  for  and  acting  for.*    An  agent  as  con-  ag^^t- 
trasted  with  a  servant  has  a  discretion  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of 
performance,  and  sometimes  as  to  acting  or  not  acting;    as  con- 
trasted with  a  contractor,  the  difference  is  often  that  between  a  general 

1  Crompton,  J.,  Sadler  v.  Henloek,  4  E.  &  B.  578. 

3  Limpua  y.  London  Oenercd  Omnibus  Co.,  1  H.  &  C.  626. 

3  Yewens  v.  Noakes,  6  Q.  B.  D.  632. 

4  Minutes  of  Evidence  on  Employers*  Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,   1876, 
vol.  X.  58. 

&  Cp.  Austin,  Jurispradence  (3rd  ed.),  976,  977.     Northey  v.  Trevillion,  18  Times 
L.R.  648. 
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and  special  agent.  The  agent  so-called  has  indefinite  functions  ;  the 
contractor's  are  defined  or  special.  The  act  of  a  contractor  or  of  an 
agent  does  not  affect  the  employer  with  Uability  unless  it  is  done 
in  the  necessary  conduct  of  the  work,  as,  for  example,  in  Percival 
V.  Hughe  8 y^  or  in  performing  work  incumbent  on  the  employer  by 
statute.^ 

By  the  death  of  one  of  a  firm  of  masters  the  servant  is  discharged, 
unless  the  contrary  is  stipulated  for  by  the  terms  of  the  contract;  but 
where  two  of  a  firm  had  retired  from  business  it  has  been  held  '  that 
the  dissolution  of  partnership  does  not  operate  ipso  facto  to  dischai^ 
an  agreement  to  employ  for  two  years.  There  is  the  same  distincticm 
between  a  compulsory  and  a  voluntary  winding  up  of  a  company ; 
the  former  does  the  latter  does  not  work  a  discharge.*  If  wages  are 
to  be  paid  in  the  form  of  commission  there  is  implied  a  term  of  the 
contract  that  work  is  to  be  found ;  *  but  the  word  "  employ "  in  a 
contract  of  service  means  "  hire  "  or  "  keep  in  a  service  "  and  does  not 
extend  to  guarantee  the  supply  of  any  particular  sort  of  work.* 

The  Roman  law  expresses  the  liability  of  the  master  for  the  servant 
thus :  lUid  in  summa  admonendi  sumiis  id,  quod  jussu  patris  dominive 
contriictum  fuerit  quodque  in  rem  ejus  versum  fuerit,  directo  quoque  passe 
a  patre  dominove  condid,  tanquam  si  principaliter  cum  ipso  negoiium 
gestum  esset.  Ei  quoque,  qui  vd  exercitoria  vd  institoria  ^  actione  tenelur 
directo  posse  condid  placet  quia  hujus  quoque  jussu  contractum  in* 
teUegitur.^  The  actions  exercitoria  and  institoria  carried  in  them  the 
germs  of  the  law  of  agency,  which  in  Roman  law  was  of  slow  growth 
and  development.*  Slaves  committing  delicts  came  imder  the  rules 
of  the  noxal  action.^"  If  a  slave  conmiitted  a  delict  by  his  master's 
orders,  the  master  alone  was  answerable,^^  and  even  where  the  master 
could  have  prevented  the  wrong  the  injured  person  had  his  choice 
between  a  durect  and  a  noxal  action.^*  Otherwise  only  the  slave  was 
liable,  and  if  manumitted  might  be  sued.^*  If  an  action  were  brought 
against  the  master  he  could  escape  liability  by  surrendering  the  slave  ; 
if  he  did  not  surrender  the  slave  he  was  liable.^*  If  the  slave  died 
before  judgment,  the  master's  liability  was  extinguished ;  ^*  d  fortiori, 
for  the  tort  of  a  freeman  the  master  was  not  liable. 

The  liability  of  the  master  in  the  English  law  for  the  tortious  act 
of  his  servants,  done  either  without  authority  or  in  defiance  of  it,  is 

1  8  App.  Caa.  443.  a  Ante,  286. 

3  Brace  v.  Colder,  (1895)  2  Q.  B.  253. 

4  Midland  Counties  District  Bank  y.  Attwood,  (1905)  1  Gh.  357. 

fi  Turner  v.  Goldsmith,  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  544  ;  Devonald  v.  Rosser,  21  Times  L.  R.  595. 
0  Emmens  v.  Blderton,  4  H.  L.  C,  per  Parke,  B.,  668,  per  Grompton,  J.,  645; 
Turner  v.  Sawdon,  (1901)  2  K.  B.  653. 

7  For  these  actions,  see  D.  14, 1,  and  D.  14, 3;  Hunter,  Roman  Law,  (3id  ed.)  617-620. 

8  Inst.  4,  7,  8. 

9  From  Gaius,  4,  71,  the  conclusion  is  drawn  that  these  actions  were  originally 
against  the  son  or  the  slave,  but  were  afterwards  extended  to  extraneum  quern  cwmque^ 
The  reason  of  this  is  given,  D.  14,  1,  1 ;  cum  interdum  ignarif  eujus  sint  eond%U€mis 
ffel  quales,  cum  magistris  propter  navigandi  necessitatem  eontrahamus,  cequum  fuit,  eum 
qui  magistrum  navi  imposuit,  teneri  :  ui  tenetur,  qui  institorem  tabema  vd  negoHo 
prcBposuit ;  cum  sit  major  necessitas  contrahendi  cum  magistro,  quam  institore.  Quippe 
res  patitur,  ut  de  conditione  quis  institoris  dispiciat,  et  sic  conirahat ;  in  navis  magisiro 
non  ita  ;  nam  interdum  locus,  tempus  non  pcUitur  plenius  deliberandi  consilium. 

10  Inst  4,  8  ;  Holmes,  The  Gommon  Law,  8-12. 

11  Nam  servum  nihil  deliquisse,  qui  domino  jubenti  obtemperavit :  B.  9, 4, 2,  §  1. 

12  D.19.  4,  2-5.  13  D.  9,  4,  6.  i*  D.  9,  3, 1. 

ifi  D.  9,  4,  39,  §  4.     The  legal  position  of  a  slave  is  fully  treated  by  Dr.  Moyle,  art. 
Servus,  Smith,  Dictionary  of  Greek  and  Roman  Antiquities  (3rd  ed.). 
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much  more  extensive  and  is  referred  to  the  maxim,  Respondeat  superior.^  Maxim, 
This  maxim,  in  its  original  use,  applied  only  "  to  those  who,  having  the  Bespondeat 
custody  of  gaols  of  freehold  or  inheritance,  commit  the  same  to  another  ***P*^''*^- 
that  is  not  sufficient,"  and  was  found  in  the  concluding  section  of 
Statute  of  Westminster  2  [13  Edw.  I.],  en:  Et  si  custos  gaolcB  non 
habeai  per  quod  jtisticietur,  vd  unde  solvaty  respondeat  superior  suus  qui 
custodiam  hujus  modi  gaolcB  sibi  commisit  per  idem  breve.    From  this 
limited  beginning  its  scope  has  become  so  almost  universal  in  modern 
law  that  Jessel,  M.R.,  thus  comments  on  it:*   "It  is  clear  that  on  jessel, M.E., 
principle  a  man  is  liable  for  another's  tortious  act  if  he  expressly  ontheexten- 
directs  him  to  do  it,  or  if  he  employs  that  other  person  as  his  agent,  doctrine, 
and  the  act  complained  of  is  within  the  scope  of  the  agent's  authority. 
I  agree  that  the  Court  ought  to  be  very  careful  how  it  extends  the 
doctrine  Respondeat  superior.    It  has  been  carried  in  our  law  very 
far  indeed.     I  think  quite  far  enough.     If  I  had  to  enact  a  law  upon 
the  subject,  I  doubt  whether  I  should  carry  it  so  far." 

The  maxim,  Respondeat  superior,  is,  in  truth,  rather  the  formula 
whereby  liability  is  referred  to  its  source  than  the  reason  for  the 
existence  of  a  liability. 

The  equally  familiar  maxim.  Qui  fadt  per  cdium  facit  per  se,^  has  Maxim,  Qui 
been  by  some  sought  to  be  applied  in  a  narrower  sense  than  Respondeat  facit  per  alium 
superior ;  and  its  meaning  is  taken  to  be  that  he  who  authorises  an  '^*  v^^^^ 
act  to  be  done,  which  is  done  under  his  authority,  is  as  liable  as  he 
who,  personally  and  for  his  own  benefit,  does  the  same.     This  un- 
doubtedly is  so ;    though  there  is  no  good  reason  why  its  meaning 
should  be  limited  to  those  cases  where  authority  has  actually  been 
given.* 

The  First  Committee  on  the  Employers'  Liability  in  their  Report®  Report  of 
say  that,  the  maxim  is  "  inapplicable  to  cases  where  the  act  causing  ?JJ^  ®^ 
the  injury  is  done  either  without  authority  or  in  defiance  of  it."  There  committee, 
is  a  fallacy  in  this  mode  of  expressing  cases  of  liability.  The  master  is 
never  liable  where  the  servant  acts  without  authority — that  is,  without 
authority  express  or  implied.  The  whole  ground  of  the  master's 
liability,  in  the  extreme  cases  alluded  to,  is  that  the  master  has  given, 
or  appeared  to  give,  such  an  authority  to  the  servant  that  the  master 
cannot  be  permitted  to  deny  the  validity  of  such  acts,  subsequently 
done  by  the  servant,  in  following  out  the  objects  which  have  been 
committed  to  him,  as  seem  naturally  to  flow  from  the  position  the 
servant  holds  while  doing  them.  In  those  cases  where  the  maxim  does 
not  in  fact  apply,  though  a  legal  obligation  is  imposed  notwithstanding 
on  the  master,  the  explanation  is  that  the  law  estops  the  master  from 
averring  that  the  act  is  not  his,  because  he  has  placed  the  servant  in  a 
position  from  which  a  power  to  do  similar  acts  would  ordinarily,  or 
naturally,  or  probably,  be  supposed  to  flow. 

The  maxim,  Qui  facit  per  aUum  fadt  per  se,  then,  is  the  statement  of  a  Mutual 

relations  of 
those  maxims. 
1  2  Co.  Inst.  379.     Y'm.  Abr.  Escape  (F.  2).     For  the  American  view  see  Shearman 
and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  143;  Thompson,  Negligence,  §§  518-616.     See  also  Paley, 
Agency,  part  iii.  sec.  1 ;    Livermore,   Principal   and  Agent,  vol.  ii.  ch.  10,  sec.  2 ; 
Pothier,  Des  Obligations,  Nos.  453-456  ;  Domat,  Civil  Law,  bk.  i.  tit.  16,  sec.  3,  No.  1. 
a  Smith  v.  Keal,  9  Q.  B.  D.  351. 

3  The  maxim,  as  it  appears  in  Co.  Lit.  258  a,  runs,  Qui  per  alium  fadt  per  se  ipsum 
facere  videiur,    Fitzh.  Abr.  Annuitie,  pl.f  51. 

4  KeigMeif  Maxsted  v.  Durant,  (1901)  A.  C.  240. 

s  Report  of  the  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  Employers'  Liability,  1877. 
(Pari.  Papers  1877,  vol.  x.  iii.)  lf»* 
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rule  of  law,  the  scope  of  which  is  not  limited  by  express  authorisatioii, 
and  extends  to  cases  where  authority  to  act  is  implied  only;  and 
establishes  an  irrebuttable  presumption  in  the  circumstances  in  which 
it  becomes  applicable.^ 

The  maxim,  Respondeat  superior,  is  the  legal  expression  of  the 
consequence  arising  from  the  application  of  the  rule  of  law  just  stated  ; 
where,  by  reason  of  the  principal's  direct  authorisation  of  the  acts  in 
question,  or  by  a  conclusion  of  law  which  imputes  them  to  him  whether 
he  authorised  them  or  not,  the  principal  is  precluded  from  showing 
that  he  personally  is  not  accountable  for  certain  acts.  He  who  does 
a  thing  by  his  agent,  express  or  implied,  does  it  himself ;  therefore  the 
superior  must  answer  for  all  acts  done  by  the  other  for  him,  whether 
he  has  actually  authorised  them,  or  left  the  matter  open,  or  even 
forbidden  them. 

The  principle  at  the  bottom  of  this  very  extensive  liability  is  an 
irrebuttable  presumption  * — that  the  master  authorised  every  act  done 
in  advancement  of  the  master's  business,  pending  the  authority,  and 
covered  by  its  objects.  An  authorisation  for  what,  very  possibly,  has 
been  absolutely  forbidden  is  implied  by  law  from  the  mere  existence 
of  the  relation  of  employer  and  employed,  and  on  two  grounds  : 
First,  that  the  real  principal  should  be  affected  with  responsibility  for 
his  acts  ;  secondly,  that  he  should  not  be  able,  by  secret  agreement  or 
special  terms,  to  avoid  the  detriment,  while  assuming  the  benefit,  of 
acts  appropriate  to,  or  consequential  on,  the  existence  of  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant.^  So  soon  as  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  authority 
to  do  a  thing,  the  hand  that  actually  does  it  may  be  the  servant's,  yet 
the  reason  of  the  act  is  the  master's  authorisation  or  the  master's 
interest ;  therefore  the  master,  as  the  motive  power,  is  responsible.* 

The  law  goes  even  further  than  this  ;  and  where  there  is  authority 
to  do  an  act  the  master's  authorisation  covers  all  acts,  whether  im- 
plicated in,  or  subsidiary  to,  the  main  action,  and  not  those  merely 
which  are  necessary  to  the  effectually  doing  it.  Therefore  the  question 
of  what  is  implicated  in,  or  subsidiary  to,  any  particular  relation  must 
be  settled  previously  to  aflBLrming  liability,  or  non-liability,  in  respect 

1  "  Every  act  which  is  done  by  a  servant  in  the  course  of  his  duty  is  regarded  as 
done  by  his  master's  orders,  and  consequently  is  the  same  as  if  it  were  the  master's 
own  act,  according  to  the  maxim,  Qui  facxt  per  alium  facit  per  se  "  :  per  Lord 
Chelmsford,  C,  BartonshiU  Coal  Co.  v.  McGuire,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  306. 

a  Bayley  v.  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and  Lincolnahire  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.,  per  Kelly, 
O.B.,  152 :  "  The  principle  to  be  deduced  from  the  authorities  on  this  subject  is, 
that  where  a  servant  is  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  in  so  acting 
does  something  negligent  or  wrongful,  the  employer  is  liable,  even  though  the  act  done 
may  be  the  very  reverse  of  that  which  the  servant  was  actually  directed  to  do." 

3  lAmpua  V.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co.,  1  H.  &  C.  526.  "  The  law  is  not  so  futile 
as  to  allow  a  master,  by  giving  secret  instructions  to  his  servant,  to  discharge  himself 
from  liability  " :  per  Willes,  J.,  539.  Byrne  v.  Londonderry  Tramway  Co.,  { 1902)  2  I.  R. 
457.  Objections  have  been  made  to  the  justice  of  imposing  on  the  master,  the  possibly 
ruinous  consequences  of  his  servants  negligence.  The  answer  is.  That  the  master,  for 
his  own  purposes,  has  armed  his  servant  with  the  destructive  agency.  The  misuse  of  it 
should  enure  to  the  master's  detriment  rather  than  that  those  injured  by  it  should 
suffer  loss.  In  reply  it  is  urged  that  in  criminal  procedure,  the  master  is  not  liable  at 
all.  The  criminal  law  has  no  regard  to  the  loss  of  the  individual,  but  exclusively  looks 
to  the  good  regulation  of  the  State.  The  test  of  damages  can  never  be  what  would 
bo  an  adequate  pecuniary  penalty  for  the  offence,  since  penalty  and  dama^  are  for 
different  objects,  and  have  no  point  of  relation.  The  penalty  is  a  payment  for  breach 
of  the  law ;  damages  for  infringement  of  a  personal  right. 

4  In  OiUespie  v.  Hunter,  25  Rettie,  916,  the  proprietor  of  a  public-house  was  held 
not  liable  for  the  act  of  his  manager,  who  pitched  plaintiff  out  of  the  house  for  per- 
sisting in  talking  politics  with  the  manager  who  had  a<iked  him  to  desist. 
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to  any  act.  Through  all  the  relation  the  principle  runs,  that  if  the 
act  is  not  the  master's  act  expressly  authorised,  it  is  yet  an  act  done 
with  circumstances  that  the  law  re(][uires  should  raise  the  presumption 
of  the  master's  authority. 

Willes,  J.'s,  statement  of  this  principle  of  law  has  been  often  Willes,  J.,  in 
approved:^  "The  general  rule  is,  that  the  master  is  answerable  ^^^e^^JI^J\s 
every  such  wrong  of  the  servant  or  agent  as  is  committed  in  the  course  of  s^hBank. 
the  service  and  for  the  master's  benefit,  though  no  express  command 
or  privity  of  the  master  be  proved.*  That  principle  is  acted  upon 
every  day  in  running-down  cases.  It  has  been  applied  also  to  direct 
trespass  to  goods,  as  in  the  case  of  holding  the  owners  of  ships  liable 
for  the  act  of  masters  abroad  improperly  selling  the  cargo.^  It  has 
been  held  applicable  to  actions  of  false  imprisonment  in  cases  where 
officers  of  railway  companies  intrusted  with  the  execution  of  bye-laws 
relating  to  imprisonment,  and  intending  to  act  in  the  course  of  their 
duty,  improperly  imprison  persons  who  are  supposed  to  come  within 
the  terms  oi  the  bye-laws.^  It  has.  been  acted  upon  where  persons 
employed  by  the  owners  of  boats  to  navigate  them  and  to  take  fares 
have  committed  an  infringement  of  a  ferry  or  such-like  wrong.*  In 
all  these  cases  it  may  be  said,  as  it  was  said  here,  that  the  master  has 
not  authorised  the  act.  It  is  true,  he  has  not  authorised  the  particular 
act,  but  he  has  put  the  agent  in  his  place  to  do  that  class  of  acts,  and 
he  must  be  answerable  for  the  manner  in  which  the  agent  has  conducted 
himself  in  doing  the  business  which  it  was  the  act  of  his  master  to 
place  him  in." 

Lord  Herschell,  too,  very  tersely  expresses  the  same  in  Baumwoll  Lord  Her- 
Manufactur  von  Carl  Scheibler  v.  Fumess^  thus :    "  It  cannot  be  dis-  ^*^®^^^ 
puted  as  a  general  proposition  of  law,  that  a  person  who  does  not  Manufactur 
himself  enter  into  a  contract,  can  only  be  made  liable  upon  the  con-  von  Carl 
tract  if  it  was  entered  into  by  one  who  was  his  agent  or  servant  acting  Scheibler  v. 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority ;   and  it  is  equally  indisputable  that    '*"**"• 
a  liability  by  reason  of  a  wrong  or  a  tort  can  only  be  established  by 
proving,  either  that  the  person  charged  himself  committed  the  wrong,  or 
that  it  was  conmiitted  by  his  servants  or  his  agents  acting  within  the 
scope  of  their  authority."  ^ 

We  are  now  to  consider  some  features  of  the  growth  of  this  principle  History  of 
of  the  master's  vicarious  responsibility.     There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  the  law. 

i  Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  265.  "  The  true  rule  was,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  enunciated  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  a  judgment  of  Willes,  J., 
delivered  in  the  case  of  Bariaick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank.  .  .  .  This  definition 
of  liability  has  been  constantly  referred  to  in  subsequent  cases  as  adequate  and  satis- 
factory, and  was  cited  with  approval  by  Lord  Sel borne,  in  the  H.  of  L.,  in  Houldsivorth 
V.  City  of  Glasgow  Bank  (6  App.  Cas.  317).  Mackay  v.  Commercial  Bank  of  New 
Bmnsvnck  (L.  R.  6  P.  0.  394)  is  consistent  with  this  principle.  It  is  a  definition 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  ruling  of  Martin,  B.,  in  Limpus  v.  London  Oenercd 
Omnibus  Co.  (1  H.  &  C.  526),  which  was  upheld  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (see  per 
Blackburn,  J.)  "  :  per  Bo  wen,  L.  J.,  British  Mutual  Banking  Co.  v.  Chamwood  Forest 
By.  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  D.  717  ;  Thome  v.  Heard,  (1894)  1  Ch.,  per  Kay,  L.J.,  611. 

a  See  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  5  B.  &  C.  554. 

8  Ewbank  v.  NuUing,  7  C.  B.  797. 

4  Ooff  V.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  3  E.  &  E.  672,  cxi)laining  Roe  v.  Birkenhead  Ry. 
Co.,  7  Ex.  36  ;  and  see  Barry  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  Ir.  Rep.  1  C.  L.  130. 

6  Huzzey  v.  Field,  2  C.  M.  A  R.  440. 

6  (1893)  A.  C.  16. 

7  This  judgment  does  not  appear  to  have  been  cited  in  Hambro  v.  Burnand,  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  399,  416,  where  Bigham,  J.,  speaks  of  the  test  there  proposed  as  '*  a  loose  and 
unsatisfactory  test  of  the  liability.'^  In  C.  A.,  (1904)  2  K.  B.  10,  Bigham,  J.,  is 
reversed. 
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that  the  recognition  of  a  liability  of  the  master  for  the  torts  of  the 
servant  is  pretty  well  coeval  with  the  recognition  of  the  master's 
liability  in  contact.  In  the  Y.  B.  2  H.  IV.  18,  pi.  6,  the  principle  is 
acted  upon,^ 

Again,  in  the  Year  Book  of  9  Henry  VI.  53,  B.  37  three  propositions 
SS^Y^*^''™  illustrative  of  the  law  are  to  be  found  ;  all  three  based  on  the  master's 
Books.  liability  for  the  act  of  his  servant  which  is  treated  as  indisputable  law. 

In  the  time  "of  Charles  I.  the  law  is  thus  laid  down  :  If  a  servant 
keep  his  master's  fire  negligently,  an  action  lies  against  the  master ; 
otherwise,  if  he  carry  it  negligently  in  the  street.  If  I  command  my 
servant  to  distrain,  and  he  ride  on  the  horse  taken  for  the  distress,  he 
shall  be  punished,  not  I.* 

An  action,  Michael  v.  Alestree,^  was  brought  against  both  master 
and  servant  for  that  "  the  defendants  in  Lincolii's  Inn  Fields,  a  place 
where  people  are  always  going  to  and  fro  about  their  business,  brought 
a  coach  with  two  ungovernable  horses,  and  euix  impromde  incaute  ei 
absque  debita  consideratione  ineptititdinis  lod,  there  drove  them  to 

1  Mr.  J.  Brown,  Q.C.,  Minutes  of  Evidence  taken  before  the  Select  Committee  on 
Employers'  Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1876,  vol.  ix.  38,  speaking  on  the  liability 
of  a  master  for  the  tort  of  his  servant,  says  :  "  I  found  there  was  no  case  whatever,  prior 
to  the  one  by  Lord  Holt  in  the  reign  of  William  III.,  when  the  master  was  held 
responsible  for  the  negligent  acts  that  ms  servant  committed  in  the  course  of  his  emjJoy- 
ment.  Lord  Holt  appears  to  have  been  the  first  who  laid  down  this  law.  He  was  a 
great  judge,  no  doubt ;  but  before  that  time  there  is  reason  to  believe  the  law  was  the 
other  way."  The  case  referred  to  is  Kingston  v.  Booth,  (1686)  Skinner,  228.  Mr. 
Brown's  researches  do  not  appear  to  have  been  very  exhaustive.  In  Ashe's 
Promptuarie,  ou  Repertory  Gencrall  do  les  Annales,  et  plusors  auters  livres  del  common 
ley  Dengleterre  (1614),  under  the  title  Servant,  the  proposition,  that  le  nuuier  sem 
charge,  et  respondra,  pur  lact,  Voffence  ou  tort  fait  per  son  servant,  is  laid  down  as  clear 
law,  and  is  supported  by  references  to  no  less  than  seven  cases.  In  Sheppard's  Abridg- 
ment (1675),  under  the  title  Master  and  Servant,  repeated  instances  of  the  principle 
are  found,  which  is  also  asserted  absolutely  and  not  as  restricted  to  keepii^  fire  safely ; 
a  restriction  moreover  inconsistent  with  Holt,  C.J.'s,  ratio  decidendi  in  TurbennlU.  t. 
Stampe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  264 :  "  for  it  shall  be  intended  that  the  servant  had  authority 
from  his  master,  it  being  for  the  master's  benefit."  The  authorities  cited  are  Doctor 
and  Student  (18th  ed.),  236  ;  Y.  B.  2  H.  IV.  18,  pi.  6:  Beaulieu  v.  Finglam :  Home 
est  tenuis  de  render  del  fait  son  servant  ou  de  son  hosteller  en  tiel  case,  car  si  man  servant 
ou  mon  hosteller  meiie  un  chandel  et  un  pariet,  en  le  chandel  eschiet  en  le  straw,  et  aree  tout 
ma  meason  et  le  {sic)  meason  de  tnon  vicine  auxi,  en  cest  case  jeo  respondra  al  mon  vidne 
del  damage  que  il  ad  ;  (Cp.  Fitzh.  Abr.  Accion  sur  le  case,  1 1  pi.  25).  Pitzh.  De  N.  K,  M ; 
Y.  B.  22  H.  VI.  24.  This  last  reference  I  have  not  been  able  to  verify.  Noy,  W. 
SeeRastell  Entrees,  Trespas,  Justification  per  Agistment;  BenigerY. Fogossa,  (1551) 
Plowd.  11a.;  Parkes  v.  Mosse,  (1690)  Cro.  Eliz.  181.  Prof.  Wigmor©  in  Harvard, 
L.R.,  vol.  vii.  315,383,  441,  has  collected  and  classified  the  cases.  The  first  decision 
I  can  find  in  Scotland  of  the  master's  liability  for  the  acts  of  the  servant  while  he  is 
absent  is  Keith  v.  Keir,  so  late  as  1812  :  Decisions  of  the  Court  of  Session,  183.  See 
also  Baird  v.  Hamilton,  (1826)  4  Shaw,  790. 

2  Noy,  Maxims,  ch.  44,  95.  In  Southern  v.  How,  Cro.  Jac.  468,  referring  to 
Roswel  V.  Vaughan,  Cro.  Jac.  196,  it  is  said  that  if  a  man  sells  wine  knowing  it  to  be 
corrupt,  an  action  of  deceit"  lies  against  him,  although  there  be  no  warranty.  This 
is  on  the  authority  of  Y.  B.  1 1  E.  IV.  6,  pi.  10. 

3  (1677)  2  Lev.  172,  reported  also  sub  nam.  Mitchil  v.  Alestree,  I  Ventris,  2^,  and 
svb  nom,  MicheU  v.  AUestry,  3  Keb.  650.  In  Roe  v.  Laloueite,  9  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  9,  the  case 
of  Michael  v.  Alestree  is  said  to  be  sustainable  after  verdict  on  the  ground  that  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  acted  Improvide  et  absque  considera- 
tione ineptitudinis  loci,  is  tantamount  to  an  allegation  of  negligence.  Jessel,  M.R., 
must  have  been  under  a  misapprehension  that  hitherto  the  law  had  not  allowed  joinder 
of  master  and  servant  in  one  writ,  when  he  said  in  Eaglesfield  v.  Londonderry 
{Marquis  of),  4  Ch.  D.,  708  (affd.  38  L.  T.  303,  26  W.  R.  540) :  "  A  coachman, 
who  by  his  negligence  in  driving  his  master's  carriage  runs  over  a  child,  is  liable  to 
an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  child,  and  the  mast«r  is  also  liable.  I  apprehend  that 
under  the  new  practice  they  might  be  joined  as  defendants."  See  Whitamore  v. 
Waterhouse,  4  C.  &  P.  383.  Partial  compensation  having  been  recovered  against  the 
servant  the  master  is  released  :  WrigJU  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co.,  46  £.  J.  Q.  B. 
429.     28m.  L.  C.  (llthed.)766.     Cp.  MidlandBy.  Co.  v.  Martin,  (1893)  2  Q.  B.  172. 
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make  them  tractable  and  fit  them  for  a  coach ;  and  the  horses,  because 
of  their  ferocity,  being  not  to  be  managed,  ran  upon  the  plaintifE  and 
hurt  and  grievously  wounded  him.  The  master  was  absent,  yet  the 
action  was  brought  against  him  as  well  as  his  servant."  The  gist  of  the 
case  is  rather  the  question  of  negligence  than  of  liability — was  there 
negligence,  not  was  there  liability  if  there  was  negligence.  In  the 
report  in  Ventris  there  is  no  reference  whatever  to  the  question  of  the 
master's  liability ;  which  in  both  the  other  reports  is  no  more  than 
incidentally  mentioned,  and  not  as  matter  for  argument,  but  as 
recognised  law. 

Kingston  v.  Booth  ^  has  been  (though  inaccurately)  referred  to  *  Kiwfston  v. 
as  the  starting-point  of  the  law  of  the  master's  liability  for  the  acts  of  ^<^^' 
the  servant  done  within  the  scope  of  the  master's  business.  The  master 
was  sued  in  trespass  for  assault  committed  by  his  servant  in  carrying 
out  his  orders.  The  decision  seems  to  have  been  that  if,  in  the  course 
of  carrying  out  the  master's  lawful  orders  to  pull  down  a  house  in 
which  plaintifE  was,  the  servant  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  the  master  '^  was 
not  gmlty  of  the  wounding,  and  the  pulling  down  the  house  was  a 
lawful  act  " — ^very  questionable  law  indeed  at  the  present  day,  unless 
the  woimding  were  an  independent  trespass. 

In  1697  in  Turhervilie  v.  Stampe  ^  Holt,  C.  J.,  said  that :  "  If  my  ser-  TurberviUe 
vant  throws  dirt  into  the  highway,  I  am  indictable.  So  in  this  case  if  v.  Stampe, 
the  defendant's  servant  kindled  the  fire  in  the  way  of  husbandry  and 
proper  for  his  employment,  though  he  had  no  express  command  of  his 
master,  yet  his  master  shall  be  liable  to  an  action  for  damage  done  to 
another  by  the  fire ;  for  it  shall  be  intended  that  the  servant  had 
authority  from  his  master,  it  being  for  his  master's  benefit." 

A  case,  cited  from  Lord  Raymond's  reports  as  anonymous,*  appears 
to  be  a  portion  of  the  case  reported  in  Holt,  under  the  name  of  Jones  v.  jones  v. 
Hart,^  and  decided  shortly  subsequently  to  TurberviUe  v.  Stampe.  "  A  Hart, 
servant  to  a  pawnbroker  took  in  goods,  and  the  party  came  and 
tendered  the  money  to  the  servant,  who  said  he  had  lost  the  goods. 
Upon  this,  action  in  trover  was  brought  against  the  master  ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  it  would  lie  or  not  ?  Holt,  C.J. :  "  The  action 
well  lies  in  this  case ;  if  the  servants  of  A  with  his  cart  ran  against 
another  cart,  wherein  is  a  pipe  of  wine,  and  overturn  the  cart  and  spoil 
the  wine,  an  action  lieth  against  A.  So  where  a  carter's  servant  runs 
his  cart  over  a  boy,  action  lies  against  the  master  for  the  damage  done 
by  this  negligence.  And  so  it  is  if  a  smith's  man  pricks  a  horse  in 
shoeing,  the  master  is  liable.  For  whoever  employs  another  is  answer- 
able for  him,  and  undertakes  for  his  care  to  all  that  make  use  of  him. 

1  (1685)  Skinner,  228. 

s  By  Mr.  J.  Brown,  Q.O.,  Minutes  of  Evidence  taken  before  the  Select  Ck>mmittee 
on  Employers'  Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1876,  vol.  ix.  38. 

3  1  Ld.  Raym.  264.  Brueker  v.  Fromont,  6  T.  R.  659,  was  decided  on  the  authority 
of  TurberviUe  v.  Stampe.  The  declaration  set  out  that«the  defendant  was  driving  a 
cart.  The  proof  was  that  the  servant  was  driving.  Objection  was  tsiken  to  the 
generality  ol  the  pleading,  which,  however,  was  held  |jood  on  the  ground  that  the 
servant's  act  was  in  law  the  master's.  See  Uuzzey  v.  Field,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  440 :  "  The 
servant  was  acting  at  the  time  in  the  course  of  his  master's  service,  and  for  his  master's 
benefit;  and  his  act  was  that  of  the  defendant,  although  no  express  command  or 

~  "  the  law  that  the 

r,  was  prepared 
Omnibus  Co.,  1 
H.  &  C.  540.        '  *        4  1  Ld.  Raym." 739 ;  2  Salkeld,  441. 

s  Cases  temp.  Holt,  642.  This  is  the  second  of  two  cases  ^iven  by  Mr.  J.  Brown  to 
the  House  of  Commons  Committee  (see  ante,  576),  to  *'  show  when  the  law  was  altered." 
Kingston  v.  Booth  is  the  other.    Cp.  Jones  v.  Hart,  1  Ld.  Raym.  738. 
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The  act  of  a  servant  is  the  act  of  his  master,  where   he  acts  by 
authority  of  his  master." 

The  report  of  this  case  seems  rather  to  point  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  remark  of  Pollock,  C.B.,  made  in  another  connection,^  might  be 
applied  here  also,  "  The  law  must  have  been  the  same  long  before  it 
was  enunciated  in  this  Court,"  even  supposing  so  dej&nite  and  cate- 
gorical a  statement  to  have  been  a  first  formulating  of  the  law  on  the 
point,  than  to  warrant  the  inference  drawn  by  an  expert  witness  *  that 
the  law  was  at  one  time  the  other  way,  and  that  it  was  at  this  period 
that  the  transition  to  the  modem  view  occurred.  On  the  previous 
page,  in  Salkeld's  Reports,  is  another  case,^  but  decided  ten  years 
previously,  where  Holt,  C.J.,  says  :  "  The  owners  are  liable  in  respect 
of  the  freight,  and  as  employing  the  master ;  for  whoever  employs 
another  is  answerable  for  him,  and  undertakes  for  his  care  to  all  that 
make  use  of  him;"  as  if  enunciating  an  axiom  and  not  an  mnovation. 

About  the  same  time,  Holt,  C.J.,  stated  the  proposition,  viewed  from 
its  other  aspect,  '^  that  no  master  is  chargeable  with  the  acts  of  his 
servant,  but  when  he  acts  in  the  execution  of  the  authority  given  by 
his  master,  and  then  the  act  of  the  servant  is  the  act  of  the  master."  * 
This  dictum  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  which  is  that 
a  stage  coachman  is  not  within  the  custom  as  a  common  carrier  to 
receive  parcels  for  conveyance,  and  so  to  bind  his  master,  unless  a 
regular  charge  is  made  for  conveyance;^  notwithstanding  this, 
it  has  been  accepted  as  a  weighty  authority.  Lord  Kenyon,  in  par- 
ticular, quotes  it,  with  the  comment :  "  Now,  when  a  servant  quits 
sight  of  the  object  for  which  he  is  employed,  and  without  having  in 
view  his  master's  orders  pursues  that  which  his  own  malice  suggests,  he 
no  longer  acts  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  given  him,  and,  according 
to  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Holt,  his  master  will  not  be  answerable  for  such 
act."  •    Later  cases  are  only  a  reaflirmation  of  this  principle. 

Much  stress  used  to  be  laid  on  the  distinction  between  trespass  and 
trespass  on  the  case  as  aflEording  a  mean  of  discriminating  between 
those  acts  of  the  servant  for  which  the  master  is  answerable  and  those 
in  respect  of  which  he  goes  free. 

By  the  operation  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  and  the  Rules  of  the 
Supreme  Court  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  these  distinctions  of  form 
have  lost  their  significance.''  Nevertheless,  the  distinction  between  a 
negligent  act  of  the  servant  and  a  wilful  act,  though  not  in  itself  con- 
clusive, still  indicates  a  difference  of  legal  obUgation  on  the  master. 
In  the  one  case  he  answers  for  his  servant's  act,  in  the  other,  neces- 
sarily and  at  all  events,  he  does  not  do  so.® 

1  Vo8e  V.  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  By.  Co.,  2  H.  &  N.  728.  The  remark  was 
there  made  with  reference  to  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Priestley  v.  Fowler,  3  M.  &  W.  1. 

a  Mr.  J.  Brown,  Q.C.,  in  his  evidence  before  the  House  of  Commons  Committee  on 
Employers'  Liability,  arUe,  576. 

3  Boson  V.  Sandford,  2  Salfc.  440.  Cp.  Mitchell  v.  TarbuU,  6  T.  R.  649,  and  Bullen 
and  Leake,  Prec.  of  Plead.  (3rd  ed.)  708.  For  remarks  on  Boson  v.  Sandford,  see 
OoveU  V.  Badnidge,  3  East,  62  ;  Poioell  v.  Layton  2  B.  &  P.  (N.  R.)  366  ;  and  per  Lord 
Blackburn,  Kendall  r.  Hamilton,  4  App.  Cas.  643. 

*  Referring  to  UpsJiare  v.  Aidee,  1  Com.  Rep.  (K.B.)  26. 

6  Middleton  v.  Fowler,  1  Salk.  282.  See  Buder  v.  Basing,  2  C.  &  P.  613 :  "  It  is 
equally  clear,  that  if  persons  be  foolish  enough  to  send  parcels  by  the  waggoner,  for  a 
hire  paid  to  him,  which  is  never  intended  to  find  its  way  into  the  pocket  of  the  owner 
of  the  waggon,  then  the  owner  is  not  liable  in  case  the  parcel  is  lost.  ' 

6  M'Manus  v.  Crickett,  I  East,  108.  This  case  is  discussed  in  Howe  v.  Newmareh, 
94  Mass.  49.  "  7  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  24. 

8  Morley  v.  Qaisfurd,  2  H.  Bl.  441,  note  (a) ;  Ogle  v.  Barnes,  8  T.  R.  188 ;  Bullen 
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The  distinction  was  canvassed  in  Croft  v.  Alison,^    Defendant's  CroftY, 
coachman  struck  plaintiff's  horses  with  his  whip,  so  that  they  moved  -4/mo». 
forward,  and  the  chariot  was  overturned.     There  was  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.    A  new  trial  was  moved  for  as  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
owner  of  the  carriage,  and  because  the  injury  arose  from  the  act  of 
defendant's  coachman  in  wantonly  whipping  the  plaintiff's  horses. 
A  rule  was  refused  on  both  points.     As  to  the  latter,  the  Court  said  :  Distinction 
"  The  distinction  is  this  :   if  a  servant  driving  a  carriage,  in  order  to  ^^J^^  ^^. 
effect  some  purpose  of  his  own,  wantonly  strike  the  horses  of  another  Snport^"" 
person  and  produce  the  accident,  the  master  will  not  be  liable.    But  and  not 
if,  in  order  to  perform  his  master's  orders,  he  strikes  but  injudiciously,  |™PS1^™^ 
and  in  order  to  extricate  himself  from  a  difficulty,  that  will  be  negligent  **  ^  *  y* 
and  careless  conduct,  for  which  the  master  will  be  liable,  being  an  act 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  servant's  employment." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Patteson,  J.,  in  Lyons  v.  Martin :  *  "  A  master  Lyons  y. 
is  liable  where  his  servant  causes  injury  by  doing  a  lawful  act  negligently,  ^f^riin, 
but  not  where  he  wilfully  does  an  illegal  one  "  ;    and  Parke,  B.,  in 
Gordon  v.  RoU :  ®  "  The  result  of  the  authorities  is,  that  if  a  servant  in  the  Oordati  v. 
course  of  his  master's  employ,  drives  over  any  person,  and  does  a  Rolt, 
wilful  injury,  the  servant,  and  not  the  master,  is  liable  in  trespass ; 
if  the  servant  by  his  negligent  driving  causes  an  injury,  the  master  is 
liable  in  case ;   if  the  master  himself  is  driving,  he  is  either  Uable  in 
case  for  his  negligence,  or  in  trespass,  because  the  act  was  wilful." 

A  very  curious  case  illustrating  the  application  of  the  rule  of  law  WiUiamav. 

is   Williams  v.  Jones.*    Plaintiff  having  sold  some  boards  to  the  ^<^^*^' 

defendant,  allowed  him  to  use  a  shed  where  he  might  have  them  made 

into  a  signboard.     Defendant  employed  a  carpenter,  and,  whilst  he 

was  at  work,  a  stranger  came  into  the  shed,  filled  his  pipe  with  tobacco, 

supplied  the  carpenter  with  some,  and  lighted  a  match.     The  carpenter 

lighted  a  shaving,  let  it  fall  and  caused  a  fire  that  burned  down  the 

shed.     The  jury  found  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed 

between   defendant   and   his   carpenter.     The   Court   of  Exchequer  Judgment  in 

entered  a  nonsuit;    as,  "after  much  consideration,  we  think  it  im-^®^"'*®^ 

JiiXcnequer. 

and  Leake,  Prec.  of  Head.  (3rd  ed.)  369.  See  the  note  (a)  to  Com.  Dig.  (Hammond's 
edition)  Action  (M  2),  where  the  distinction  between  trespass  and  case  is  fully  in- 
yeetigated.  Viner,  Actions,  Case  (M.  c.  6),  Case  where,  and  where  trespass ;  Trespass 
( Y.  2)  Trespass,  and  not  case. 

1  (1821)  4  B.  &  Aid.  692  ;  Seymour  v.  Greenwood,  (1861)  7  H.  &  N.  356  :  A  master 
is  liable  for  injury  caused  by  the  wanton  and  violent  conduct  of  his  servant  in  the 
performance  of  an  act  within  the  scope  of  his  employment.  With  this  case  should 
be  compared  E<utem  Counties  By.  Co.  v.  Broom,  6  Ex.  314;  an  inspector  of  the 
railway  company  professing  to  act  as  their  servant,  took  the  plaintiff  out  of  a  railway 
carriage  and  gave  him  into  custody  on  "charges  of  not  producing  his  ticket,  of  not  paying 
his  fare,  and  of  annoying  the  company  by  being  intoxicated."  The  charge  of  intoxica- 
tion was  not  preferreid  MorQ  the  magistrate,  one  of  assault  being  substituted.  In  an 
action  for  the  assault  brought  against  the  company  the  Court  held  there  was  no 
evidence  of  ratification,  and  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
in  the  absence  of  such  evidence  of  ratification.  In  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  v.  Owston, 
4  App.  Cas.  286,  it  is  said  that  the  decision  is  "  scarcely  consistent  with  later  authori- 
ties." No  presumption  of  the  relationship  of  master  and  servant  arises  from  the  fact 
that  one  man  is  driving  in  a  trap  belonging  to  another  man :  PoweU  v.  M^Olynn,  (1902) 
2  I.  E.  164.  As  to  ratification,  Bracton,  f.  204  a.  b. ;  Keighley  Maxsted  <k  Co.  v.  Durant, 
(1901),  A.  C.  240.  3  (1838)  8  A.  &  E.  616.  3  (1849)  4  Ex.  366. 

4  (1866)  3  H.  &  C.  266,  in  Ex.  Ch.  602.  There  is  a  very  similar  American  decision. 
A  fire  was  lighted  by  men  in  the  employment  of  a  railway  companv,  on  a  right  of  way 
belonging  to  the  company,  for  the  purpose  of  warming  their  conee.  The  plaintiff's 
property  was  in  consequence  set  on  fire.  It  was  held  no  more  within  the  scope  of 
their  employment  than  would  be  "  the  act  of  one  of  these  men  in  lighting  his  pipe  after 
eating  his  dinner  and  carelessly  throwing  the  burning  match  into  the  grass  "  :  Morier 
V.  St.  Paul,  dfc.  Bd.  Co.,  47  Am.  R.  793. 
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possible  to  hold  that  a  person  who  employs  another  for  a  sum  of  money 
to  do  certain  work  is  responsible,  because  the  person  so  employed 
lights  his  pipe — a  very  common  and  natural  act,  and  which  the  jury 
have  found  to  be  negligence."  The  Exchequer  Chamber  were  divided. 
The  judgment  of  the  majority  ^  was  delivered  by  Keating,  J, :  *  "  That 
a  master  is  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  admits  of  no  doubt ;  and,  if  it  could  be  said  that  the  act 
of  lighting  a  pipe  of  tobacco  for  the  purpose  of  smoking  it  was  in  any 
way  connected  with  the  making  of  the  signboard,  which  alone  Davis 
[the  carpenter]  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  do,  there  would  be 
no  diflSculty  in  saying  the  master  would  be  liable  ;  b^t  we  can  see  no 
such  connection.  It  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  smoke  in 
order  to  make  the  signboard,  nor  was  the  act  of  lighting  the  pipe  in 
any  way  whatever  for  the  benefit  of  his  master,  or  in  the  furtherance  of 
the  object  of  his  employment.^  It  is  said  he  was  negligent  whilst 
using  the  shed,  and  that,  in  a  sense,  is  true.  It  seems  to  us,  however, 
that,  in  order  to  make  the  master  liable,  the  servant  must  not  only  haVe 
been  negligent  in  using  the  shed,  but  in  using  it  for  the  purposes  of  his 
master,  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment." 

Blackburn  and  Mellor,  JJ.,  dissented.  Blackburn,  J.,  considered 
the  point  as,  "  not  one  admitting  of  being  elucidated  by  argument  or 
by  decided  cases ;  in  truth  the  whole  case  depends  upon  "  what  **  is 
a  correct  statement  of  the  effect  of  the  facts."  The  general  rule  of 
law  is  :  *  "  That  where  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  between 
one  directing  a  thing  to  be  done  and  those  employed  to  do  it,  the 
master  is  considered  in  law  to  do  it  himself,  and,  as  a  consequence,  that 
the  master  is  responsible,  not  only  for  the  consequences  of  the  thing 
that  he  directed  to  be  done,  but  also  for  the  consequence  of  any  negli- 
gence of  his  servants  in  the  course  of  the  employment,  though  the 
master  was  no  party  to  such  negligence,  and  even  did  his  best  to 
prevent  it ;  as,  in  the  ordinary  case,  where  a  master,  selecting  a  coach- 
man beUeved  to  be  sober,  sends  him  out  with  orders  to  drive  quietly, 
and  the  coachman  gets  drunk  and  drives  furiously.  In  such  a  case 
it  may  seem  hard  that  the  master  should  be  responsible,  yet  he  no 
doubt  is  if  he  be  his  master  within  the  definition  stated  by  Parke,  B., 
in  Quarman  v.  Bumetty^  that  the  person  is  Uable  'who  stood  in  the 
relation  of  master  to  the  wrongdoer — he  who  had  selected  him  as  his 
servant,  from  the  knoTfv ledge  of  or  beUef  in  his  skill  and  care,  and  who 
could  remove  him  for  misconduct,  and  whose  orders  he  was  bound 
to  receive  and  obey.'    But  the  master  is  not  Uable  for  any  negligence 

1  Erie,  C.  J.,  Montague  Smith  and  Keating,  JJ.  a  3  H.  &  C.  61 1,  612. 

3  See  TurbervUle  v.  Stampe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  264.  4  3  H.  &  C.  609. 

5  6  M.  &  W.  510.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  when  the  employer 
retains  the  right  to  direct  not  only  what  shall  be  done,  but  how  it  shall  be  done : 
Bd,  Co.  V.  Hanning,  16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  666.  A  person  was  held  a  servant  who  was 
employed  under  a  written  contract  to  sell  sewing  machines,  and  to  be  paid  for  his 
services  by  commissions  on  sales  and  collections.  The  company  supplied  a  waggon, 
and  he  furnished  a  horse  and  harness  to  be  used  exclusively  in  the  business.  He 
furthermore  agreed  to  give  his  whole  time  to  the  business,  and  to  employ  himself  under 
the  direction  of  the  company  under  such  rules  as  it  or  its  manager  should  prescribe : 
Singer  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Bahn,  132  U.  S.  (26  Davis)  618.  WiUeU  v.  Boote,  6  H.  &  N. 
26,  may  also  be  noted  as  illustrating  the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  There,  hy 
an  agreement  in  writing,  the  appellant  agreed  to  serve  the  respondents,  potters,  as 
biscuit-oven  placer,  at  daily  wages  for  twelve  months.  By  another  agreement  of  the 
same  date  R.  also  agreed  to  serve  them  for  the  same  period  as  biscuit- oven  fireman 
to  be  paid  by  piecework,  he  paying  the  appellant  his  wages  out  of  what  he  earned. 
Held  tliat  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  subsisted  between  the  respondents  and 
the  appellant  notwithstanding  his  wages  were  paid  by  R. 
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or  tort  of  the  servant  which  is  not  in  the  course  of  the  employment, 
for  such  negUgence  or  tort  cannot  be  considered  as  in  any  way  the  act 
of  the  master."  The  learned  judge  then  adds  :  "  In  the  present  case 
the  difficulty  is  to  apply  these  rules  to  the  facts."  Though  the  facts 
are  pecuhar,  the  report  of  them  is  not  without  value  as  bearing  on  the 
law  applicable  to  a  case  of  possibly  not  infrequent  occurrence.  "  Sup- 
posing a  miner  employed  in  a  coal  mine  (assuming  him  to  be  a  servant) 
improperly  and  contrary  to  orders,  for  the  purpose  of  Ughting  his  pipe 
or  anything  of  that  sort,  opens  his  safety  lamp,  and  there  is  an  explosion 
which  kills  a  passer-by."  ^  Though  not  identical,  the  case  of  Williams 
V.  Jones  would,  in  all  probabiUty,  have  a  determining  efEect  on  such  a 
problem.     The  view  of  the  majority  seems  the  better. 

The  law,  as  laid  down  in  Croft  v.  Alison^  was  accepted  in  Limjms  v.  LimjmaY. 
London   General   Omnibus'  Co.,^   in   the   Exchequer   Chamber.    An^'ondon 
omnibus  driver,  contrary  to  printed  instructions  from  his  employers,  q^^  q^ 
tried  to  hinder  and  obstruct  the  passage  along  the  road  of  the  plaintiff's 
omnibus ;    in  consequence  the  plaintiff's  onmibus  was  overturned. 
At  the  trial,  Martin,  B.,  in  efEect,  directed  the  jury  that,  if  a  servant 
acts  in  the  prosecution  of  his  master's  business  for  the  benej&t  of  his 
master,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  himself,  the  master  is  liable,  although 
the  act  may,  in  one  sense,  be  wilful  on  the  part  of  the  servant.^     The 
defendants  took  exception  to  this  direction,  in  that  the  judge  made 
the  issue  whether  the  defendant's  driver  was  doing  what  he  believed 
to  be  for  the  interest  of  his  employer,  an  essential  part  of  the  jury's 
inquiry  ;  whereas  the  real  question  was,  whether  the  driver  thought  the 
act  necessary  for  carrying  out  his  master's  orders.    The  Exchequer 
Chamber  {disserUiente  Wightman,  J.)  were  not  of  this  opinion.     "  If  a  judgment 
master  employs  a  servant  to  drive  and  manage  a  carriage,  the  master  of  the 
is  responsible  for  any  misconduct  of  the  servant  in  driving  and  managing  ^^^^^"^ 
it,  which  must  be  considered  as  having  resulted  from  the  performance 
of  the  duty  entrusted  to  him,  and  especially  if  he  were  acting  for  his 
master's  benefit,  and  not  for  any  purpose  of  his  own."  *    The  ex- 
pressions here  used  limit  the  rule  to  the  case  of  the  driver  of  a  carriage  ; 
their  efEect  is,  of  course,  equally  apphcable  to  all  cases  where  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant  exists.    Wightman,  J.'s,  objection  was,*  Ground  of 
that  the  act,  though  done  by  the  driver  "  whilst  employed  in  the  service  Wightman, 
of  the  defendants,  cannot  be  considered  an  act  done  by  him  in  the  '?;'*'  objec- 

,,..'„  -^  tion. 

course  of  his  service. 

^  See  evidence  of  Mr.  R.  S.  Wright  before  House  of  Commons  Committee  on 
Employers*  Liability  for  Injuries  to  their  Servants,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1876,  vol. 
LZ.  47,  quest.  605.  "  As  I  understand  the  law  it  seems  clear  that  the  employer 
would  not  be  held  liable." 

a  (1862)  1  H.  &  C.  626 ;  Hoioe  v.  Nevmiarch,  94  Mass.  49.  In  North  v.  SmiO^, 
10  C.  B.  N.  S.  572,  defendant  was  riding  with  his  groom,  past  plaintiff,  who  was  driving 
three  horses  with  a  waggon  ;  as  they  passed,  defendant  put  his  horse  to  a  trot,  and  the 
groom  spurring  his  horse  to  keep  up  with  his  master,  the  horse  struck  out  and  injured 
the  plaintiff.  The  Court  held  that  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  groom,  for 
which  the  master  was  liable,  as  being  within  the  scope  of  the  employment. 

3  L.e.f  per  Byles,  J.,  641. 

*  Per  Williams,  J.,  1  H.  &  C.  537.  When  a  quarrel  arose  between  the  servants 
of  a  tram  company  and  of  an  omnibus  company,  and  the  tramcar  servant  got  on  the 
step  of  the  omnibus  to  take  the  number  of  tne  driver,  who,  while  whipping  at  him  to 
get  down,  struck  the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  were  held  liable  for  an  act  done  within 
the  scope  of  their  servant's  authority :  Ward  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  42 
L.  J.  C.  P.  265.  For  a  case  where  the  act  of  the  servant  commenced  for  the  benefit 
of  his  master  terminated  in  an  affray,  provoked  by  the  insulting  langusjge  used  to 
the  servant,  for  which  the  master  was  held  not  liable,  see  Peavy  v.  Georgia  Ed.  and 
Banking  Co.,  12  Am.  St.  R.  334 ;  Mackenzie  v.  Goldie,  4  Maoph.  277. 

6  1  H.  &  C.  536. 
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Gregory  Y,  An  earlier  case,  Gregory  v.  Piper,^  is  to  the  same  effect.    The 

Piper.  defendant  employed  a  labourer  to  lay  down  rubbish  near  the  plaintiff's 

land  in  order  to  obstruct  the  way  ;  but  he  gave  particular  instructions 
that  none  of  the  rubbish  was  to  touch  the  plaintiff's  wall.  As  the 
rubbish  dried  it  naturally  shingled  down.  Plaintiff  brought  trespass, 
obtained  a  verdict,  and  sustained  it  on  motion ;  since  the  trespass 
was  the  natural  consequence  of  the  act  ordered  to  be  done,  and  being 
as  much  the  defendant's  act  as  if  done  by  his  express  conmiand,  an 
action  in  respect  of  it  could  be  maintained.  A  proposition  laid  down 
by  Littledale,  J.,  seems  rather  too  broadly  expressed.*  "Where  a 
servant  does  work  by  order  of  his  master,  and  the  latter  imposes  a 
restriction  in  the  course  of  executing  his  order  which  it  is  diflScult  for 
the  servant  to  comply  with,  and  the  servant,  in  execution  of  the  order, 
breaks  through  the  restriction,  the  master  is'  liable  in  trespass."  The 
judgment  of  the  other  judges  goes  only  the  length  of  deciding  that, 
where  the  injurious  consequence  is  a  natural  or  probable  result  from 
the  execution  of  the  main  business,  the  master  must  be  held  to  have 
authorised  the  act,  though  in  fact  he  may  have  forbidden  it.  The 
law  presumes  a  servant  to  have  the  authority  ordinarily  necessary 
for  doing  the  Work  his  master  gives  him  to  do.  If,  in  fact,  he  has  not 
that  authority,  the  master  is  still  liable,  provided  that  the  servant 
assumes  to  exercise  such  authority ;  for  the  position  the  master 
places  him  in  is  a  public  advertisement  that  he  has  it ;  and  secret 
instructions  must  not  countervail  open  manifestations  of  authority. 
If  the  person  wronged  by  the  servant  has  knowledge  of  the  secret 
Umiting  instructions,  the  law  is  otherwise ;  since  to  him  the  servant 
is  no  longer  clothed  with  the  general  authority  from  which  liability 
springs. 

Joel  V.  Morison  is  a  Nisi  Prius  case.^  Defendant's  servant,  while 
driving  defendant's  cart  on  defendant's  business,  made  a  detour  for 
some  purpose  of  his  own,  and  while  doing  so  ran  over  the  plaintiff. 
Parke,  B.,  directed,  that  if  the  defendant's  servant  took  out  his  cart 
without  leave  defendant  was  not  liable,  but  is  liable  if,  while  on  his 
master's  business,  he  was  going  extra  viam  against  his  master's  iniphed 
commands.  The  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  has  in  the  first  instance  to 
prove  that  the  cart  is  the  master's,  and  that  the  person  responsible 
for  the  driving,  either  driving  himself  or  beside  the  driver  so  as  to 
have  control,*  is  the  servant,  then  the  onus  is  changed  to  the  defendant 
to  show  that  the  wrongful  act  was  not  done  in  the  service." 

Again,  if  the  servant  chose  to  visit  a  friend  in  the  master's  cart 

when  not  on  the  master's  business,  the  master  would  not  be  liable  ;* 

Ferin  v.  and  the  law  is  the  same  if  the  servant  lent  the  cart  to  a  person  who  was 

Harrison.       driving  without  the  master's  knowledge  ;  or  if  he  were  "  on  a  frolic  of 

his  own,"  without  being  at  all  on  his  master's  business.*    On  the  other 

hand,  the  master  is  liable  if  the  servant,  being  on  his  master's  business, 

1  (1829)  9  B.  &  C.  691.  2  9  B.  &  C.  594. 

3  (1834)  6  C.  &  P.  501.  4  M'Laughlin  v.  Pryor,  4  M.  A  G.  48.  . 

fi  Sleaih  Y.  Wilson,  9  C.  &  P.  607 ;  approved  in  the  American  case,  PhUaddphia 
and  Reading  Rd.  Co,  v.  Derby,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  468,  where  the  American  rule  is  very 
comprehensively  stated  at  486  ;  whether  the  default  of  the  servant  be  one  of  omission 
or  commission,  whether  negligent  or  fraudulent,  "  if  it  be  done  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  the  master  is  liable  ;  and  it  makes  no  difference  that^the^master  did  not 
autnorise  or  even  know  of  the  servant's  act  or  neglect,  or  even  if  he  disapproved  or 
forbade  it,  he  is  equally  liable,  if  the  act  be  done  in  the  course  of  ;hi8*8ervant*B  employ* 
ment " ;  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Go.  v.  BrockeU,  121  U.  S.  (14  Davis)  637.  . 

«  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  3  T.  R.  762, 4  T.  R.  177  ;  MitcheU  v.  Crassu^eUer,  13  C.  B.  237. 


Joelv. 
Morison. 


Sleaih  V. 
Wilson. 
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takes  a  detour  to  call  upon  a  friend.  The  test  proposed  is,  was  the 
servant  acting  in  the  course  of  his  employment  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  ? 

The  circumstances  were  slightly  varied  in  Booth  v.  Mister}    k.  Booth  y. 
person,  not  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  was  driving  when  the  accident  -^w^- 
happened,  and  the  servant  whose  duty  it  was  to  have  charge  of  the 
cart  was  sitting  beside  him.     Lord  Abinger  thought  that  the  reins 
being  held  by  another  made  no  difference,  but  reserved  the  point. 
The  ruling  was  not  further  questioned. 

The  law,  as  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Joel  v.  Morisony  was  approved 
in  Mitchell  v.  Crasstueller  by  the  Common  Pleas,^  Jervis,  C.J.,  saying  :  Mitchell  v, 
"  I  think,  at  all  events,  if  the  master  is  Uable  where  the  servant  has  CroMweUer, 
deviated,  it  must  be  where  the  deviation  occurs  in  a  journey  on  which 
the  servant  originally  has  started  on  his  master's  business ;  in  other 
words,  he  must  be  in  the  employ  of  his  master  at  the  time  of  committing 
the  grievance." 

What  "  acting  in  the  course  of  the  employment  "  means  is  analysed 
in  Martin  v.   Temperley.     "The  question  is,"  says  Coleridge,  J.,*ifart»»v. 
"  were  the  defendant  and  the  persons  employed  by  him  master  and  Tem'perUy. 
servants  ?     If  they  were,   the  general  principle  applies.    And  the 
tests  leave  no  doubt  that  they  were.    First,  the  men  were  selected 
by  the  defendant ;   secondly,  they  were  paid  by  him ;   thirdly,  they 
were  doing  his  work ;    fourthly,  they  were  imder  his  control — that 
is,  in  doing  the  work  in  the  ordinary  way."    Whether  any  act  done 
is  done  in  the  employment  is  a  question  for  the  jury  ;  and  in  Whatman  Whatman  v. 
V.  Pearson,^  where  a  man  in  charge  of  a  horse  and  cart  had  authority  ^«»''«o»- 
*'  to  conduct  the  horse  and  cart  during  the  day,"  ^  the  Court  would  not 
set  aside  a  verdict  against  the  employer  on  the  groimd  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  the  driver  was  acting  in  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
the  evidence  being  that  the  man,  contrary  to  his  instructions,  went 
home  to  dinner  at  a  place  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  out  of  the  line  of 
his  work,  and  left  the  horse  and  cart  in  the  street  before  his  house, 
hence  the  accident. 

The  cases  were  reviewed  by  the  Queen's  Bench  in  Storey  v.  Ashton,^  Storey  v. 
when  Cockbum,  C.J.,  said  :   "  The  triie  rule  is  that  the  master  is  only  ^^^^lon- 
responsible  so  long  as  the  servant  can  be  said  to  be  doing  the  act,  in  ^|^V*  **^ 
the  doing  of  which  he  is  guilty  of  neghgence  in  the  course  of  his  employ-  ^kbim,  ^ 
ment  as  servant.    I  am  very  far  from  saying,  if  the  servant  when  C.J. 

1  7  C.  &  P.  66.  2  13  C.  B.  246.  3  4  Q.  B.  312. 

♦  (1868)  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  422.  See  also  Edwards  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Mary,  Idington, 
22  Q.  B.  D.  338,  which  is  distinguished  from  Whatman  v.  Pearson.  In  Brady  v, 
OileSf  1  Moo.  &  R.  495,  Lord  Abinger,  C.B.,  said  :  "It  had  always  appeared  to  him 
that  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  had  pursued  an  erroneous  course  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer 
(6  B.  &  C.  647),  when  they  allowed  the  question  now  raised  to  be  discussed  as  if  it 
were  a  question  of  law  for  the  judge  to  decide.  It  always  appeared  to  him  that  it  was 
impossible  to  lay  down  any  rule  of  law  on  such  a  point.  No  satisfactory  line  could 
be  drawn,  at  which,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  general  owner  of  a  carriage,  or  rather  the 
general  employer  of  the  driver,  ceased  to  be  responsible  and  the  temporary  hirer 
became  so.  Each  case  of  this  class  must  depend  upon  its  own  circumstances ;  and 
the  jury,  taking  the  circumstances  in  the  present  case  into  consideration,  must  under- 
take the  task  of  deciding."  "  I  think  it  was  a  question  for  the  juiy,  whether  Fisher 
in  this  case  was  a  person  having  such  authority  "  :  per  Jervis,  C.J.,  Oiles  v.  Taff 
Vale  By.  Co.,  2  E.  &  B.  830. 

6  L.c,  per  Byles,  J.,  425  ;  see  also  Bums  v.  Potdsom,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.,  per  Brett,  J.,  670. 

6  (1869)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  47S).  Storey  v.  AslUon  is  distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  Oioens, 
16  L.  R.  Ir.  225,  where  the  coses  are  collected  in  a  considered  judgment.  Bayner  v. 
MitcheU,  2  C.  P.  D.  367 ;  Johnson  v.  PriUhard,  8  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  6 ;  Quinn  v. 
Power,  87  N.  Y.  535. 
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going  on  his  master's  business  took  a  somewhat  longer  road,  that 
owing  to  this  deviation  he  would  cease  to  be  in  the  employment  of 
the  master,  so  as  to  divest  the  latter  of  all  UabiUty  ;  in  such  cases,  it 
is  a  question  of  degree  as  to  how  far  the  deviation  could  be  considered 
a  separate  journey." 

An  American  case  ^  states  the  sole  inquiry  to  be,  whether  at  the  time 
the  accident  occurs  the  person  in  charge  is  so  in  charge  of  the  defendant's 
property  with  the  assent  of  the  owner  and  engaged  in  his  business  and 
in  respect  to  that  property  and  business  under  his  control,  without  a 
reference  to  the  question  whether  the  wrongdoer  is  in*  the  general 
employment  of  another. 

An  old  case,  McLaughlin  v.  Pryofy^  illustrates  this.  Defendant  and 
others  hired  a  carriage  and  horses  driven  by  postihons,  the  servants 
of  the  owner  of  the  horses.  Defendant  rode  upon  the  box.  The 
postilions  by  misconduct  overturned  plaintiff's  gig  and  injured  plaintifi 
himself,  for  which  he  brought  his  action  for  trespass  against  defendant. 
Tindal,  C. J.,  in  holding  the  action  maintainable,  said : '  *'  If  he  had 
remonstrated  or  expostulated  with  them  at  the  time,  I  do  not  think 
he  [defendant]  could  have  been  held  Uable  in  this  action,  even  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  post-boys  were  his  servants  ;  for  no  servant 
can  make  his  master  a  trespasser  against  his  will."  '^  Or  if  he  had 
been  inside  the  carriage,  and  had  not  seen  what  was  going  on,  and  the 
po8t-bo3^,  of  their  own  will  had  done  the  injury,  I  do  not  think  the 
defendant  would  have  been  Uable.  But  the  fact  of  his  being  outside 
the  carriage,  with  a  full  view  of  all  that  was  taking  place  and  not 
interfering,  though  I  do  not  say  it  is  strong  evidence,  is  some  evidence, 
to  go  to  the  jury  that  he  assented  to  the  act  of  the  post-boys."* 

The  fact  that  there  is  an  intermediate  party  in  whose  general 
employment  the  person  whose  acts  are  in  question  is  engaged,  does 
not  prevent  the  principal  from  being  liable  for  the  negligent  conduct 
of  the  sub-agent  or  under-servant,  unless  the  relation  of  such  inter- 
mediate party  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  business  in  which  the 
imder-servant  is  engaged  be  such  as  to  give  him  exclusive  control.^ 

The  inquiry  as  to  the  scope  of  a  servant's  employment  being  for 
the  jury  (unless  the  act  is  manifestly  out  of  the  course  of  the  servant's 
employment,  when  a  nonsuit  is  proper),  the  reported  cases  turn  in 
nearly  every  instance  either  on  the  validity  of  the  finding,  or  on  the 
question  of  whether  there  is  evidence  for  the  jury.*  The  general 
principal  is  clear,  and  has  abeady  been  enunciated ;  the  particular 
facts  which  embody  it  are  of  course  infinitely  various.  To  enumerate 
a  few — after  a  verdict  by  a  jury  that  the  servant  was  on  his  master's 
business  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  the  master  was  held  responsible, 
where  the  servant,  who  was  possessed  of  a  horse  and  gig,  was  goii^ 
to  see  his  medical  attendant,  and  also  purposed  caUing  upon  one  of  his 
master's  customers  for  payment  of  a  debt,  and  whilst  on  his  way  to  the 

1  Kimball  v.  Cushman,  (1870)  103  Mass.  104. 

2  4  M.  &  G.  48.  WheaUey  v.  Patrick,  2  M.  &  W.  650,  where  a  man  having  borrowed 
a  horse  and  chaise  and  sitting  along  with  the  driver  when  the  accident  happened,  for 
which  action  was  brought,  was  heM  rightly  charged  as  in  the  possession  and  control 
of  them.  The  inference  drawn  from  somewhat  similar  facts  was  different  in  Mute 
V.  Stem,  3  Am.  St.  R.  77.  Chandler  v.  Broughton,  2  L.  J.  Ex.  (N.  S.)  26,  is  to  the  same 
effect  as  the  case  in  the  text. 

3  4  >L  &  G.  58. 

4  Distinguished  in  Pike  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  164. 

5  Kimball  V,  Cushman,  103  Mass.  Id4. 

6  M'Kemie  v.  M'Leod,  10  Bing.  385. 
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former  place  the  accident  occurred.^  Thus,  too,  the  plaintifE  re- 
covered ;  where  defendant  having  hired  a  labourer  for  six  weeks  at 
weekly  wages,  the  plaintiff,  not  knowing  of  such  arrangement,  em- 
ployed the  same  labourer  to  do  a  job  for  him,  which  was  being  done 
when  the  defendant  claimed  and  received  of  the  plaintiff  payment  for 
the  job,  on  the  ground  that  the  labourer's  earnings  during  the  six 
weeks  belonged  to  him — upon  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  for  damages 
arising  from  the  negligent  way  in  which  the  work,  thatching  wheat, 
was  performed ;  *  where  the  defendant  having  sent  a  barge  to  a  wharf  to 
be  loaded,  the  lighterman  in  charge  was  unable  to  get  to  the  wharf  in 
consequence  of  plaintiff's  barge  lying  in  the  way  without  any  one  in 
charge  of  it,  and  by  direction  of  the  foreman  of  the  wharf,  he  pushed 
plaintiff's  barge  away  and  moored  his  own  alongside,  in  such  a  way 
that  on  the  ebbing  of  the  tide  the  plaintiff's  barge  settled  on  a  pro- 
jection and  was  injured ;  *  where  a  stevedore  employed  to  ship  iron 
rails  had  a  foreman  whose  duty  it  was  (assisted  by  labourers)  to  carry 
the  rails  from  the  quay  to  the  ship,  and  a  carman  having  brought 
them  to  the  quay  was  unloading  them  there,  but,  as  he  was  not 
doing  the  work  to  the  foreman's  satisfaction,  the  latter  got  into  the 
cart  and  threw  out  some  of  them  so  negligently  that  one  of  them  fell 
upon  and  injured  a  person  who  was  passing ;  *  where  the  carman  of  a 
coal  merchant,  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  coals  at  the  premises  of  a 
customer,  removed  an  iron  plate  in  the  footway  which  covered  an 
opening  communicating  with  the  coal-cellar,  no  warning  being  given 
by  the  carman  that  the  plate  was  taken  up,  and  in  consequence  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  passing  along  at  the  time,  fell  in  and  was  injured ;  * 
where  the  master  of  a  ship  made  a  deviation  in  order  to  perform 
salvage  services;*  and  where  plaintiff  was  standing  on  defendant's 
platform  on  his  way  from  another  company's  terminus  to  the  booking- 
office  of  a  third  company  waiting'  for  his  luggage,  and  a  porter  of  the 
defendants  neghgently  drove  a  truck  laden  with  luggage  so  that  a 
portmanteau  fell  off  and  injured  the  plaintiff ; '  and  yet  again,  where 
a  nuisance  arose  from  volumes  of  smoke  issuing  from  furnaces 
inefficiently  tended.® 

The  act  of  the  servant  was  held  not  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  Cases  where 
and  the  master  consequently  was  held  not  liable  ;  where  the  defendant's  *^®  ?^*®'  ^ 
servant  burnt  down  a  house  demised  to  the  defendant,  by  lighting  uable.* 
furze  and  straw  with  a  view  to  cleanse  the  chimney,  which  smoked ;  • 

i  PcMen  T.  Bea,  (1857)  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  606.  In  an  Irish  case,  on  somewhat  similar 
facts,  the  Court  refused  to  hold  aa  a  maUer  of  law,  that  the  master  was  responsible  for 
the  negligence  of  the  servant ;  Cormack  v.  Digby,  9  Ir.  B.  C.  L.  557 ;  A  herd  got  leave 
from  ms  master  to  go  for  a  day  to  a  neighbouring  town  to  transact  business  of  his  own, 
and  borrowed  his  master's  horse  and  tax  cart  for  the  purjpose ;  it  was  afterwards  agreed 
that  he  should  bring  home  some  meat  from  the  town  lor  his  master.  The  accident, 
which  was  the  cause  of  action,  arose  from  negligence  in  driving. 

2  Uolmts  V.  Onion,  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  790. 

3  Page  v.  Defries,  7  B.  &  S.  137  ;  overruling  Lamb  v.  Palk,  9  C.  &  P.  629,  where  a 
coachman  got  off  his  box  and  seized  hold  of  the  heads  of  van  horses  which  were  obstruct- 
ing his  way,  causing  them  to  move,  whereby  a  packing-case  fell  down  and  was  broken. 

4  Bums  V.  PotiUam,  (1873)  L.  B.  8  C.  P.  663.  Brett,  J.,  dissented,  on  the  ground 
"  that  the  defendant's  duty  did  not  begin  till  the  iron  rails  had  been  thrown  out  of  the 
cart." 

6  Whitdy  V.  Pepper,  2  Q.  B.  D.  276 ;  Clapp  v.  Kent,  122  Mass.  481  ;  BraithtoaiU 
V.  Watson,  5  Times  L.  R.  331.  «  T?ie  Thetis,  L.  R.  2  Adm.  366. 

7  TebbtOt  V.  Bristol  and  Exeter  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  73. 

8  Barnes  v.  Akroyd,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  474. 

9  M'Kenzie  v.  M'Leod,  10  Bing.  386.  The  definition  of  the  words  "  the  servant's 
duty,"  given  by  Alderson,  B.,  seems  quite  inconsistent  with  the  rule  laid  down  in 
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where  a  local  board  of  health,  being  occupiers  of  a  sewage  farm,  en- 
trusted the  management  to  B,  and  there  being  a  ditch  between  the 
plaintiff's  land  and  the  farm,  B  went  on  the  plaintiff's  land  and  pared 
away  his  side  of  the  ditch  and  cut  away  the  brushwood  and  underwood 
that  impeded  the  flow  of  the  drainage,  to  render  the  ditch  more  capable 
of  carrying  of!  the  drainage  from  the  farm  ;  ^  where  plaintiff  occupied 
premises  beneath  the  offices  of  the  defendants,  one  of  whom  had  a 
lavatory  for  his  own  use  exclusively,and  his  orders  to  his  clerks  were  that 
no  clerk  should  come  into  his  room  after  he  had  left,  yet  one  of  them 
went  into  the  room  to  wash  his  hands  at  the  lavatory  after  his  employer 
had  left,  turned  the  tap  and  negligently  left  the  water  running,  bo 
that  water  overflowed  into  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  damaged 
them ;  ^  and  where  forage  was  put  down  to  the  account  of  the  master 
who  had  a  contract  with  his  servant  that  the  servant  should  supply 
forage  and  an  amount  was  paid  with  his  wages  in  respect  thereof.' 
Legal  obliga-  Hawtayne  v.  Bourne  *  is  most  often  cited  for  the  dictum  of  Parke, 
to  ordS^^  B.  :  "  The  law  provides  for  that  which  is  conmion,  not  for  that  which 
eyents.  is  imusual ;  on  that  principle  it  is  that  the  master  of  a  ship  has  authority 

to  charge  his  owners  because  ships  are  ordinarily  exposed  to  casualties." 
This  was  elicited  by  a  case  put  in  argument :  *  "  Suppose  a  coach  were 
to  break  down  on  its  journey,  would  not  the  coachman  have  authority 
to  hire  another,  on  the  credit  of  his  employers,  for  the  conveyance 
of  the  passengers  to  the  end  of  the  journey  ?  "  In  GwQliam  v.  Tuoid 
in  the  Divisional  Court  •  Wright,  J.,  answers  it :  "I  think  that  in  cases 
of  sudden  emergency  a  servant  has  an  impUed  authority  from  his 
employer  to  act  in  good  faith  according  to  the  best  of  his  judgment 
for  the  employer's  interests,  subject  to  this,  that  in  so  doing  he  must 
violate  no  express  hmitation  of  his  authority,  and  must  not  act  in  a 
manner  which  is  plainly  unreasonable."  Hawtayne  v.  Bourne  was  not 
cited  to  him.  In  the  Court  of  Appeal,^  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  was  "  very 
much  inclined  to  agree  with  the  view  taken  by  Eyre,  C.J.,  in  the  case 
of  Nicholson  v.  Chapman,^  and  by  Parke,  B.,  in  the  case  of  Haviayne 
V.  Bourne,^  to  the  effect  that  this  doctrine  of  authority  by  reason  of 
necessity  is  confined  to  certain  well-known  exceptional  cases,  such  as 
thase  of  the  master  of  a  ship  or  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
the  honour  of  the  drawer."  In  the  case  before  the  Court  Lord  Esher, 
M.R.,  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  decide  "  whether,  if  there  were  a 
necessity  for  a  servant  to  delegate  his  duty  to  another  person,  that 
delegation  would  make  that  other  person  a  servant  of  the  master  so  as 
to  render  the  latter  responsible  for  his  acts."  "  It  seems  to  me,"  he 
continued,  "  perfectly  clear  that  a  servant  employed  for  a  particular 

subsequent  cases.  "  In  that  case  the  servant  burnt  the  house  down  in  trying  to  cleanse 
the  chimney  ;  but  it  was  distinctly  shown  that  it  was  not  her  duty  in  any  caM  to 
cleanse  the  chimney,  but  only  to  light  the  fire,  and  therefore  she  was  not  acting  in  the 
course  of  her  employment  "  :  |)er  Blarkburn,  J.,  Bayley  v.  Manchester,  SheffiM^  and 
Lincolnshire  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  162.  See  Baird  v.  Oraham,  14  Bunlop,  per  Lord 
Ivory,  620. 

1  Bolinghrohe  v.  Swindon  New  Tovm  Local  Board,  (1874)  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  676. 

2  Stevens  v.  Woodivard,  (1881)  6  Q.  B.  D.  318;  in  Buddeman  v.  Smith,  6  Times 
L.  R.  417,  the  tenant  was  held  liable.  See  Wardrope  v.  Duke  of  Hamilton,  3  Rettie,  876, 
where  employment  as  a  gamekeeper  was  held  not  to  imply  authority  to  shoot  dogs; 
also  Baird  v.  Oraham,  ( 1852)  14  Dunlop,  615,  where  a  servant  having  put  up  his  master's 
horse,  which  was  jrlandcred,  but  not  to  the  knowledge  of  defendant,  in  pursuer's 
stables,  where  it  infected  horses  and  cattle  there,  the  master  was  held  liable. 

3  Wright  V.  Olyn,  (1902)  1  K.  B.  745.  *  7  M.  i^  W.  696. 

6  L.c.  598.  «  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  667,  559. 

7  (1895)  2  Q.  B.  87.  8  2  H.  Bl.  264.  »  7  M.  &  W.  698. 
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purpose  can  have  no  authority  to  delegate  the  performance  of  his 

duty  to  another  person,  unless  there  is  a  necessity  for  so  doing."    The 

Court  of  Appeal  accordingly  overruled  the  Divisional  Court,  and  held, 

the  facts  proved  showing  that  police  ordered  the  driver  of  an  omnibus 

a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  home  to  discontinue  driving,  because  he  was 

drunk,  and  the  driver  and  the  conductor  authorised  a  third  person  to 

drive  the  omnibus  home  and  an  accident  happened  on  the  way  by  the 

negligence  of  this  person,  that  there  was  no  nesessity  to    delegate 

and  so  no  authority.    Smith,  L.  J.,  said  :    "  To  constitute  a  person  Agent  of 

an  agent  of  necessity  he  must  be  unable  to  communicate  with  his  ^^^^^Z^^^ 

employer ;   he  cannot  be  such  an  agent  if  he  is  in  a  position  to  do  so.  when  there  is 

The  impossibility  of  communicating  with  the  principal  is  the  foundation  the  impossi- 

of  the  doctrine  of  an  agent  of  necessity."  mlimcatin*^™ 

In  Beard  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co}  the  evidence  of  the  withthe*"^ 
plaintiff  showed  that  the  conductor  was  driving  in  the  absence  of  the  principal, 
driver,  when  the  accident  happened.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  discharged  the  onus  of  showing  that  the  con- 
ductor's act  was  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  Williams,  L.J., 
appears  to  have  had  a  leaning  towards  the  view  that  a  conductor  is  the 
driver's  "  understudy."  The  incongruity  between  the  functions  of  a 
driver  of  horses  and  one  whose  office  is  to  take  fares,  keep  the  time  and 
see  to  the  comfort  of  passengers,  is  too  complete  to  make  this  view 
reasonable.^ 

Sanderson  v.  Collins  ^  and  Cheshire  v.  Bailey  *  must  be  noticed  Sandermn  v. 
here,  though  their  principal  importance  is  in  another  connection.  In  Collins, 
the  former,  a  coachman  took  out  a  carriage  bailed  to  his  master  for  his  ^^^J'^^  ^' 
own  purpose,  and  during  his  use  it  was  injured.  In  an  action  to 
recover  the  costs  of  repairing  the  carriage,  the  act  of  the  coachman 
was  held  to  be  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  therefore 
the  master  was  not  liable.  The  case  is  indistinguishable  from  Coupe 
Co.  V.  Maddick;^  a  very  loosely  reasoned  decision  of  a  Divisional 
Court ;  for  though  Collins,  M.R.,  thought  the  case  distinguishable  on 
the  ground  that  "  the  act  done  by  the  coachman  was  admittedly 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,"  •  reference  to  the  first  paragraph  of 
Cave,  J.'s,  judgment  shows  that  was  not  so ;  that  the  principle  of 
scope  of  authority  was  rejected  as  not  applicable,  and  that  the  ground 
of  decision  was  that  even  though  the  act  was  without  the  scope  of 
authority  the  master  was  still  liable.  The  distinction  taken  was 
between  a  tort  done  to  a  stranger  by  the  servant,  where  the  principle 
applies  ;  and  injury  to  goods  bailed  to  the  master ;  in  which  latter  case 
the  master's  liability  was  alleged  not  to  be  limited  to  acts  within  the 
scope  of  the  authority  of  the  servant.  Cheshire  v.  Bailey"^  was  a 
decision  on  the  same  fines.  The  master  is  not  liable  for  the  criminal 
act  of  his  servant. 

Here  we  may  refer  to  an  Irish  case,®  which  also  exemplifies  the  prin-  Murphy  v, 
ciple  of  Sharp  v.  Powell.  A  railway  porter  had  wheeled  a  track  of  luggage  ^'  f'j^^\  ^^' 
to  the  head  of  a  flight  of  steps — an  improper  place — at  the  foot  of  which  ^'   '*"«"«• 
were  a  number*  of  outside  porters,  who  were  usually  restrained  by  a  pohce 

1  (iyof))2Q.  B.  530. 

2  See  Whitehead  v.  Reader,  (1901)  2  K.  B.,  per  Collins,  L.J.,  51  ;  and  cp.  Engelharl 
V.  FarranU  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  240. 

3  (1<K)4)  1  K.  B.  628.  *  (1905)  1  K.  B.  237. 

6  (1801)  2  Q.  B.  413.  6  (1904)  1  K.  B.  632. 

7  (1905)  1  K.  B.  237.  8  Murphy  v.  Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.,  (1897)  2 1.  R.  301. 
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man  stationed  there.  He  left  his  post,  and  the  porters  immediately  rushed 
up  the  steps  to  get  at  the  luggage ;  in  their  struggle  a  package  rolled 
down  the  steps  and  injured  a  passenger.  The  railway  company  was  held 
not  liable  by  the  Irish  Court ;  and  O'Brien,  J.,^  enunciated  the  principle 
that  ''  defendants  can  only  be  made  Uable  through  the  acts  of  thiid 
persons  which  happen  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  which 
they  carry  on,  and  they  are  not  responsible  for  consequences  that 
happen  through  the  negligence  or  improper  conduct  of  such  persons." 

Robinson  v.  Reid's  Trustees  ^  carries  us  to  another  class  of  facts,  but 
illustrates  the  same  principle.  While  a  man  was  cleaning  a  window 
the  sash-line  broke  and  by  the  jar  of  the  fall  the  window  was  broken ; 
the  broken  glass  fell  on  a  passenger  and  injured  him.  He  sued  the 
proprietor  of  the  house  in  respect  of  his  injuries.  The  Court  held  the 
accident  too  unlikely  a  contingency  to  be  foreseen  by  even  an  ordinarily 
careful  person ;   so  there  was  no  liability. 

An  American  case,^  quite  irreconcilable  with  those  we  have  been 
noticing,  carries  the  liability  of  the  master  for  the  act  of  the  servant  to 
the  very  verge  of  absurdity — if,  indeed,  it  should  not  be  held  con- 
siderably to  have  overstepped  that  verge.  A  female  passenger, 
travelling  in  a  railway  car,  was  kissed  by  the  conductor.  The  con- 
ductor was  arrested,  convicted  on  a  criminal  charge  of  assault,  fined, 
and  committed  until  the  fine  and  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  were 
paid ;  he  was  also  discharged  from  the  employment  of  the  defendant 
company  immediately  upon  their  being  informed  of  the  charge  made 
against  him  by  the  plaintiff.  An  action  was  brought  against  the 
railway  company  for  the  assault ;  the  jury  awarded  large  damages. 
No  evidence  of  want  of  care  in  the  selection  of  the  servant  was  given. 
On  appeal,  Ryan,  C.J.,  held  that  the  defendants  were  clearly  liable. 
"  It  is  contended,"  he  says,  in  the  course  of  a  long  judgment,  plentifully 
garnished  both  with  authorities  and  rhetoric,*  "  that  though  the 
principal  would  be  liable  for  the  negligent  failure  of  the  agent  to  fulfil 
the  principal's  contract,  the  principal  is  not  liable  for  the  malicious 
breach,  by  the  agent,  of  the  contract  which  he  was  appointed  to 
perform  for  the  principal ;  as  we  understand  it,  that  if  one  hire  out 
his  dog  to  guard  sheep  against  wolves,  and  the  dog  sleeps  while  a  wolf 
makes  away  with  a  sheep,  the  owner  is  liable ;  but  if  the  dog  play 
wolf,  and  devour  the  sheep  himself,  the  owner  is  not  liable.  The  bare 
statement  of  the  proposition  seems  a  redudio  ad  absurdum.  The 
radical  difficulty  in  the  argument  is  that  it  limits  the  contract.  The 
carrier's  contract  is  to  protect  the  passenger  against  all  the  world; 
the  appellant's  construction  is,  that  it  was  to  protect  the  respondent 
against  all  the  world  except  the  conductor,  whom  it  appointed  to 
protect  her ;  reserving  to  the  shepherd's  dog  a  right  to  worry  the 
sheep.  No  subtleties  in  the  books  could  lead  us  to  sanction  so  vicious 
an  absurdity." 

The  doctrine  of  the  English  law  most  unquestionably  is,  that  the 
obligation  is,  not  to  insure  the  fitness  of  the  servant  morally,  but  to 
use  all  reasonable  precautions  to  obtain  a  servant  in  aU  respects  suitable.* 

1  L.c.  308.  3  2  Fraser.  928. 

3  Croaker  (or  Craker)  v.  Chicago  <k  N,  W.  Rd.  Co.,  (1876)  17  Am.  R.  604. 

4  L.c.  510. 

6  PouUon  V.  L.  <b  8.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  634.  In  The  Queen  v.  Oreai  Northof 
England  By.  Co.,  9  Q.  B.  326,  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  says :  "  The  Court  of  Oommoii 
Picas  lately  held  that  a  corporation  might  be  sued  in  trespass  {Maund  v.  The  Monmouin- 
shire  Canal  Co.,  4  M.  &  G.  462),  but  no  body  has  sought  to  fix  them  with  acts  of 
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The  onus  of  showing  iinsuitability  is  on  the  plaintiff,  and  proof  of  the 
act  sued  on  is  not  in  an  ordinary  case  evidence  to  fix  the  defendant 
with  negligence  in  the  appointment  of  the  servant.  In  New  Orleans, 
&c.  Rd.  Co.  V.  JopeSy^  the  rule  laid  down  seems  to  be  regarded  as  an 
exception  in  the  case  of  railway  companies. 

In  the  class  of  cases  we  have  been  considering  a  difficulty  not  Evidence  of 
unfrequently  arises  in  determining  the  identity  of  the  defendant's  employment, 
servant.  Thus  in  Joyce  v.  Capel,^  where  a  barge  ran  down  a  "lug 
boat "  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proved  that  the  name  of 
Capel  was  on  the  barge,  and  the  No.  1055,  which  was  the  number 
belonging  to  the  defendant's  barge,  affixed  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  of  the  Waterman's  Company ;  but  when  the  men  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendants  were  shown  to  him  at  their  wharf,  he  was 
unable  to  identify  the  man  who  steered  the  barge.  Nevertheless 
Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  had  discharged  the  onits 
upon  him,  and  that  there  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  bargeman 
being  the  defendants'  servant  till  they  explained  it.  If,  then,  the 
fact  was  that  the  barge  was  on  hire,  it  was  for  the  defendants  to 
show  it. 

Hibbs  V.  Ross,^  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  this.  An  accident  nif}bs  v.  Boss. 
having  happened  to  the  plaintiff,  through  the  neghgence  of  a  ship- 
keeper  on  board  a  ship  laid  up  in  dock  for  the  winter,  the  only  evidence 
given  to  fix  the  defendant  with  liability  was  the  certified  copy  of  the 
ship's  register,  in  which  the  defendant's  name  appeared  as  owner. 
This  was  held  sufficient  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  though  by  a 
divided  Court,  on  the  ground  that  "  the  facts  lie  so  entirely  in  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  may  so  easily  be  proved  by  him,  that 
I  think  a  jury  would  be  fully  warranted  in  acting  on  the  prima  facie 
inference  that  the  persons  having  the  actual  custody  of  the  ship  are 


immorality.     These  plainly  derive  their  character  from  the  cormpted  mind  of  the 

;  person  committing  them,  and  are  violations  of  the  social  duties  that  belong  to  men  and 

*  subjects.     A  corporation  which  as  such  has  no  such  duties  cannot  be  guilty  in  these 

>  cases."     In  EUis  v.  Turner,  8  T.  R.  533,  Lord  Kenyon,  C.J.,  says:  "The  defendants 

are  responsible  for  the  acts  of  their  servant  in  those  things  that  respect  his  duty  under 

them,  though  they  are  not  answerable  for  his  misconduct  in  those  things  that  do 

'  not  respect  his  duty  to  them ;  as  if  he  were  to  commit  an  assault  upon  a  third  person 

I  in  the  course  of  his  voyage. ' '     The  decision,  nevertheless,  has  been  apparently  approved 

i  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Brockett, 

121  U.  S.  (14  Davis)  637.     This  last  case  was  distinguished  in  New  Orleans,  6ec.  Bd. 

^  Co.  V.  Jopea,  142  U.  S.  (35  Davis)  18,  on  the  ground  that  as  a  railway  servant  may 

[  use  force  to  protect  other  passengers,  so  he  may  to  protect  himself.     There  is  no  mis- 

1  conduct  where  force  is  used  in  self-defence.      But  see  Lake  Shore,  dkc.  By.  Co.  v. 

.  Prentice,  147  U.S.  (40  Davis)  101.     The  tendency  of  the  American  cases  is  to  follow 

'  Croaker* s  case,  if  not  to  adopt  the  somewhat  tropical  analogies  in  the  judgment.     Thus 

\  a  leading  text- writer,  commenting  on  the  Louisiana  decision  of  LafiUe  v.  New  Orleans 

City,  djc.  Bd.  Co.,  43  La.  Am.  34,  limiting  the  liability  of  street  railway  companies 

for  the  wilful  and  tortious  acts  of  their  servants  to  acts  done  within  the  scope  of 

I  the  employment,  delivers  his  opinion  that  "  this  is  unsound,  since  such  misconduct 

I  is  a  violation  of  the  implied  engagement  of  the  carrier  to  transport  the  passenger 

safely."    An  English  lawyer  would  say  that  such  a  statement  of  the  duty  was  a  petttio 

principii  ;  and  a  logician  that  the  analogy  was  merely  misleading. 

i  1  142  U.  S.  (35  Davis)  18. 

!  3  8  C.  &  P.  370.     Stables  v.  Eley,  1  C.  &  P.  614,  used  to  be  cited  for  the  proposition 

.  that  if  a  man  allows  a  carriage  to  go  out  with  his  name  upon  it,  he  holds  himself  out 

^  as  liable  for  injury  occasioneid  by  the  negligence  of  any  person  driving  it.     Li  this 

sense  it  has  been  aetermined  in  Smith  v.  Bauey,  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  403,  to  1^  wrong.     In 

that  case  Lord  Esher,  M.  B.,  suggests  that  the  extent  of  the  proposition  should  be  that 

under  such  circumstances  there  would  be  primd  facie  evidence  of  liability,  which  might 

I  be  met  by  showing  the  truth  of  the  matter.     This  view  seems  to  accord  with  the  cases 

I  quoted  in  the  text. 

\  3  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  534. 
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employed  by  the  owners,  unless  some  evidence  to  the  contrary  is 
given."  ^ 
Power  of  There  is  a  series  of  cases  on  the  power  of  a  servant  to  arrest  offenders 

particular       against  his  master's  property,  mostly  relating  to  the  liability  of  railway 
the  criminal    Companies   for  wrongful  arrests  by  their  servants.     These  require 
law  in  motion,  separate  consideration.     The  general  effect  of  them  is  to  estabM 
that  the  authority  to  arrest   offenders  is   only  implied  where  the 
duties  which  the  officer  is  employed  to  discharge  cannot  be  efficiently 
performed,  imless  he  has  the  power  to  take  prompt  measures  for 
apprehending  offenders,*  or  cannot  prevent  the  loss  to  his  master's 
property   committed    to   his   charge   otherwise   than   by   taking  or 
giving  the  offender  into  custody. 
Eastern  In  each  of  the  two  earliest  cases.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.  v.  Broom,^ 

CourUiesRy.  and  Roe  V.  Birkenhead,  dkc.  Ry.  Co.,^  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been 
Sd^'v^'*'  arrested  at  a  station  for  refusal  to  pay  the  fare  demanded,  brought  an 
Birkenhead,  action  for  false  imprisonment.  In  both  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
<fcc.  i?y.  Co.  authority  of  the  officers  at  the  station  to  make  the  arrest,  and  in  both 
it  was  held  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  such  authority  to 
go  to  the  jury.  The  former  of  these  decisions  is  scarcely  consistent 
with  later  authorities.  In  the  latter,  Parke,  B.,  thought  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  servant  "  had  ever  received  any  general  authority 
from  the  Company  to  arrest  any  person  who  did  not  pay  his  fare,  nor 
was  there  any  evidence  of  any  course  of  dealing  to  show  that,  as  a 
servant  of  the  company,  he  was  authorised  to  make  any  arrest  on 
their  behalf,  much  less  that  he  had  any  direct  authority  to  take  the 
plaintiff  into  custody."  * 
OUes  V.  Tag  Both  cases  were  decided  in  1851.  In  1853,  in  Giles  v.  Taff  Vak 
Vale  By.  Co.  Hy^  Qq^^^  ^hg  principle  involved  was  more  fully  elucidated  by  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber.  The  question  was  whether  there  was  evidence  of 
the  conversion  of  certain  quicks  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  Tafi 
Vale  Ry.  Co.  The  quicks  had  been  brought  in  two  parcels  to  two 
different  stations  belonging  to  the  defendants ;  when  asked  for, 
reference  was  made  to  one  Fisher,  who  was  called  "  the  general  super- 
intendent of  the  line,"  and  who  refused  to  deliver  them.  The  argument 
turned  on  whether  Fisher's  act  bound  the  Company.  The  majority 
of  the  Court  ^  agreed  that  "  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Company,  carrying  on 
a  business,  to  leave  upon  the  spot  some  one  with  authority  to  deal  on 
behalf  of  the  Company  with  all  cases  arising  in  the  course  of  their 
traffic  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  may  demand."  The  whole  of  the 
Court,®  however,  assented  that  a  "general  superintendent"  has 
authority  to  bind  the  Company  in  all  matters  requiring  a  prompt 
decision,  if  they  arise  in  the  course  of  the  ordinary  business  of  the 
Company. 
Ooffv.  Q.  N.         In  Goff  V.  G,  N.  Ry.  Co,^  Blackburn,  J.'s,  comment  upon  GUes  v. 

By,  Co. 
^  1  Per  Blackburn,  J.,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  643. 

a  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  v.  Owston,  4  App.  Cas.  288. 

3  6  Ex.  314.  4  7  Ex.  36. 

6  Cp.  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  v.  Owston,  4  App.  Gas.  285. 

6  2E.  &B.  822. 

7  JerviB,  C.J.,  Pollock,  C.B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Maule,  J.,  Piatt,  B.,  Williams,  J.,  and 
Talfourd,  J.,*  E.  &  B.  829. 

8  Parke  and  Martin,  BB.,  doubted  as  to  certain  facts  of  the  case.  SeeTheApeihi 
(1891)  A.  C.  499. 

9  (1861)  3  £.  &  E.  681.  Cox  v.  Midland  Counties  By.  Co.,  3  Ex.  268,  decided  tbftt 
it  is  not  incident  to  the  employment  of  a  station-master  or  other  servants  of  a  railwaj 
company  to  bind   the  company  by  contracts  for  surgical  attendance  on  injurra 
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Taff  Yale  Ry.  Co,^  is :  "  The  question  in  that  case  arose  as  to  the 
evidence  of  authority  to  deal  with  goods,  and,  the  language  of  the 
different  judges  being  with  reference  to  that  subject,  they  speak 
only  of  the  exigencies  of  traffic,  or  of  the  business  of  a  carrier  of  goods  ; 
but  the  same  principle  is,  we  think,  applicable  to  all  exigencies  that  may  • 
be  naturally  expected  to  arise  in  the  ordinary  course  of  any  business 
of  the  Company.  If  these  are  of  such  a  nature  that  a  decision  must  be 
come  to  on  behalf  of  the  Company  promptly,  the  Company  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  authorise  some  one  on  the  spot  to  decide 
for  them  in  such  cases." 

The  plaintiff  in  Ooffs  case  had  been  arrested  by  an  inspector  of  Servant 
the  Company,  acting  imder  the  direction  of  a  superintendent,  f or  a^^^^liorised 
travelling  on  the  line  without  a  proper  ticket.    The  Court  said  *  that,  ^^gency. 
"  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  decision  whether  a  particular  passenger  • 
shall  be  arrested  or  not  must  be  made  without  delay,  and  as  the  case 
may  be  not  of  infrequent  occurrence,  we  think  it  a  reasonable  inference 
that,  in  the  conduct  of  their  business,  the  Company  have  on  the  spot 
officers  with  authority  to  determine,  without  the  delay  attending 
on  the  convening  the  directors,  whether  the  servants  of  the  Company 
shall,  or  shall  not,  on  the  Company's  behalf,  apprehend  a  person 
accused  of  this  offence."    The  explanation  was  added  in  a  subsequent 
case  ^  that  "  by  giving  the  guard  authority  to  remove  offensive  pas- 
sengers  [the    Company]    necessarily    gave    him  also    authority    to 
determine  whether  any  passenger  had  misconducted  himself." 

A  distinction  was  next  drawn  between  acts  which  the  Company  Distinction 
could  themselves  do  and  those  they  had  no  authority  to  do,  as  marking  between  acts 
the  boundary-line  between  acts  within  the  implied  authority  of  a  and^exInT 
superintendent  and  those  outside  it.  vires. 

In  PouUon  v.   L.  <t  8.  W.  Ry.  Co,*   a  station-master   took    the  Poulum  v. 
plaintiff  into  custody  because,  as  he  erroneously  supposed,  he  had  not  ^  ^^'  ^• 
paid  the  fare  for  a  horse  that  had  been  carried  on  the  defendants'    ^' 
railway.    By  statute  ^  the  station-master  had  authority  to  arrest  and 
detain  in  custody  any  person  that  did  not  pay  his  fare  ;  though  where 
goods  were  not  paid  for  they  might  only  be  detained.®    Since  the 
Company  could  not  themselves  lai^Uy  make  an  arrest,  to  do  so  was 
held  outeide  the  scope  of  the  station-master's  authority,  and  an  act  for 
which  the  Company  could  be  no  more  responsible  than  if  their  servant 
had  committed  an  assault  or  done  any  other  act  which  the  Company 
never  authorised.    The  same  principle  was  applied  in  Edwards  v.  Edwards  v. 
L.  <t  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.y  where  a  foreman  porter  in  temporary  charge  of  a  ^-  *^^-  ^* 
station  was  held  to  have  no  implied  authority  to  arrest  a  person  whom    ^'   ^' 
he  suspected  of  stealing  the  Company's  property. 

passengers.  The  authority  of  this  case  was  questioned  and  shaken  in  Walker  v. 
O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  228,  where  it  was  held  that  the  general  numager  of  a  railway 
company  has,  as  incidental  to  his  employment,  authority  to  bind  the  company  to 
pay  for  surgical  attendance.  See,  too,  Moore  v.  Metropolitan  My.  Co,,  L.  B.  8  Q.  B. 
36,  "  this  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  Ooff  v.  O.  N,  By.  Co.,"  per  Lush,  J.,  41 ; 
which  "  was  a  well-considered  case,  and  the  principles  there  laid  down  have  never  been 
deviated  from,"  per  Blackburn,  J.,  38. 

1  2  £.  &  B.  822.  2  3  E.  &  E.  681. 

8  Seymour  v.  Greenwood,  7  H.  &  N.  358.  See  also  Walker  v.  8.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  640.     This  case  turns  wholly  on  its  peculiar  facts. 

4  (1867)  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  534  ;  Charleston  v.  Ixmdm  Tramways  Co.,  4  Times  L.  R.  167  : 
(C.  A.)  629  ;  MalxY.  Lord,  39 N.  Y.  381. 

6  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  88.  103,  104.  See  the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1892  (55  &  56 
Vict.  0.  19),  sched. ;  and  also  The  Regulation  of  Railways  Act.  1889  (52  &  63  Vict.  c. 
67),  8.  6.  6  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  97.  7  (1870)  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  446. 
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The  general  proposition  that  every  servant  who  is  entrusted  with 
the  property  of  his  master  has  an  impUed  authority  to  put  the  law 
in  motion  with  reference  to  any  ofEence  that  may  be  committed  in 
AUctt  V.  L.  <«?.  connection  with  that  property  was  considered  in  Alien  v.  L.  <t  S.  W,  Ry. 
8.  W.  Ry.  Co.  QqI    piaintifE  took  a  ticket  at  one  of  the  defendants'  stations  and 
tendered  in  payment  a  two-shilling  piece.    Amongst  the  change  handed 
the  plaintiff  by  the  booking-clerk  was  a  French  two-sous  piece,  which 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  and  the  clerk  to  take  back.    The  plaintiff 
then  reached  over  the  counter  to  put  his  hand  into  the  bowl  of  the  tiD 
which  contained  copper  coin.    The  booking-clerk  seized  him,  called 
a  poUceman,  and  the  plaintiff  was  taken  to  the  station  and  locked  up 
for  the  night.    The  Court  held  that  the  clerk  had  no  authority  to  act 
Judgment  of  as  he  did.    Blackburn,  J.,  said :    "  There  is  a  marked  distinction 
Blackburn,  J.  between  an  act  done  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  property  by  pre- 
venting a  felony  or  of  recovering  it  back,  and  an  act  done  for  the 
purpose  of  punishing  the  offender  for  that  which  has  already  been 
done.    There  is  no  implied  authority  in  a  person  having  the  custody  of 
property  to  take  such  steps  as  he  thinks  fit  to  punish  a  person  who,  he 
supposes,  has  done  something  with  reference  to  the  property  which 
he  has  not  done.    The  act  of  punishing  the  offender  is  not  anything 
done  with  reference  to  the  property,  it  is  done  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  vindicating  justice.    And  in  this  respect  there  is  no  difference  between 
a  railway  company — ^which  is  a  corporation — and  a  private  individual." 
Two  limita-     Two  possible  cases  of  limitation  are  suggested  :   "  If  a  man  in  charge 
rub^lafd*^^      of  a  till  Were  to  find  that  a  person  was  attempting  to  rob  it,  and  he 
down  there:n.  could  not  prevent  him  from  steahng  the  property  otherwise  than  by 
taking  him  into  custody,  the  person  in  charge  of  the  till  might  have  an 
imphed  authority  to  arrest  the  offender  ;  or.  if  the  clerk  had  reason  to 
befieve  that  the  money  had  been  actually  stolen,  and  he  could  get  it 
back  by  taking  the  thief  into  custody,  and  he  took  him  into  custody 
with  a  view  of  recovering  the  property  taken  away,  it  might  be  that 
that  also  might  be  within  the  authority  of  a  person  in  charge  of  a  till."  * 
Van  Den  In  an  Irish  case^  three  judges,  in  the  Irish  Exchequer  Chamber, 

Ul£li  Co  ^®'^ — ^where  the  allegation  against  the  plaintiff,  and  for  which  he  had 
^'  ^'  been  arrested,  was  of  stealing  a  ticket — ^that  if  the  ticket-clerk  and 
station-master  had  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  a  ticket  had 
been  abstracted  they  had  impUed  authority  from  the  railway  company 
to  detain  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  regain  the  ticket.  The  majority 
of  the  Court  preferred  to  place  their  decision  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  evidence  to  show  that  the  Company's  servants  detained  the  plaintiff 
in  the  behef  that  he  was  attempting  to  travel  on  the  defendants 
railway  without  payment  of  his  fare,  by  means  of  a  stolen  ticket,  and 
that  they  were  assuming  to  act  within  the  powers  of  the  Railways 
Clauses  ConsoUdation  Act,  1845.* 
The  ApoUo.  There  was  great  doubt  expressed  in  the  House  of  Lords  whether 

the  facts  in  The  Apollo  *  showed  an  act  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
of  the  acting  harbour- master  in  that  case.    A  ship  in  dock  being 

1  (1870)L.  R.  6Q.  B.  66. 

2  Cp.  Blades  v.  Higgs,  12  C.  B.  N.  S.  501 ;  11  H.  L.  C.  621 ;  when  a  senrant  has 
reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that  property  of  his  master  entrusted  to  his  charge  h«» 
been  wrongftdly  taken  out  of  his  custody,  it  is  within  the  scope  of  his  duty  to  detain  » 
person  whom  he  reasonably  suspects  as  the  wrongdoer  in  order  to  regain  possession  of 
the  property,  provided  that  in  so  doing  he  uses  no  unnecessary  violence. 

3  Van  Den  Eynde  v.  Ulster  Jty,  Co.,  6  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  6 ;  328. 

*  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  ss.  103, 104.    See  anU,  591.  »  (1891)  A.  C.  499. 
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injured  required  to  take  the  ground  for  the  purpose  of  being  examined. 
There  being  no  dry  dock,  the  acting  harbour-master  suggested  that  she 
should  be  placed  in  the  lock  at  the  entrance  of  the  dock.  Before  adopting 
this  suggestion  the  master  of  the  vessel  made  all  reasonable  inquiries, 
and  received  assurances  which  satisfied  him.  There  was  a  ridge  at 
the  bottom  of  the  lock,  of  the  existence  of  which  the  master  was  not 
informed.  His  vessel  being  heavily  loaded  settled  on  this,  and  sus- 
tained severe  injuries  in  consequence.  Two  points  were  made.  First, 
that  there  was  no  duty  on  the  harbour-master  in  regard  to  the  plaintifi 
in  the  matter,  and  so  no  neghgence.  Secondly,  that,  if  there  were 
negUgence,  then  the  acts  complained  of  were  not  done  in  the  course 
of  the  harbour-master's  duty  or  within  the  scope  of  his  authority. 
As  to  the  j&rst,  the  majority  of  the  House  of  Lords  were  of  opinion, 
based  upon  an  examination  of  the  terms  of  two  special  Acts  of  Par- 
liament, that  there  was  a  duty  on  the  harbour-master  "  to  inform  him-  Duty  of 
self  of  the  condition  of  the  lock,  and  to  ascertain  that  it  was  not  such  harbour- 
as  to  cause  damage  to  the  vessel."  Secondly,  as  to  the  scope  of™*®*®^* 
authority,  it  was  said  by  Lords  Bramwell  and  Morris  :  "  The  normal 
use  of  the  lock  was  for  the  passage  of  vessels,  and  the  use  of  it  as  a 
substitute  for  a  dry  dock  was  an  extraordinary  and  abnormal  use  of 
the  lock."^  The  prevaiUng  view  was,  however,  that  expressed  by 
Lord  Herschell : *  "I  think  it  must  be  within  the  scope  of  his  "  (the  gcope of 
harbour-master's)  "  authority  to  point  out  in  what  part  of  the  harbour  harbour- 
the  vessel  may  ground,  and  the  lock  was  within  the  ambit  of  the  port  JJ^rity 
and  harbour,  and  just  as  much  a  part  of  it  as  any  other,  and  it  had,  as 
I  have  said,  been  used  on  various  previous  occasions,  extending  over 
a  considerable  period,  for  that  purpose."  This  view  certainly  seems 
the  more  reasonable  one.  The  harbour-master's  authority  is  not  limited 
to  the  making  of  contracts,  as  Lord  Bramwell  impUes ;  ^  it  extends  to 
the  giving  general  directions  to  secure  the  efficient  conduct  of  the  dock 
company's  business,  or,  in  the  words  of  Jervis,  C.J.,  quoted  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,*  "  to  deal  on  behalf  of  the  company  with  all  cases  arising  in 
the  course  of  their  traffic  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  may  demand." 

Somewhat  different  is  Bayley  v.  Manchester^  Sheffield^  and  Lincoln-  BayUy  v. 
shire  Ry.  Co}    There  plaintiff  was  assaulted,  not  arrested.     It  was  ^^^*^^* 
the  duty  of  the  company's  porters  to  prevent  passengers  going  by     *     *     * 
wrong  trains.     A  porter  seeing  the  plaintiff  in  a  carriage,  and  con- 
ceiving it  was  a  wrong  one,  pulled  him  out.    The  passenger  was  right ; 
the  porter  wrong ;    the  passenger  was  injured.    The  company  were 
held  liable  on  the  ground  that  "  where  orders  are  given  to  some  extent  Principle  of 
inconsistent,  and  such  that  it  may  not  always  be  easy  under  all  cir-  ^®u  *^b 
cumstances  to  comply  literally  with  the  provisions  of  all  of  them —    «  y.   •  • 
for  instance,  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  there  is  a  general  order  to 
prevent  persons  from  travelhng  in  the  wrong  carriage  if  possible, 
accompanied  by  a  direction  not  to  remove  them  from  the  carriage — ^it 
is  obviously  very  likely  that  the  servant  may,  while  acting  in  the 
performance  of  the  general  duty  cast  upon  him,  neglect  the  particular 
direction  as  to  the  mode  of  doing  it.     But  it  appears  to  me  that  he 
will  be  none  the  less  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment."  • 

1  Per  Lord  Morris,  (IS91)  A.  C.  619.  »  L.e,  518. 

3  L.e.  at  foot  of  51 1.  4  L.c.  607,  from  GUes  v.  Taff  Vale  Ry,  Co.,  2  E.  &  B.  829. 

Ifiven  Y.  Ayr  Harbour  Trustees,  24  Bettie,  883. 
*  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  415,  in  Ex.  Ch.  L.  R.  8  C,  p.Vl48, 
6  Per  KeUy,  C.B/,  li.  R,  8  C,  P.  163. 
VOJrf,  I,  2P 
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"  It  may  well  be,"  says  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  commenting  on  this 
decision  in  Dyer  v.  Mundayi^  "  that  the  question  whether  the  offence 
is  a  criminal  one  may  be  a  material  fact  for  the  jury  to  consider  from 
that  point  of  view,  but  the  mere  fact  that  it  is  a  criminal  offence  is  not 
sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule.  The  Uability  of  the 
master  does  not  rest  merely  on  the  question  of  authority,  because  the 
authority  given  is  generally  to  do  the  master's  business  rightly ;  but 
the  law  says  that  if,  in  the  course  of  carrying  out  his  employment, 
the  servant  commits  an  excess  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
the  master  is  liable." 

Bank  of  New  SoiUh  Wales  v.  OwstoUy^  is  chiefly  valuable  for  a  concise 
examination  of  the  leading  decisions  by  Sir  Montague  Smith.'  The 
point  for  decision  was,  whether  an  acting  manager  of  a  bank  had 
authority  to  direct  a  prosecution  where  the  clear  inference  from  the 
evidence  was  that  he  was  subordinate  to  the  general  manager,  who 
was  himself  subject  to  the  authority  of  the  directors.  The  decision 
was,  that  no  general  authority  to  prosecute  on  behalf  of  the  bank 
was  given  by  his  position  alone  ;  and  this  is  in  complete  accord  with 
the  earUer  cases. 

"  In  none  of  the  cases  referred  to,"  it  is  said,  "  did  the  question  of 
the  authority  of  a  manager  or  agent  entrusted  with  the  general  conduct 
of  his  master's  business  arise.  They  were  all  cases  of  particular 
agencies  where  the  agents  had  been  appointed  to  a  special  sphere  of 
duty.  The  result  of  the  decisions  in  all  these  cases  is  that  the  authority 
to  arrest  offenders  was  only  implied  where  the  duties  which  the  officer 
was  employed  to  discharge  could  not  be  efficiently  performed  for  the 
benefit  of  his  employer  imless  he  had  the  power  to  apprehend  offenders 
promptly  on  the  spot ;  though  it  was  suggested  that  possibly  a  like 
authority  might  be  implied  in  the  supposed  cases  of  a  servant  in 
charge  of  his  master's  property  arresting  a  man  who  he  had  reason  to 
beUeve  was  attempting  to  steal  or  had  actually  stolen  it.  In  the 
latter  of  these  cases  it  is  part  of  the  supposition  that  the  property 
might  be  got  back  by  the  arrest,  but  in  such  a  case  the  time,  place, 
and  opportunity  of  acting  would  be  material  circumstances  to  be 
considered  in  determining  the  question  of  authority."  * 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Alyrahams  v.  Deahin,^  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,* 
speaking  about  the  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  v.  OwsUm^  said  :  "  Though 
we  are  not  bound  by  that  decision,  I  have  no  intention  of  differing 
from  it ;  on  the  contrary,  I  adopt  it  in  every  respect."  The  same 
learned  judge,  in  the  same  case,®  thus  sunmiarises  the  effect  of  AJkn 
V.  i.  &  S.  W,  Ry.  Co,  :  ®  "  Although  a  servant  is  acting  with  a  view 
to  protect  his  employer's  property  against  similar"  (i.e.,  felonious) 
"  attempts  in  the  future,  he  has  no  impUed  authority  to  take  a  man 
into  custody  for  that  which  has  abeady  been  done." 

In  Hanson  v.  Waller  ^°  the  unreported  case  of  Jones  v.  Duck  "  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal  is  cited  for  the  propositions  :  "  The  cases  showed 
that  a  servant  had  an  impUed  authority  to  give  a  person  into  custody, 
if  it  was  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to  protect  the  master's  property," 

1  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  746.  a  4  App.  Cas.  270.  3  L.c  28S. 

4  AsMon  V.  Spiers  and  Pond,  9  Times  L.  R.  606  (C.A.). 
fi  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  616  ;  Mowed  in  Stedman  v.  Baker,  12  Times  L.  R.  461. 
«  L.c.  621.  7  4  App.  Cm.  270. 

8  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  620.  »  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  66. 

10  (1901)  1 K.  B.  390,  U  Th$  Tims,  16ib  March,  1900. 
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"  The  cases  also  showed  that  a  servant  might  have  such  an  implied 
authority  derived  from  the  exigency  of  a  particular  occasion." 
**"^  A  word  must  be  added  on  the  liability  criminally  of  the  master  Liability  of 
for  the  act  of  his  servant.     It  is  a  general  principle  of  law  that  a  man  ^^^^  cnmi- 
is  not  liable  criminally  for  the  act  of  his  servant,  but  such  a  liability  ofswvant^ 
is  sometimes  imposed  by  statute.^    It  is  obvious,  however,  that  the 
master  is  liable  for  the  criminal  acts  of  the  servant  when  he  has  ex- 
pressly commanded  them  or  personally  co-operated  with  the  servant 
in  their  commission.^    The  law  may  perhaps  be  more  correctly  stated 
by  saying  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  render  the 
master  the  less  liable  to  answer  when  he  is  accessory,  whether  before 
or  after  the  fact,  than  if  no  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed.^ 
If  the  master  co-operates  with  the  servant  the  master  is  then  himself 
a  principal,  and  must  answer  for  his  own  wrongdoings.     No  amount 
of  mere  negligence  short  of  becoming  an  accessory,  or  aiding,  abetting, 
or  inciting  the  commission  of  an  offence  renders  the  master  criminally 
liable  for  his  servant's  crime. 

"I  know,"  said  Pollock,  B.,  in  Roberts  v.   Woodtmrd*  "of  noOpiminal 
instance  in  which  a  master  is  criminally  liable  for  the  act  of  his  servant,  ^^*^*iit'^°'v. 
unless  he  is  made  so  by  statute,  or  unless  the  act  of  the  servant  is,  servant  oon- 
from  its  very  nature,  obviously  the  act  of  the  master.    The  instances  sideredby 
cited  in  the  argument  are  inapphcable  to  this  case  {i.e.,  the  offence  ^^^^^•»  ™ 
of  giving  short  weight  in  a  sale  of  coals).     In  the  case  of  a  servant  Woodtoard. 
selling  an  indecent  book,  it  would  be  presumed  to  be  the  act  of  the 
master,  who  was  keeping  indecent  books  for  sale ;   and  the  liability 


^  of  a  master  for  the  act  of  his  servant  in  supplying  drink  to  a  constable 


on  duty  arises,  not  by  virtue  of  an  express  statutory  enactment  that 
»  he  should  be  liable,  but  because  to  permit  him  under  such  circum- 

I  stances  to  avail  himself  of  a  plea  that  he  was  ignorant  of  his  servant's 

i  acts  would  be  contrary  to  the  whole  spirit  of  legislation  on  the  subject." 

S6me  gi/ofii-criminal  cases  there  are  where  the  master  is  liable  for  ^®?o' 
the  act  of  his  servant.    For  example,  in  The  King  v.  Dixon^  it  was  ^^^^^ 
}  held  that  if  a  master  baker  puts  alum  in  his  bread  he  is  Uable  criminally 

i  for  injurious  consequences  brought  about  by  his  servant's  disregard  of 

his  instructions.    The  chief  head  of  this  gwosi-criminal  responsibility 
is  found  in  the  cases  under  the  revenue  laws.    A  master  is  answerable 
for  the  illegal  act  of  his  servant,  if  within  the  scope  of  his  probable 
i  authority,   and  done  for  the  master's  benefit.    Thus,  in  Attorney-  A.-O.  v. 

(  General  v.  Siddon,^  where,  after  the  detection  of  smuggled  tobacco  ^**'*^* 

I  concealed  in  a  cellar,  a  servant  in  his  master's  absence  procured  a 

\  permit  by  which  he  intended  to  protect  the  goods  from  seizure,  the 

f  master  was  held  liable  for  the  penalty  attached  to  the  offence  of  un- 

(  duly  using  a  permit ;   because  "  this  is  not  properly  a  criminal  pro- 

j  ceeding ;    but,  as  a  civil  proceeding  for  the  debt  of  the  Crown,  it  is 

penal  in  its  nature,  as  are  also  informations  for  penalties  on  the  statute 
;  of  usury,  or  against  a  master  for  the  giving  unstamped  receipts  by 


1  Woodgate  v.  KmUMvU,  2  T.  R.  148;  HardcaaUe  v.  Bielby,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.,  per 
CJoUins,  J..  712. 

2  Foster,  Cr.  Cas.  125 ;  as  to  the  criminal  liability  of  the  sheriff,  Woodgate  v. 
KruUchbuU,  2  T.  R.  148.     Ante,  271. 

3  E.g.,  Brown  v.  Foot,  61  L.  J.  M.  C.  1 10. 

4  25  Q.  B.  D.  412.  There  is  a  discussion  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  acts  and 
declarations  of  an  agent  may  affect  his  principal  criminally  in  Lord  MdviUe'd  case, 
29  How.  St.  Tr.  747  et  eeqq, 

ft  3M.&S.  n.  •  lTyr.4i. 
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his  servant.  Whether  the  information  here  is  penal  or  civil  in  its 
nature,  the  act  of  the  servant  is  by  law  to  be  considered  as  done  by 
the  master,  if  it  is  within  the  scope  of  the  probable  authority  which 
must  be  considered  to  be  given  by  the  master  to  the  servant,  for  the 
carrying  on  the  business  of  the  former."  ^  In  criminal  proceedings 
for  libel,  too,  a  sale  by  the  servant  in  the  shop  of  the  master,  without 
the  knowledge,  privity,  or  concurrence  of  the  master  in  the  sale,  or 
even  without  a  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  Ubel  sold,  is  sufficient 
evidence  to  convict  the  master,  though  Uable  to  be  contradicted.* 
So  also  where  a  pubUc  nuisance  is  caused  by  the  way  in  which  a  man^s 
servants  conduct  his  business,  the  master  is  indictable.'  As  Holroyd 
says  arguendo  in  Lyon  v.  Mells :  *  "  Where  a  bricklayer's  servant  leaves 
the  rubbish  of  his  work  in  the  street,  the  master  is  indictable  for  the 
nuisance,"  as  he  is  also  under  the  special  language  of  particular  Acts 
of  Parliament.*  As  a  general  principle,  however,  in  the  absence  of 
special  legislative  provision,  where  proceedings  are  a  prosecution  for 
a  crime,  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  act  of  his  servant.* 

The  apphcation  of  the  principle  Respondeat  superior  outside  the 
realm  was  considered  in  The  M,  Moxham?  An  English  company 
possessed  a  pier  in  a  Spanish  port,  which  was  injured  by  an  English 
ship  being  driven  against  it,  through  the  negligence  of  the  crew.  If 
the  law  of  Spain  were  applicable  the  shipowners  were  not  liable.  The 
plaintiff's  contention  was  that  the  ship  carried  the  principle  of  Re- 
spondeat superior  with  her  to  Spain.  This  contention  was  overruled 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  "  One  can  understand,"  said  James,  L-J., 
'^that  a  contract  between  master  and  servant,  or  the  relations 
between  principal  and  agent,  may  affect  a  contract  made  by  the  agent 
qua  agent  with  foreigners,  that  is  to  say,  it  may  affect  the  nature  and 
extent  of  his  agency ;  but  the  liability  of  one  man  to  answer  for  the 
acts  of  another  in  matters  of  tort  seems  a  thing  which  cannot  be  carried 
by  the  agents  into  a  foreign  country.  If  I  take  my  coachman  to 
France,  and  he,  in  driving  my  carriage,  injures  a  carriage  in  France, 
I  do  not  take  with  me  the  law  of  Respondeat  superior  so  as  to  make 
me  liable.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  we 
are  trying  the  question  does  not  apply,  but  it  is  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  act  is  done  which  does  apply." 

If  there  is  a  contract  between  master  and  workmen  for  vrork  to 
be  executed  in  a  foreign  country,  by  the  construction  of  the  contract 
the  English  law  may  be  incorporated  and  become  applicable ;  failing 
proof  of  this,  the  local  law  governs.® 

1  Lx,,  per  Bayley,  J.,  49. 

2  J2ca;  V.  Alnum,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  838,  5  Burr.  2686.  See  The  Queen  v.  HoibrwJt, 
3  Q.  B.  D.  60,  4  Q.  B.  D.  42  ;  Emmens  v.  PoOle,  16  Q.  B.  B.  354,  which  was  discussed 
in  VizeteUy  v.  Mudie's  Limited,  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  170. 

3  The  Queen  y.  SUphens,  L.  B.  1  Q.  B.  702.  See  also  Commonwealth  ▼.  Stevens, 
153  Mass.  421,  25  Am.  St.  B.  647.  «  5  East,  432. 

5  E.g,,  MuUins  v.  CoUins,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  292 ;  Bedgaie  v.  Haynes,  1  Q.  B.  D.  89 ; 
Cundy  y.  Lecocq,  13  Q.  B.  B.  207  ;  Bond  v.  Evans,  21  Q.  B.  B.  249  ;  and  the  discussioQ 
of  these  cases  in  Somerset  v.  Wade,  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  674;  Commissioners  of  Police  v. 
Cartman,  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  656;  CoUman  y.  Mills,  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  396 ;  Coppen  y.  Moore, 
No.  2,  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  306  ;  Emary  v.  NoUoth,  (1903)  2  K.  B.  264.  See  also  JfoMey  y. 
Morriss,  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  412.  For  breach  of  excise  law,  2  Will.  IV.  c.  16,  s.  13,  aflfecting  the 
master  with  criminal  responsibility,  seet  he  Advocaie-Oeneral  y.  Oranl,  15  Dunlop,  980. 

6  Newman  v.  Jones,  17  Q.  B.  D.  132 ;  Hosford  v.  Maekey,  (1897)  2  I.  R.  292.  See 
as  to  a  proceeding  under  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  128,  Chishdm  v.  Doulton,  22  Q.  B.  D.  736  ; 
also  Budd  v.  Lucas,  (1891)  1  Q.  B.,  per  Pollock,  B.,  412.  »  1  P.  D.  107. 

8  Lloyd  y.  Guibert,  L.  R.  I  O.  B.  115;  In  re  Mi^^uri  Steamship  Co,  42  Cbu  D, 
321 ;  Prikhard  y,  Ifarton,  106  U,  S,  (16  Otto)  124, 


•       CHAPTER  III. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  EMPLOYER'S  LIABILITY  WHERE  WORK 
IS  DONE  UNDER  AN  INDEPENDENT  CONTRACT. 

The  relation  between  contractor  and  employer  is  much  more  com- 
plicated than  that  between  master  and  servant ;  and  legal  opinion  on 
the  subject,  after  having  undergone  considerable  fluctuations,  has  at 
length  settled  itself,  in  a  course  of  decision,  quite  opposite  to  the  hue 
of  the  earlier  cases. 

For  a  time  there  was  an  incUnation  to  favour  the  proposition  that  View  formerly 
a  person  is  answerable  for  injury  arising  in  executing  work  that  he  has  prevalent, 
employed  another  to  do ;  ^  and  to  hold  that  the  question  whether  a 
man  were  contractor  or  servant  made  no  difference  in  the  liability  of 
his  employer.^ 

The  tendency  then  changed,  and  ultimately  the  view  was  adopted  View  accepted 
that  limited  the  liabihty  of  the  owner  of  premises  to  those  acts  which  at  present, 
he  definitely  authorises,  or  that  are  in  the  nature  of  a  nuisance  which  he 
permits.    Li  the  words  of  Lord  Westbury :  ^   "It  would  create  con-  Dictum  of 
fusion  in  all  things  if  you  were  to  say  that  the  man  who  employs  ^^, 
others  for  the  execution  of  such  a  work,  or  the  man  who  is  a  party  to  Westbury. 
the  employment,  has  no  right  whatever  to  believe  that  the  thing  will 
be  done  carefully  and  well,  having  selected,  with  all  prudence,  proper 
persons  to  perform  the  work,  but  that  he  is  still  under  an  obligation 
...  to  interpose  from  time  to  time  in  order  to  ascertain  that  that 
was  done  correctly  and  properly,  the  business  of  doing  which  he  had 
rightfully  and  properly  committed  to  other  persons."     It  is  the  progress 
of  legal  authority  from  the  former  to  the  latter  of  these  views  that 
we  have  now  to  consider. 

The  leading  case  on  the  earlier  view  of  the  law  is  Bush  v.  Steinman}  Bush  v. 

A  having  a  house  by  the  roadside,  contracted  with  B  to  repair  it.     The  ^^»»"w»w« 

materials  were  to  be  furnished  by  0  and  D.    D's  servant  brought  a 

quantity  of  lime  and  placed  it  in  the  road ;    the  plaintiff's  carriage 

was  driven  against  it  and  upset.     The  Court  held  A  liable  for  the 

damage  sustained.    At  the  trial,  Ejn-e,  C.J.,  had  nonsuited ;    on  the 

motion  he  changed  his  opinion :    "  Though  I  still  feel  difficulty  in 

stating  the  precise  principle  on  which  the  action  is  founded,  I  am 

1  Eyre,  C.J.,  in  Buah  v.  SUinman,  1  B.  &  P.  407,  says,  indeed,  this  "  seems  to  be 
too  large  and  loose  ** ;  but  no  other  principle  is  substituted  as  the  betsis  of  the  decision, 
a  Per  Eyre,  C.  J.,  1  B.  &  P.  408. 

3  Danidv.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  61. 

4  (1709)  1  B.  &  P.  404  ;   HUliard  v,  Richardson,  69  Mass.  349  ;    Bigelow,  L.C.,  on 
Torts,  636. 
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satisfied  with  the  opinion  of  my  brothers."  ^  Three  cases  were  relied 
on — Stone  v.  Cartwrighiy^  Littledale  v.  Lord  LonsdalCy^  and  a  case 
stated  upon  the  recollection  of  BuUer,  J.  Stone  v.  Cartwright  was  a 
case  of  injury  done  upon  the  land  of  the  defendant's^  principal,  and 
by  the  principal's  servants  ;  the  actual  decision  being  that  an  action 
must  be  brought  '*  against  the  hand  committing  the  injury,  or  against 
the  owner  for  whom  the  act  was  done."  ^  A  case  that  proceeds  on  the 
assumption  of  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  is  no 
authority  where  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  exist.* 

The  next  case  is  Littledale  v.  Lord  Lonsdale?  "  Lord  Lonsdale's 
colliery  was  worked  in  such  a  manner  by  his  agents  and  servants 
(or  possibly  by  his  contractors,  for  that  would  have  made  no  difference), 
that  an  injury  was  done  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  his  Lordship  was 
held  responsible.  Why  ?  Because  the  injury  was  done  in  the  course 
of  his  working  the  colliery."  The  acts  done  were  on  the  property  of 
the  defendant,  and  were  done  in  the  course  of  working  mines  (for 
which  purpose  the  land  was  occupied),  and  were  in  the  nature  of  a 
nuisance  interfering  with  the  property  of  a  neighbour.  If  the  working 
was  by  agents  or  servants  in  the  method  prescribed  by  the  master,  a 
difference  of  the  rule  appUcable  is  apparent.  For  the  reasoning 
proceeds  from  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  to  a  relation  not 
that  of  master  and  servant.  Its  validity  is  therefore  dependent  on  the 
identity  of  two  relr-tions ;  and  this  identity  does  not  in  fact  exist. 
The  case  is  accordingly  distinguishable  from  Bv^h  v.  Steinman  ;  and 
the  decision  must  be  sustained  on  independent  grounds. 

The  third  case  was  one  "  my  brother  Buller  recollects."  ®  *'  It  was 
this  :  a  master  having  employed  a  servant  to  do  some  act,  the  servant 
out  of  idleness  employed  another  to  do  it,  and  that  person,  in  carrying 
into  execution  the  orders  which  had  been  given  to  the  servant,  com- 
mitted an  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  for  which  the  master  was  held  liable." 
The  facts  as  given  are  very  vague.  Assuming  that  the  case  was  well 
decided,  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  is  stated  to  exist,  a  relation 
that  may  be  sufficient  for  the  decision,  and  which  did  not  exist  in  Busk 
V.  Steinman.  It  would  also  be  necessary  to  presume  an  authority 
empowering  the  servant  to  delegate  his  duties.® 

Other  cases  were  referred  to  by  the  other  judges,  which  may  be 


1  B.  &  P.  408. 

0  T.  R.  411.     See  per  Kelly,  C.B.,  Weir  v.  Bamett,  3  Ex.  D.  32, 40. 

1  B.  &  P.  407. 

"  He  hired  and  dismissed  the  colliers  at  his  pleasure,"  6  T.  R.  411. 
Per  Lord  Kcnyon,  C.J.,  6  T.  R.  412. 
'^  The  relation  between  master  and  servant  as  commonly  exemplified  in  actions 

brought  against  the  master  is  not  sufficient  "  :  per  Eyre,  C.J.,  1  B.  &  P.  406. 

7  1  B.  &  P.  407.  This  case  is  reported  as  Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  LilUedale  in  2  H.  BL 
267,  299,  and  is  on  the  point  that  a  peer  of  Parliament,  having  pleaded  in  chief 
to  a  bill  cited  .against  him  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  oaiinot  ftfterwards  assign  for 
error  that  he  oui^ht  to  have  been  sued  by  original  writ  and  not  by  bill.  The  facts  may, 
however,  be  collei'ted  from  the  pleadings  set  out  in  the  report.  Those  in  tlie  text  axe 
taken  from  Eyre,  C.J.*s,  judgment  in  Bush  v.  Steinman.  See  note  to  Jordeson  v. 
Sutton,  <if.  0(^  Co.,  (1899)  2  Ch.  233. 

8  1  B.  &  P.  408. 

9  *'  If  I  select  a  ]K»rson  in  whom  I  place  confidence,  can  he  employ  another  7  "  j»cr 
Ix)rd  C'nmpbcll,  ('.J.,  Sadler  v.  Ilcnlock,  4  E.  &  B.  575.  This  point,  if  it  needs  decision, 
has  boon  definitely  decided  in  America.  A  servant,  not  having  express  authority  to 
employ  other  servants,  engaged  one  G  to  assist  him  in  moving  a  crate  of  crockery. 
Through  the  negligence  or  inefficiency  of  G,  combined  Ti-ith  carelessness  of  the  servant 
himself,  the  crate  was  overturned.  Held,  that  the  employer  was  not  liable,  as  the 
acts  done  were  outside  the  servant's  authority.  Jewell  v.  Grand  Trunk  liy.  Co,,  55 
N.  H.  84. 
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classed  either  as  acts  don6  by  servants  or  agents  under  efficient  con- 
trol of  the  defendants,  or  as  nuisances  created  upon  the  premises  of  the 
defendants,  and  causing  injury  to  the  plaintiffs. 

In  Bush  V.  Steinman  the  servant  of  the  lime-burner  was,  in  no  Special  facts 
ordinary  sense,  the  servant  of  the  defendant.    There  was  no  nuisance  ]oJ?"**  ^' 
on  the  defendant's  land.     The  Ume  was  not  on  the  defendant's  land 
at  all,  and  he  had  no  control  over  the  person  who  placed  it  where  it 
actually  was  placed. 

Heath,  J.,  takes  the  short  ground:^  "All  the  sub-contracting  Judgment  of 
parties  were  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant."    This  is  almost  the  ^^j^**^"^*'  ^^ 
terms  of  a  statement  of  the  proposition  that  a  person  is  answerable  for  stdnman. 
any  injury  arising  in  the  execution  of  work  which  he  has  employed 
another  to  do.    Rooke,  J.,  states  the  same  proposition  in  different 
words  :  ^  "  The  person  from  whom  the  whole  authority  is  originally 
derived  is  the  person  who  ought  to  be  answerable,  and  great  incon- 
venience would  follow  if  it  were  otherwise." 

This  position  has  long  since  ceased  to  be  law ;   though  two  Nisi 
Prius  cases  before  Lord  Ellenborough,  gave  sanction  to  it. 

In  Sly  V.  Edgley,^  defendant,  who  owned  cottages  which  were  %  v. 
subject  to  be  overflowed,  employed  a  bricklayer  to  sink  a  sewer  in  the  '®^^- 
street.  The  bricklayer  was  negligent,  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 
The  defence  was  that  the  bricklayer  was  not  the  servant  to  the  defend- 
ant. Lord  Ellenborough  is  reported  to  have  said  :  '*  It  was  the  rule  of 
Respondeat  superior,  what  the  bricklayer  did  was  by  the  defendant's 
direction."  Probably  this  was  so ;  the  case  would  then  not  differ 
from  Sadler  v.  Henlock,^  and  may  be  thus  sustained.  But  the  marginal 
note  is  :  "  If  a  person  employs  a  tradesman  to  do  any  work  for  him, 
and  in  the  execution  of  it  the  tradesman  or  his  servants  by  their 
negligence  cause  an  injury  to  any  one,  the  person  employing  them  is 
liable  for  the  injury  arising  from  such  neglect."  This  is  not  borne  out 
by  the  case  as  reported  ;  and,  if  it  were,  has  long  since  been  held  to  be 
incorrect. 

The  other  Nisi  Prius  case  is  MaUkew  v.  West  London  Waterworks  Matthew  v. 
Co,^    Defendant  contracted  with  pipelayers  to  lay  down  pipes  for  the  ^^J^^^^^ 
conveyance  of  water  through  the  streets  of  the  city.     The  pipelayers'  q^^ 
workmen  were  negligent;    and  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  recover ;  though  no  reason  is  given. 

Maule,  J.,  in  Overton  v.  Freeman,^  alluding  to  this  decision,  says  :  Maule,  J.'s, 
"  It  is  but  a  Nisi  Prius  case  ;  the  report  is  short  and  imsatisfactory ;  comment. 
and  the  particular  circumstances  are  not  detailed." 

Leslie  v.  Pounds''  can  be  maintained  altogether  independently  ot^*ev. 
Bush  V.  Steinman,  and,  therefore,  lends  no  support  to  it.  Defendant  ^^""^• 
was  the  proprietor  of  a  house  ;  Daniels  was  his  lessee,  who,  for  about 
six  months  previously  to  the  action  being  brought,  had  ceased  to 
occupy  in  order  to  have  the  house  thoroughly  repaired ;  the  repairs 
were  done  at  the  expense  of  the  lessee,  but  under  the  superintendence  of 
the  defendant.  Defendant  had  been  remonstrated  with  by  the  local 
authority  on  the  dangerous  state  of  a  cellar-door  opening  in  the  pave- 
ment ;  he  had  promised  to  take  care  of  it,  and  had  put  some  boards 
over  the  cavity  as  a  temporary  covering.    These  got  displaced  ;   the 

1  1  B.  &  P.  408.  a  1  B.  &  P.  410. 

3  6  Esp.  (N.  P.)  6.     Espinasse  is  a  notoriously  untrustworthy  reporter. 

4  4  E.  &  B.  670.  »  3  Camp.  403. 
6  lie.  B.  867,  872.  '  4  Taunt.  649. 
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plaintiff  fell  into  the  cellar  and  was  hurt.  The  Court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  recover,  for  "the  defendant  takes  on  himself  these 
repairs,  not  as  the  agent  of  Daniels,  but  as  the  landlord  of  the  house." 
The  defendant  had  personally  interfered  about  his  own  property,  and 
therefore  the  fact  that  he  had  an  agreement  about  it  with  a  third 
person  became  immaterial.  Neither  of  the  grounds  on  which  Bush  v. 
Steinman  was  decided — ^that  all  the  sub-contracting  parties  were  in 
the  employ  of  the  defendants  ;  and  that  the  case  was  within  the  rule  |j 
of  the  three  authorities^ — has  any  material  bearing  on  the  decision  i| 

in  Leslie  v.  Pounds.  ' 

In  Bush  V.  Steinman,  Heath,  J.,  says :  ^   "  Where  a  person  hires 

a  coachman  upon  a  job,  and  a  job-coachman  is  sent  with  it,  the  person 

who  hires  the  coach  is  liable  for  any  mischief  done  by  the  coachman 

while  in  his  employ,  though  he  is  not  his  servant."    This  is  predsely 

Laugher  Y.      the  point  raised  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer.^    At  the  trial,  Abbott,  C.J., 

Pointer,  directed  a  nonsuit.     A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  granted.     On  the 

argument,  the  judges  differing,  the  case  was  directed  to  be  argued 

before  the  twelve  judges,  all  of  whom,  except  the  Chief  Baron,  met 

for  that  purpose  in  Serjeant's  Inn  Hall.     Judgment  was  ultimately 

given  by  the  judges  of  the  King's  Bench ;   when  Littledale,  J.,  and 

Judgments  of  Abbott,  C.J.,  Were  for  discharging  the  rule,  Holroyd  and  Bayley,  J  J., 

Holroydajd    holding  the  nonsuit  to  be  wrong.    Holroyd  and  Bayley,  JJ.,  founded 

*^  ®^'  themselves  on  the  authority  of  Bush  v.  Steinman^  whioh  was  cited  for 

the  propositions  that  "  responsibiUty  is  not  confined  to  the  inmiediat-e 

master  of  the  person  who  committed  the  injury,  and  that  the  action 

may  be  brought  against  the  person  from  whom  the  authority  flows  to 

do  the  act,  in  the  negUgent  execution  of  which  the  injury  has  arisen."  * 

Those   propositions   being  established,   it  was   argued  that  liability 

followed. 

Judgment  of         Littledale,  J.,  controverts  this  in  two  ways — ^First,^  by  an  examina- 

Littiedale,  J.  ^jqj^  q{  authorities  tending  to  show  that  the  owner  of  the  horse  would 

be  liable  ;   and  (since  *'  the  law  does  not  recognise  a  several  hability 

in  two  principals  who  are  unconnected  ")  hable  to  the  exclusion  of  the 

traveller.     Secondly,   by  drawing  the  distinction  that  in  jBt^A    v. 

Steinman  "  the  injury  was  done  upon  or  near  and  in  respect  of  the 

property  of  the  defendants,  of  which  they  were  in  possession  at  the  time. 

And  the  rule  of  law  may  be  that  in  all  cases  where  a  man  is  in  possession 

of  fixed  property  he  must  take  care  that  his  property  is  so  used  and 

managed  that  other  persons  are  not  injured,  and  that  whether  his 

property  be  managed  by  his  own  immediate  servants  or  by  contractors 

or  their  servants."  •    Smith  v.  Lawrance '  came  before  the  same  Judges 

that  had  differed  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer ;   the  facts  were  identical, 

except  that  the  horses  were  post-horses,  and  not  job-horses.     This 

1  Stone  V.  Cart  Wright,  6  T.  R.411;  Sari  of  Lonsdale  v.  Littledale,  2  H.  Bl.  267  ; 
BuUer,  J.'s,  case,  1  B.  &  P.  408. 

2  1  B.  &  P.  409. 

3  ( 1826)  5  B.  &  C.  547.  The  case  of  charterers  of  ships  and  shipowners  was  referred 
to  in  the  judgments ;  with  reference  to  this  class  of  cases,  Fenton  v.  DvJUin  Steam 
Packet  Co.,  8  A.  &  E.  835,  and  Daly  ell  v.  Tyrer,  E.  B.  &  E.  899,  may  be  looked  to. 

4  Per  Holroyd,  J.,  6  B.  &  C.  5G7. 
R  5  B.  &  C.  558  ;  Fletcher  v.  Braddick,  2  B.  &  P.  (N.  R.)  182.     As  to  this  case  8«e 

the  note  aiUe,  222.  Nicholson  v.  Mouncey,  15  East,  384  ;  Sammell  v.  Wright,  6  £sp 
(N.  P.)  263  ;  Bean  v.  Branthtoaite,  5  Esp.  (N.  P.)  36. 

fi  L.C,  660.  Cp.  White  v.  Jameson,  L.  B.  18  Eq.  303,  and  Saxby  v.  Manchester 
Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire  By,  Co,,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  198.  * 

7  (1828)  2  Man.  &  Ry.  (K.  B.)  1. 
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distinction  was  taken  hold  of  hy  Bayley,  J.,  as  showing  that  "  they 
are  taken  never  to  be  out  of  the  possession  of  their  actual  owner/' 
and  the  Court  unanimously  held  the  defendant  liable. 

In  Quarman  v.  BumeU,^  where  the  horses  were  job-horses,  the  Quarman  v. 
view  of  Littledale,  J.,  and  Abbott,  C.J. — ^viz.,  that  the  hirer  was  not,  ^^rneu. 
but  the  job-master  was  liable — ^was  adopted,  and  has  since  been 
followed. 

The  reasons  given  for  the  rule  of  law  suggested  by  Littledale,  J.,  View  of 
as  applicable  to  fixed  property,  Parke,  B.,  says  *  "  appear  to  us  to  be  ^^^tl^lf  *' 
quite  satisfactory ;  and  the  general  proposition  above  referred  to  "  (i.e.,  "j.,  pre-    * 
that  a  person  is  liable  for  any  injury  which  arises  from  the  act  of  vails. 
another  person,  in  carrying  into  execution  that  which  that  other 
person  has  contracted  to  do  for  his  benefit,  and  not  merely  for  the  acts 
of  his  own  servant),  '*  upon  which  only  can  the  defendants  be  liable 
for  the  acts  of  persons  who  are  not  their  servants,  seems  to  us  to  be 
untenable." 

Among  the  cases  referred  to  in  Qiuinnan  v.  Burnett  is  Randleson  BandUson  v. 
V.  Mwrray?    A  warehouseman  employed  a  master  porter  to  remove  Murray, 
a  barrel  horn  his  warehouse.    The  master  porter  employed  his  own 
men  and  tackle ;  through  the  negligence  of  the  men  the  tackle  failed, 
the  barrel  fell  and  injured  the  plaintiff.    The  argument  was  that  the 
men  whose  negligence  caused  the  injury  were  not  the  servants  of  the 
warehouseman,  or  that  at  least  the  question  was  for  the  jury.^    Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  considered  that,  "  had  the  jury  in  this  case  been  asked 
whether  the  porters,  whose  negligence  occasioned  the  accideht,  were 
the  servimts  of  the  defendants,  there  can  be  no  doubt  they  would  have 
found  in  the  afl&rmative."    Littledale,  J.,  probably  having  in  his 
mind  the  rule  he  suggested  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  was  of  opinion  that  it 
made  *'  no  difference  whether  the  persons  whose  negligence  occasions  the 
injury  be  servants  of  the  defendant,  paid  by  daily  wages,  or  be  brought 
to  the  warehouse  by  a  person  employed  by  the  defendant."    Had  the 
jury  taken  Lord  Denman's  view  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  justice 
of  the  decision.    It  is  perhaps  with  reference  to  the  other  view,  that 
the  men  were  not  the  servants  of  the  warehouseman,  that  Pollock,  C.B.,  Pollock, 
sajrs  in  Murphy  v.  GarcMi :  ^  "  The  case  of  Randleson  v.  Murray  seems  CB.'s,  com- 
at   variance   with  the    currcDt  of    authority."     Lord  Denman,  in^*®*^ 
commenting  on  Randleson  v.  Murray  in  MiUigan  v.    Wedge,^  sajrs :  j^^ 
"  The  work  was,  in  effect,  done  by  the  defendant  himself  at  his  own  Denman's. 
warehouse ;  if  he  chose,  instead  of  keeping  a  porter,  to  hire  one  by 
the  day,  he  did  not  thereby  cease  to  be  liable  for  injury  done  by  the 
porter  while  under  his  control."    Considered  from  this  point  of  view, 
the  case  accords  with  the  later  authorities.' 

1  (1840)  6  M.  &  W.  499.  It  was  attempted  to  carry  the  cases  somewhat  farther  in 
M^LcatgfUin  v.  Pryor,  4  M.  &  G.  48,  but  Tindal,  C.J.,  held  that  the  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  who  sat  on  the  box  and  assented  to  the  wrongful  action  of  the  post-boys, 
made  him  dominua  pro  tempore.  ShieUe  v.  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  By.  Co.,  18  Dunlop, 
11 99,  is  a  Scotch  decision  in  point.  See  also  Muse  v.  Stern,  3  Am.  St.  R.  77.  In  Joneji 
V.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  14  Q.  B.  D.  890,  Quarman  v.  Burnett  was  followed,  de- 
fendants being  held  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  a  water-cart  supplied 
to  them  with  a  horse  under  contract.  Grove,  J.'s,  opinion  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  cases  of  a  master  lending  a  general  servant  for  a  consideration  and  lending 
him  gratuitously  was  overruled  in  Donovan  v.  Laing,* Wharton,  and  Down  Construction 
Syndicate,  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  629.  2  6  M.  &  W.  511.  3  8  A.  &  £.  109. 

4  Brady  v.  Oiles,  I  Moo.  &  R.  494.  fi  3  H.  &  C.  465. 

6  12  A.  &  E.  737,  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  741. 

7  In  Peadtey  v.  Bowland,  13  C.  B.  186,  Maule,  J.,  says :  "  Bandleson  v.  Murray 
was  not  the  case  of  a  public  wrong,  but  some  one  caused  a  boiird  to  fall  upon  the 
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MUligan  v. 
Wedge, 


Martin  v. 
Temperley. 


Rapsonv, 
Cubiti, 


MiUigan  v.  Wedge^  marks  the  first  recession  from  the  doctrine 
advanced  by  Littledale,  J.,  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer  (of  a  special  rule 
attributable  to  real  property)  and  adopted  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Qtiarman 
V.  Burnett.  Referring  to  the  latter  case,  Lord  Denman,  C.J.,  says : 
'^  It  may  be  another  question  whether  I  should  agree  in  all  the  remarks 
delivered  from  the  bench  in  that  case  ;  if  I  felt  any  doubt,  it  would 
be,  whether  the  distinction  as  to  the  law  in  the  cases  of  fixed  and  of 
movable  property  can  be  relied  upon." 

In  MUligan  v.  Wedge,^  the  buyer  of  a  bullock  employed  a  licensed 
drover  to  drive  it.  The  drover  employed  a  boy.  Damage  was  done 
by  the  bullock  through  the  boy's  careless  dnving.  The  case  was 
argued  on  the  ground  taken  in  Bush  v.  Steinman — "  the  person  from 
whom  the  whole  authority  is  originally  derived,  is  the  person  who 
ought  to  be  answerable,  and  great  inconvenience  would  follow  if  it 
were  otherwise  "  ^ — ^but  the  Court  adhered  to  the  opinion  of  Littledale, 
J.,  and  Abbott,  C.J.,  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  Qiuirman  v.  BumeU,  and  held  that  the  drover  was  "  a 
person  carrying  on  a  distinct  employment  of  his  own," '  and  that, 
unless  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  exist  between  the  owner  of 
the  bullock  and  the  hcensed  drover,  the  act  of  the  one  creates  no 
liability  in  the  other.* 

It  was  sought,  but  unsuccessfully,  to  bring  the  facts  in  Martin  v. 
Temperley  ^  within  the  rule  in  MiUigan  v.  Wedge.  The  owner  of  a  baige 
hired  two  licensed  persons  to  navigate  it ;  by  their  negligent  management 
plaintiff's  boat  was  inj  ured.  The  distinction  was  taken  that  in  MUligan 
V.  Wedge  the  drover  was  pursuing  a  separate  trade,  while  in  Martin  v. 
Temperley  the  men  were  merely  servants  selected  out  of  a  number  limited 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  among  whom  "the  defendant  had  the  power  of 
selection,  though  from  a  limited  number ;  and  no  case  has  gone  so  far 
as  to  decide  that  the  person  hired  ceases  to  be  the  servant  of  the  person 
hiring  if  he  is  necessarily  selected  from  a  number,  though  hmited."  • 

The  decision  in  Rapson  v.  Cubitt''  was  entirely  on  the  ground  that 
the  relation  between  the  defendant  and  the  person  through  whom  the 
injury  occurred  was  that  of  contractor  and  sub-contractor,  Mid  not  that 
of  master  and  servant.  Defendant,  a  builder,  was  employed  to 
alter  a  building.  He  made  a  sub-contract  with  a  gasfitter,  through 
whose  negligence  there  was  an  explosion  which  injured  the  plaintiff. 

plaiiitifif ;  it  did  not  appear  that  the  place  where  the  accident  happened  was  a  public 
way ;  and  Lord  Benman  said  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  whether  the  persons 
who  caused  the  mischief  were  the  servants  of  the  defendant,  employed  by  him  to  do 
the  work  in  the  particular  way  they  did.  No  doubt  a  man  may  maintain  an  action  for 
an  injury  negligently  occasioned  to  him  in  a  place  where  he  lawfully  was  at  the  time, 
and  in  some  instances,  and  under  some  circumstances — as  in  the  much-contested  cases 
of  the  dog-spears  and  the  spring-gun — in  places  where  he  was  trespassing.*' 

1  12  A.  &E.  737,  per  Lord  Denman,  C.J. ,740.  «  1  B.  &  P.,  per  Rooke,  J..  4ia 

3  Per  Littledale,  J.,  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  6  B.  &  C.  666. 

*  See,  too,  Cuthbertson  v.  Parsons,  12  C.  B.  304,  where  commissioners  under  an 
Act  of  Parliament  entered  into  an  arrangement  with  steamboat  proprietors  to  provide 
boats.  Held,  that  the  commissioners  were  not  liable  on  the  occurrence  of  an  accident. 
Cuthbertson  v.  Parsons  is  decided  on  its  special  facts,  and  does  not  seem  to  elucidate 
any  principle. 

6  4  Q.  B.  298.  Slater  v.  Mersereau,  64  N.  Y.  138 ;  also  a  curious  case  where 
defendant,  an  undertaker,  was  sued  for  damage  done  to  i)laintiff  by  a  carriage  in  the 
procession  owned  by  the  driver  ;  the  driver  was  held  to  be  a  sub-contractor  :  Bonifaet 
V.  Relyea,  6  Rob.  (S.  C.  N.  Y.)  397  ;  30  How.  (N.  Y.)  Pr.  467.  The  Scotch  Court  of 
Session,  in  McLean  v.  Russell,  12  Dunlop,  887,  dissented  from  Bush  v.  Steinman^  and 
followed  Rapson  v.  Gubitt. 

6  Per  Patteson,  J.,  4  Q.  B.  310.  '  (1842)  9  M.  &  W.  710. 
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Parke,  B.,  said  :  "  The  true  rule  on  this  subject  was  laid  down  by  this  Liability  is 
Court  in  the  case  of  Quarman  v.  Burnett,  which  is  directly  in  point,  ^hl^xt^nc" 
and  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the  present  case.     The  Court  there  of  the  relation 
said  :    '  The  Uability  by  virtue  of  the  principle  of  relation  of  master  of  master  and 
and  servant  must  cease  when  the  relation  itself  ceases  to  exist ;  and  no  '^rvant. 
other  person  than  the  master  of  such  servant  can  be  liable  on  the 
simple  ground  that  the  servant  is  the  servant  of  another,  and  his  act 
the  act  of  another  ;  consequently,  a  third  person  entering  into  a  contract 
with  the  master,  which  does  not  raise  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  at  all,  is  not  thereby  rendered  liable.'  "    Parke,  B.,  takes 
the  occasion  to  reiterate  his  adhesion  to  Littledale,  J.'s,  doctrine  with  . 
reference  to  a  different  rule  being  applicable  to  real  and  to  movable 
property.     It  would  seem,  that  on  this  principle  an  action  was  main- 
tainable against  the  builder's  employer ;    unless  the  plaintiff,  being 
their  servant,  were  disentitled  to  bring  it. 

In  Burgess  v.  Gray^  the  facts  bore  a  great  resemblance  to  Bush  v.  Burgess  v. 
Steinman.  The  owner  of  premises  adjoining  a  highway  employed  ^^y- 
one  Palmer  to  make  a  drain.  Palmer's  men  put  gravel  on  the  highway, 
in  consequence  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  question  was 
whether  there  was  evidence  that  the  defendant  "  sanctioned  the  placing 
of  the  nuisance  on  the  road" ;  ^  the  Court  held  that  there  was.  The 
case  is  important  as  showing  an  anxiety  not  to  base  the  decision  on  the 
controverted  doctrine  of  Bush  v.  Steinmar^,  and  to  prefer  the  simpler 
and  more  indubitable  ground  that  the  defendant  had,  by  his  acts,  made 
an  admission  that  he  was  exercising  dominion. 

AUen  V.  Hayward^  is  another  case  where  the  wrongful  act  was  done  Allen  y, 
in  relation  to  real  property,  yet  the  Queen's  Bench  held  the  defendants  Bayward. 
not  liable.  "  On  a  careful  reference,"  says  Lord  Denman,  C. J.,  "  to 
Laugher  v.  Pointer*  (in  which  the  opinions  delivered  by  Lord  Tenterden 
and  Littledale,  J.,  must  be  taken  to  lay  down  the  correct  law),  Randieson 
V.  Murray,^  Quarman  v.  Burnett,*  MiUigan  v.  Wedge,'^  and  Rapsan  v. 
Cubitt,^  it  seems  perfectly  clear  that,  in  an  ordinary  case,  the  con- 
tractor to  do  works  of  this  description  [i.e.,  the  diversion  of  a  creek]  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  a  servant,  but  a  person  carrying  on  an  inde- 
pendent business,  such  as  the  conunissioners  were  fully  justified  in 
employing  to  perform  works  which  they  could  not  execute  for  them- 
selves, and  who  was  known  to  all  the  world  as  performing  them."  • 

We  have  seen  that  the  original  ground  on  which  Bush  v.  Steinman 
was  decided — ^that  the  person  from  whom  the  whole  authority  is 
originally  derived  is  the  person  who  ought  to  be  answerable — ^has, 
on  nearly  every  occasion  on  which  it  has  been  alluded  to,  been 
reflected  on. 

In  Reedie  v.  L.  dk  N.  W.  Ry.  Co}^  the  alternative  suggested  by  Little-  Reedie  v. 
dale,  J.,  came  up  for  discussion — whether  where  a  man  is  in  possession  ^-  ^  ^-  ^• 
of  fixed  property  he  must  take  care  that  his  property  is  so  used  or  ^^*  ^^' 
managed  that  other  persons  are  not  injured,  and  that  irrespective  of 

1  (1845)  1  C.  B.  578.  a  Per  CresBwell,  J.,  593. 

3  (1840)  7  Q.  B.  9G0.  4  5  B.  &  C.  547. 

B  8  A.  &  E.  109.  6  6  M.  &  W.  490. 

7  12  A.  &  E.  737.  8  9  M.  &  W.  710. 

9  For  Scotch  cases  see  Nisbctt  v.  Dixon,  (1852)  14  Dunlop  973  ;  Cleghom  v.  Taylor, 
(1856)  18  Dunlop  664,  commented  on  in  Camjiell  v.  KennMy^  3  Ma<?ph.  121,  and 
LaurerU  v.  Lord  AdtH)cate.,  7  Ma<'ph.  607. 

10  (1849)  4  Ex.  244.  See  two  American  cases,  McOuUaugh  v.  Shoneman,  105  Pa.  St. 
169 ;  Stevens  v.  Armstrong,  6  N.  Y.  435,  and  a  Canadian  case,  Kearney  v.  Oakcs,  18  Can. 
S.C.K.  148. 
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whether  his  property  be  managed  by  his  own  immediate  servants  or 
by  contractors  with  them  or  their  servants.    A  railway   company 
contracted  for  the  construction  of  a  bridge  over  a  highway.     The 
contractor's  workmen  negUgently  allowed  a  stone  to  fall,  which  killed 
Rolfe,  B.*s,     a  person  passing  beneath  the  bridge.    Rolfe,  B.,  deUvered  the  con- 
judgment,       sidered  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer — ^Parke,  B.  (who  had  on 
several  occasions  expressed  approval  of  Littledale,  J.'s,   suggested 
distinction)  having  been  present  and  taken  part  in  the  argument : 
'^  On  full  consideration,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is 
no  such  distinction  [i.6.,  between  the  habiUties  attaching  to  movable 
and  the  Uabihties  attaching  to  real  property]  unless,  perhaps,  in  cases 
where  the  act  complained  of  is  such  as  to  amoimt  to  a  nuisance  ;  ^  aad, 
in  fact,  that,  according  to  the  modem  decisions,  BiLsh  v.  Steinman  must 
be  taken  not  to  be  law,  or,  at  all  events,  that  it  cannot  be  supported 
on  the  ground  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded/*     In 
some  cases  it  may  be  that  the  owner  of  real  property  is  so  responsible. 
Application     ^'  But  then,  his  liabiUty  must  be  founded  on  the  principle  that  he  has 
of  the  rule  to    not  taken  due  care  to  prevent  the  doing  of  acts  which  it  was  his  duty 
real^^property  ^  prevent,  whether  done  by  his  servants  or  others.     If,  for  instance, 
'  a  person  occupying  a  house  or  a  field  should  permit  another  to  carry  on 
there  a  noxious  trade,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance  to  his  neighbours,  it  may 
be  that  he  would  be  responsible,  though  the  acts  complained  of  were 
neither  his  acts  not  the  acts  of  his  servants.    He  would  have  violated 
the  rule  of  law  sic  utere  tuo  ut  cdienum  non  Icsdas,    This  is  referred  to  by 
Cresswell,  J.,  in  deUvering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Bench  in  Ricii  v.  Basterfield,^  as  the  principle  on  which  parties  possessed 
of  fixed  property  are  responsible  for  acts  of  nuisance  occasioned  by  the 
mode  in  which  property  is  enjoyed."     "  The  wrongful  act  here  could  not 
in  any  possible  sense  be  treated  as  a  nuisance.     It  was  one  single  act  of 
negUgence  ;   and  in  such  a  case  there  is  no  principle  for  making  any 
distinction  by  reason  of  the  negligence  having  arisen  in  reference  to 
real  and  not  to  personal  property."    A  subsidiary  point,  decided  by 
Power  of         Reedie  v.  i.  d  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  should  be  noticed.     By  the  contract  for 
removing  ^      ^^^  construction  of  the  works  the  railway  company  had  the  power  of 
workmen  does  removing  Workmen  appointed  by  the  contractor,  who  was  yet  not 
not  render      considered  under  their  control.     We  must  conclude  from  the  case  that 
employer        ^  provision  of  this  description  does  not  make  the  owner  of  the  property 
responsible  for  the  workman's  neghgence. 

Another  proposition  involved  in  Reedie  v.  L,  dk  N.  W.  Ry,  Co,  is, 
that  the  rule  of  Respondeat  superior  is  appUcable  only  to  the  immediate 
superior  of  the  person  who  does  the  injury,  and  that  there  can  be  no 
more  than  one  such  responsible  superior  for  the  same  subordinate  at 
the  same  time  and  in  respect  of  the  same  transaction. 
Knight  Y.  In  Knight  v.  Fox,^  which  followed  Reedie  v.  L.  &  N.  W,  Ry.  Co.^ 

^ox.  the  distinction  was  taken  that  the  contractor  was  the  servant  of  the 

defendants,  as  he  was  paid  an  annual  salary.  The  defendants  had 
entered  into  a  distinct  contract,  by  which  their  general  servant  had 
specifically  agreed  to  supply  scaffolding  for  a  fixed  sum,  independent 
of  his  general  salary.     The  accident  arose  from  a  defect  of  this  scafEold. 

1  "  That  moans  a  nuisance  as  coimected  with  a  man*s  house  or  with  his  fixed 
property,"  per  Parke,  B.,  Knight  v.  Fox^  5  Ex.  724.  Butt,  J.,  in  The  £ur€tpean^ 
10  P.  D.  101,  soenis  unconscious  that  the  views  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Qitarman  v.  Bumettl 
have  been  subverted  by  subsequent  decisions. 

2  4  0.  B.  802.  3  (1850)  6  Ex.  721. 
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The  Court  defined  the  question  for  decision  to  be  whether  the  negligent  Double 
act  by  which  the  injury  was  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  was  done  in  the  l^^^^-^j^^j 
capacity  of  the  defendants'  servant,  or  whether  the  admittedly  general  contractor, 
servant  of  the  defendants  "  was  acting  in  the  character  of  a  sub- 
contractor," and  "  did  the  work  on  lus  own  individual  account."  ^ 
Overton  v.  Freeman^  was  governed  by  Knight  v.  Fox,  from  which  the  Overton  y. 
Court  said  they  were  unable  to  distinguish  it ;  and  Peachey  v.  Rowland  ^  ^'•««^»- 
merely  added  to  the  number  of  authorities.    Maule,  J.,*  in  the  course  jif,^^^' 
of  the  argument  in  that  case,  thus  limits  his  view  of  the  absolute 
liability  of  contractors :  *'  If  the  thing  complained  of — ^that  is,  the  work 
which  the  defendants  procured  to  be  done — could  not  be  done  otherwise 
than  in  an  unlawful  manner,  no  doubt  they  would  be  responsible  for 
the  consequences." 

The  soundness  of  this  Umitation  was  questioned  in  Elks  v.  Sheffield  Where  the 
Gas  Consumers'  Co}    Defendants  made  a  contract  to  break  open  ^^^^^^^^j. 
streets  for  the  purpose  of  laying  gas-pipes.     There  being  no  legal  wise  than  in 
excuse  for  brealang  open  the  streets,  the  work  involved  creating  a  ^  unlawful 
pubUc  nuisance.    An  accident  having  happened,  the  objection  was  ™*^'^®'- 
taken  that  the  cause  was  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  con-  ^^Ji^  q^ 
tractors.    To  this  Lord  Campbell  said  :   "  Mr.  Jones  argues  for  a  pro-  Consumers' 
position  absolutely  untenable,  namely,  that  in  no  case  can  a  man  be  Co. 
responsible  for  the  act  of  a  person  with  whom  he  has  made  a  contract. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  if  the  contractor  does  the  thing  which  he  is 
employed  to  do,  the  employer  is  responsible  for  that  thing  as  if  he 
did  it  himself.     I  perfectly  approve  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited.' 
In  those  cases  the  contractor  was  employed  to  do  a  thing  perfectly  lawful : 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not  subsist  between  the  employer 
and  those  actually  doing  the  work ;   and  therefore  the  employer  was 
not  Uable  for  their  negUgence.    He  was  not  answerable  for  anything 
beyond  what  he  employed  the  contractor  to  do,  and,  that  b^ing  lawful, 
he  was  not  liable  at  all.     But  in  the  present  case  the  defendants  had 
no  right  to  break  up  the  streets  at  all."     "  It  would  be  monstrous  if  the 
party  causing  another  to  do  a  thing  were  exempted  from  liabiUty  for 
that  act,  merely  because  there  was  a  contract  between  him  and  the 
person  immediately  causing  the  act  to  be  done."    The  rest  of  the  Court 
concurred.'' 

In  Gay  ford  v.  NichoUs  ®  the  defendant  contracted  with  a  builder  to  Oayford  v. 
erect  buildings  on  the  border  of  his  land,  which  abutted  on  land  and  NicholU. 
certain  modern  buildings  of  the  plaintiff.  In  doing  the  work  the 
plaintiff's  wall  was  thrown  down,  and  bricks  and  other  material  fell 
upon  defendant's  land  and  were  carted  away  by  the  contractor's 
workmen.  The  County  Court  judge  at  the  trial  said  :  •  "If  the  jury 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  workmen,  whilst  they  were  on  the  land 
by  the  defendant's  permission,  had  from  want  of  due  care  injured  the 

1  L.c,  per  Alderson,  B.,  726.  a  (1851)  11  C.  B.  867. 

3  (1853)  13  C.  B.  182.  The  marginal  note  in  this  report  states  the  principle  of  the 
decision  too  generally  ;  per  Lord  Campbell,  Sadler  v.  Henlock,  4  E.  &  B.  573. 

4  L.c.  186. 

fi  (1853)  2  E.  &  B.  767.     The  same  point  is  decided  in  Con^reve  v.  Morgan,  6  Duer 
(N.  Y.)  496,  affirmed  svb  nam,  Congreve  v.  Smith,  18  N.  Y.  79.     See  arUe,  416. 
fl  Knight  v.  Fox  ;  Overton  v.  Freeman  ;  Peachey  v.  Rowland. 

7  The  Canadian  case  of  Walker  v.  McMillan,  (1882)  6  Can.  S.  C.  R.  241,  is  on  a 
similar  point.  Defendant  was  there  held  liable  for  his  contractor's  act  because  the 
work  executed  was  itself  illegal.  Gwjmne,  J.,  however,  dissented  in  a  judgment, 
where  he  reviews  both  the  ^ngusb  »Qd  Am^ricdD  authorities. 

8  (1854)  9  Ex.  702,  »  i^.c,  pw  Pwke,  B.,  708. 
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plaintiff's  property,  or  had  carried  away  the  plaintiff's  materials,  the 
defendant  would  be  liable  for  those  acts."  This  was  held  a  mis- 
direction. Parke,  B.,  said  :  "  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  no  action 
would  lie  against  him  unless  he  carried  away  the  materials  himself,  or 
imless  that  was  done  by  some  servant  authorised  by  him  to  do  so  as 
his  servant." 

An  attempt  was  made  in  Sadler  v.  Henlock  ^  to  carry  the  reasoning 
applicable  to  independent  employment  to  an  extreme  by  treating 
as  a  contractor  a  common  laoourer  employed  for  five  shillings  to 
clean  out  a  ditch.  To  this  Lord  Campbell,  C. J.,  answers  :  *  "  The 
defendant  might  have  said :  *  Fill  up  the  hole  in  the  road,  but  not  as  you 
are  now  doing  it,  lest  when  a  horse  goes  over  the  place  he  may  be  injured.* 
Pearson  was  therefore  the  defendant's  servant,  and  if  so  cadit  qwBstioJ*'* 
The  practical  effect  of  this  decision — though  this  is  not  absolutely 
expressed — ^is,  that  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  employment  must 
be  looked  to,  and  that  the  real  effect  of  the  actual  relation  existing 
must  not  be  lost  sight  of,  by  seizing  on  the  circumstance  of  a  special 
payment  or  a  special  term,  such  as  a  provision  for  supervision  or  for 
dismissal,  that  does  not  go  to  the  root  of  the  relation.*  In  short, 
as  Crompton,  J.,  put  it,  the  question  is,*  "  Whether  the  defendant 
retained  the  power  of  controlling  the  work  ?  " 

Steel  V.  S.  E.  Ry,  Co}  is  another  illustration  of  the  principle. 
The  work  being  done  under  a  contract  and  no  negligence  being  shown, 
the  fact  that  the  defendants'  surveyor  directed  the  thing  to  be  done 
was  treated  as  an  immaterial  circumstance,  there  being  a  contract 
regulating  what  was  done. 

it  There  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  owner  where  plant  or  material 
has  been  hired  (and  with  it  the  men  who  have  charge  of  the  working 
while  in  the  use  of  the  owner),  when  an  injury  occurs  through  negligence 
while  in  charge  of  the  hirer ;  •  and  it  has  been  decided,  and  is  self- 
evident,  that  where  such  an  accident  occurs  and  the  owner's  men  have 
not  ascertained  for  themselves  the  safety  of  a  direction  given  to  them 
in  the  course  of  the  work,  by  the  person  entrusted  with  the  duty  of 

t  (1865)  4  E.  &  B.  670.  See  MaHin  v.  TemperUy,  4  Q.  B.  312  :  "  It  is  naid  that  a 
difference  arises  where  the  workman  is  paid  so  much  for  doing  the  whole  job.  But 
the  defendant  might  pay  either  for  a  given  time  or  a  given  work ;  and  the  men  here 
were  as  much  under  the  defendant's  control  as  a  gentleman's  coachman  is  under  that 
of  his  master."     Cp.  Donovan  v.  Laing,  Wharton,  and  Down  Construction  Syndic4itc^ 

(1893)  1  Q.  B.  G29,  and  the  American  cases,  Morgan  v.  Smiih,  159  Mass.  670,  and 
Charlock  v.  Freely  126  N.  Y.  367,  where  the  test  question  is  said  to  be.  Had  the  defendant 
the  right  to  control  in  the  given  particular,  the  conduct  of  the  person  doing  the  wrong. 

3  4  E.  &  B.  677. 

3  As  was  said  in  Cuff  v.  Newark  and  New  York  Ry,  Co.,  6  Vroom  (N.  J.),  17,  cited 
in  Bigelow,  L.C.,  on  Torts,  664  :  "  The  point  of  inquiry  was  not  under  what  circum- 
stances was  the  owner,  who  lets  the  p€U-ticular  contract,  exempt  from  liability  for  the 
negligence  of  the  employees  of  the  contractor.  The  question  of  liability  dcmended 
upon  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  incident  to  which  was  the  power  to  select  the 
servant,  direct  him  in  the  performance  of  his  work,  and  to  discharge  him  when  found 
incompetent ;  and  also  the  duty  to  so  control  his  acts  that  no  injury  might  be  done  to 
third  persons."  4  4  £.  &  B.  678. 

5  (1856)  16  C.  B.  660.  The  head-note  of  this  case  is  incorrect.  The  ground  of  the 
decision  is  that  if  the  direction  given  by  the  company's  superintendent  had  heen 
obeyed  by  the  contractor's  men,  the  domage  complained  of  would  not  have  occurred  : 
see  per  Jervis,  C.  J.,  662. 

6  Donovan  v.  Laing,  Wharton  and  Down  Construction  Syndicate,  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  629  ; 
OldfiM  v.  Fumess,  Withy  «fc  Co.,  9  Times  L.  R.  616  (C.  A.) ;  Murray  v.  Currie^  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  24 ;   WaUis  v.  Hine,  4  Times  L.  R.  472  (C.  A.) ;   Union  Steamship  Co.  v.  Claridg^ 

(1894)  A.  C.  186,  discussed  by  Williams,  L.J.,  Marrouf  v.  Flimby,  4><J.  Co.,  (1898)  2 
Q.  B.  607. 
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giving,  or  abstaining  from  giving,  the  order  (in  the  actual  case  the 
hirers),  there  is  no  liability  on  the  owner  ;  since  the  giver  of  the  order 
has  the  duty  of  seeing  to  the  propriety  of  it.^ 

Jones  V.  ScuUara^  has  a  certain  superficial  resemblance  in  its  Jones  v. 
facts  to   Quarman  v.   Burnett.     The  livery-stable   keeper  supplied  ^*^^"'» 
the  coachman,  but  the  defendant  used  his  own  brougham,  horse  and  ^"^^i-^^f 
harness ;    he  provided  the  livery  worn  by  the  coachman,  who  had  the  hirer, 
never  before  driven  the  horse  supplied.    Lord  Russell  of  Killowen,  C.  J., 
distinguished  the  cases  and  concluded  :    "  The  principle,  then,  to  be 
extracted  from  the  cases  is  that,  if  the  hirer  simply  applies  to  the 
liverjr-stable  keeper  to  drive  him  between  certain  points  or  for  a  certain 
period  of  time,  and  the  latter  supplies  all  necessary  for  that  purpose, 
the  hirer  is  in  no  sense  responsible  for  any  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  driver.    But  it  seems  to  me  to  be  altogether  a  different  case  where 
the  brougham,  the  horse,  the  harness  and  the  livery  are  the  property 
of  the  person  hiring  the  services  of  the  driver  "  ;  in  a  case  of  that  sort 
there  is  at  least  evidence  to  warrant  a  jury  in  concluding  that  the 
driver  is  the  servant  of  the  hirer  and  not  of  the  livery-stable  keeper. 
In  Waldock  v.  Winfield  ^  the  conclusion  was  the  other  way.    There,  Waldoek  v. 
there  was  a  contract  under  the  terms  of  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  W^^fi^- 
held  that  the  defendant  who  had  contracted  with  ironfounders  to  do 
their  cartage  was  hable  for  the  driver's  negUgence  while  engaged  in 
the  work.    No  new  view  of  law  was  expressed.    On  the  facts  the  Court 
were  satisfied  that  defendant  had  not  parted  with  the  control. 

"  The  right  to  take  the  work  out  of  a  man's  hands  is  one  thing  ;  the 
right  to  say  that  he  is  to  continue  the  work  and  direct  him  during  its 
continuance  is  another.  It  is  only  in  the  latter  case  the  right  to 
control  exists,  and  the  existence  of  that  right  is  the  test  of  hability."  * 

The  distinction  between  the  liabihty  of  one  who  contracts  to  do  a 
thing,  and  that  of  one  who  merely  receives  a  delegation  of  authority 
to  act  for  another,  is  fundamental.     If  an  agency  is  an  undertaking  Distinction 
to  do  the  business,  and  the  contract  looks  mainly  to  the  thing  to  be  between  an 
done,  and  is  for  the  due  use  of  all  proper  means  of  performance,  the  "fg^^^rk"^ 
responsibility  of  the  agent  extends  to  all  necessary  and  proper  means  and  agent  to 
to  accomplish  the  object  by  whomsoever  used.    But  if  the  agency  is  whom  an 
no  more  than  a  delegation  of  authority  to  act  for  another,  and  provides  ^^j °"*^ ^ 
only  for  the  immediate  services  of  the  agent,  and  for  his  faithful  delegated, 
conduct  as  representing  his  principal,  the  responsibility  of  the  agent 
ceases  with  the  limit'  of  the  personal  services  undertaken.^    It  has 
also  been  decided  that  a  stipulation  that  work  shall  be  done  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  employer's  engineer  is  not  evidence  of  such  an 
assumption  of  a  right  to  control  the  details  and  method  of  doing  work 
as  will  render  the  principal  liable  for  the  negligent  way  of  doing  the 
work  by  the  sub-contractor  or  his  servant.* 

1  WiUon  V.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  24  Sc.  L.  R.  640. 

a  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  665,  (distinguished  in  Dcuwr  v.  Tosher,  22  Times  L.  R.^303,  which 
was  over-ruled  in  C.  A.  23  Times  L.  R.  269),  but  followed  in  \Perkins  v.  Stead,  23 
Times  L.  R.  433.  3  (1901)  2  K.  B.  696,  709. 

4  Per  Williams,  J.,  Paterson  v.  Fleming,  23  N.  Z.  L.  R.  676. 

6  Exchange  National  Bank  v.  Third  National  Bank,  112  U.  S.  (6  Davis)  276.  For 
a  collection  of  the  cases  on  the  principle  that  for  the  acts  of  a  sub-agent  the  principal 
is  liable,  but  for  the  acts  of  the  agent  of  an  indQpQn4ent  contractor  hQ  is  not  liable, 
see  Story  on  Agency,  §  464. 

•  PoweU  V.  Construction  Co.,  17  Am.  St.  R.  926, 
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It  is  often  said  that  the  liabiUty  of  the  master  for  accident  happening 
to  his  servant  has  been  treated  on  too  narrow  a  basis.  Liability  is  not 
traceable  to  principles  peculiar  to  the  relation  of  master  and  servant; 
it  is  rather  referable  to  the  wide  common  law  generalisation  that  where 
fault  is  there  is  liability  :  culpa  tenet  suos  auctores  tantum  ;  and  in 
the  absence  of  fault  there  is,  jmmd  facie  at  any  rate,  an  absence  of 
liabiUty.^ 

The  law,  it  is  true,  in  some  cases  fixes  a  sort  of  constructive  fault 
which  carries  with  it  liability  even  where  superficially  there  is  no 
imputation  of  blame.  Nevertheless  the  broad  rule  is  that  unless  fault 
is  shown  there  is  no  liabiUty ;  and  that  loss  Ues  where  it  falls.  For 
example,  the  duties  of  an  owner  of  fixed  property,  in  respect  of  the 
condition  of  that  property,  arise  out  of  general  principles  that  govern 
all  legal  relationships,  and  not  out  of  a  contract  or  any  special  relation 
with  the  person  injured.^  So,  too,  when  we  turn  to  those  special  duties 
which  the  law  casts  on  masters  with  regard  to  the  safety  of  their 
servants,  while  working  upon  premises,  or  with  machinery,  we  sec 
that  they  are  only  a  class  of  duties,  considered  more  in  detail,  or  on 
which  more  attention  is  concentrated  as  more  frequently  arising,  that 
fall  under  the  principle  which  governs  the  master's  relations  to  the 
world  at  large  that  where  fault  is  there  is  liabiUty. 

A  common  view  is,  that  the  UabiUty  of  the  master  arises  from  the 
contract  made  with  the  servant ;  but  the  oorUradt  is  evidenced  by  the 
terms  of  it,  and  the  terms  of  providing  against  danger  or  accident 
seldom,  if  ever,  appear.  Then  it  is  contended,  that  the  requisite 
terms  to  effect  the  object  in  view  are  impUed.  But  why  ?  in  what  way  ? 
And,  if  impUed,  why  is  not  every  duty  from  the  master  to  the  servant 
implied  ?  Such  a  method  of  interpretation  will  extend  the  law  of 
contracts  indefinitely,  and  will  cause  needless  compUcations  in  what 
is,  after  all,  a  simple  matter.  The  master  is  Uable  to  the  servant 
in  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  and  further,  he  is  Uable  in  respect  of 
those  occurrences  which  take  their  rise  from  the  existence  of  the 
contract  just  as  if  no  contract  existed  and  the  rights  of  the  parties 
were  regulated  by  the  general  rules  of  the  common  law. 

For  example,  as  regards  the  liabiUty  of  the  master  for  his  personal 
jiegligence,  or  for  the  condition  of  pren^ises  or  machinery,  it  is  com- 

1  Cp.  Pollock  and  Maitland,  Hist,  of  B^g.  {iaw,  2ad.  ^.  vol  ii.  528. 
«  Ferrier  y.  Trepqnnier,  24  Can.  S.  0,  R;  8§,  101, 


CHAP.  IV.]       MASTER'S  DUTY  TO  HIS  SERVANT.  609 

prehended  in  the  few  simple  principles  that  regulate  his  liability 

with  regard  to  the  outside  world.     The  master  is  liable  for  personal 

negligence  whereby  hurt  is  caused  to  his  servant ;   so  is  one  servant 

liable  for  injury  caused  to  another  servant ;   so  is  the  master  for  his 

own  personal  negUgence  to  the  world  at  large.    The  master  further 

is  liable  when  he  knows,  or  should  know,  that  Ms  premises  or  machinery 

are  unsafe,  and  when  the  servant  is  ignorant  of  the  fact ;  ^  so  is  the 

master  to  the  outside  world  when  an  accident  happens  from  their 

having  business  relations  with  him.     In  short,  the  duty  which  the  Master's  duty 

master  owes  the  servant  is  just  the  same  that  he  owes  to  every  other  the  same  as 

person  with  whom  he  has  business  relations;    he  must  not  conceal  ^^^^^^****® 

from  him  dangerous  circumstances  which,  if  known,  might  cause  him  world 

to  alter  his  position,  nor  personally  be  negUgent  in  any  respect.  generally, 

For  damage  caused  by  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  employment  the  but  not  liable 
master  is  not  hable  at  common  law.    First,  because  there  is  no  fault  to  the  servant 
of  the  master ;   second,  because  the  risk  arises  out  of  the  very  thing  ea^^^bythe 
to  be  done — ^the  coming  in  contact  with  agencies  that  may  be  dangerous  ordinary 
and  men  who  may  be  negligent,  with  respect  to  which  the  master  can  risks  of  the 
exercise  no  protective  power,  or  does  not  contract  to  do  so ;   third,  ^"^P'oy^®'^*- 
because  workmen  imdertaking  a  work  must  be  supposed  to  have  a 
prevision  of  its  ordinary  risks  as  well  as  of  its  labours,  and  as  they 
secure  by  their  engagements  remimeration  for  the  one,  they  must  be 
held  to  secure  insurance  in  their  wages  against  the  other.    Or,  to 
state  the  matter  more  briefly,  there  are  two  presumptions  made  in 
actions  arising  out  of  alleged  breach  of  duty  by  the  master  to  the 
servant  in  the  circumstances  of  his  work.     First,  that  the  master  has 
discharged  his  duty  by  providing  suitable  appliances  for  the  business. 
Second,  that  the  servant  has  assumed  all  the  usual  and  ordinary 
hazards  of  the  business.    And  till  one  of  these  at  least  is  displaced 
by  evidence  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  servant  against  a 
master  for  injury  suffered  in  the  course  of  his  employment ;    that  is, 
such  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  at  common  law  and  independent 
of  statutory  modification.     Bearing  in  mind  these  cautions,  then, 
we  have  now  to  consider  those  cases  which  work  out  the  duty  owing 
to  the  servant  by  the  master  in  respect  (1)  of  the  dangerous  condition 
of  property,  machinery,  or  tools,  and  (2)  of  his  own  personal  neghgence. 


I.  The  Duty  owing  to  the  Servant  by  the  Master  in  Respect  l  Duty 
OF  THE  Dangerous  Condition  of  Property,  Machinery,  oR^^^^^e 

L  OOLS .  servant  in 

respect  of  the 
Two  Scotch  cases  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Paterson  v.  WaUacey^  and  ^^^^^f 
Brydon  v.  Stewart,^  first  authoritatively  elucidate  this  principle.     In  property, 

madunery, 
1  OriffUhs  V.  London  and  8t.  Katharine  Docks  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  269 ;    Oroves  ▼•  or  tools. 
FuUer,  4  Times  L.  R.  474. 

a  (1864)  1  Maoq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  748.  In  Voae  v.  Lanes,  db  Y.  By.  Co.,  2  H.  &  N. 
732,  Pollock,  C.B.,  commenting  on  Lord  Cran worth's  statement — **  It  is  the 
master's  duty  to  be  careful  that  his  servant  is  not  induced  to  work  under  a  notion 
that  tackle  or  machinery  is  staunch  and  secure,  when  in  fact  the  master  knows,  or 
ought  to  knonf,  that  it  is  not  so ;  and  if  from  any  negligence  in  this  respect  damage 
arises,  the  master  is  responsible  "•-'Says  i  **  That  is  merely  the  dictum  of  the  Loid 
Chancellor  in  a  Scotch  case,  not  a  d^lQiQR  ol  ^b9  House  of  it'O^s,"  T^o  Ic^w  has, 
however,  long  been  se  eatablisbedt 
8  2  Maoq,  («,  1^,80^)80. 
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Paierson  v.  Wallace,  the  cause  of  action  was  that  the  husband  of  the 
puisiiei  had  lost  his  life  by  reason  of  the  masteis'  negligence,  in  haviiig 
carelessly  left  a  large  stone  on  the  roof  of  a  mine  in  so  dangerous  s 
position  that  it  fell  on  the  workman  while  engaged  in  digging  out  coal, 
and  killed  him. 
i-  The  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  pursuer  to  succeed  must  establish 
^  two  propositions.  First,  that  the  stone  was  dangerous  owing  to  the 
neghgence  of  the  master  ;  secondly,  that  the  workman  whose  life  was 
fo^eited,  lost  it  by  reason  of  that  negligence,  and  not  by  reason  of 
rashness  on  his  own  part. 

As  to  the  first  point.  It  is  good  law,  said  Lord  Cranworth,  C.,^ 
that  if  "  the  defenders'  manager  had  failed  in  his  duty  in  timeouslj 
directing  the  stone  in  question  to  be  removed,  it  would  afford  no 
defence  that  Paterson  [the  deceased]  continued  to  work  after  the  orders 
for  the  removal  of  the  stone  had  been  ultimately  given." 

The  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  turned  on  the  fact  that  the  case 
had  been  withdrawn  from  the  jury  by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  who  himself 
decided  the  fact  against  the  pursuers,  that  the  death  was  occasioned 
by  the  workman's  own  rashness.  The  House  pointed  out  that  the  case 
was  not  to  be  disposed  of  without  findings  by  the  jury,  and  indicated  th? 
issues  that  must  be  submitted  to  them.  In  the  course  of  the  argument. 
Lord  Brougham  remarked :  "  Workmen  in  mines  are  proverbially 
reckless.  This  makes  it  incumbent  on  the  masters  of  such  men  to  be 
more  than  ordinarily  careful  ":  a  dictum  probably  based  on  the  opinioD 
of  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope,  who  in  the  Court  below  said  :  **  We 
have  had  occasion  to  lay  down  the  doctrine  that  mere  rashness  on  the 
part  of  the  workmen  would  not  exclude  a  claim  of  reparation  if  the 
employer  had  neglected  his  duty."  ^  In  moving  the  judgment  of  the 
House  the  Lord  Chancellor  notices  this :  "  It  is  said  that  by  the 
law  of  Scotland  the  master  is  bound  to  provide  against  the  rasbnes 
of  his  workmen  ;  and  I  see  in  one  of  the  learned  judges'  opinions  an 
expression  which  might  give  countenance  to  such  a  notion.  But  witl 
great  deference  to  that  learned  judge,  I  apprehend  the  propoaition 
is  one  which,  as  matter  of  law,  can  never  be  sustained.  In  England. 
in  Scotland,  and  in  every  civilised  country,  a  party  who  rashly  rushes 
into  danger  himself,  and  thereby  sustains  damage,  cannot  say  to  the 
master,  '  This  is  owing  to  your  negligence.'  As  a  question  of  fact 
it  may  very  well  be  laid  down  that  that  which  would  be  reasonably 
treated  as  rashness  in  other  persons  might  not  be  treated  as  rashnes 
in  a  workman,  if  the  master  knew  that  the  rashness  was  of  a  kind 
which  workmen  ordinarily  exhibit ;  and  that,  perhaps,  was  all  the 
learned  judge  meant.'* 

►  j  Some  expressions  dropped  in  this  case  have  been  alleged  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  rule  first  laid  down  in  Priestley  v.  Fomer  ;  *  and 
,  in  Potts  V.  Phinketty^  Lefroy,  C.  J.,  is  reported  as  saying  :  "  The  decisioB 
in  that  case  [Paterson  v.  Wallace]  did  not  rest  upon  any  supposed 
warranty  on  the  part  of  the  employer,  but  upon  the  fact  thiat  the 
employer  virtually  knew  and  was  aware  of  the  cause  by  whicb  the 
mischief  which  occurred  was  occasioned  ;  because  the  person  to  whom 
he  had  delegated  the  superintendence  of  the  mine  was  called  upon  and 
warned,  by  the  persons  employed  in  the  mine,  of  the  danger  to  whieti 

1  lMacq.(H.L.Sc.)757. 

9  Referred  to  in  a  note  to  1  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  753i 
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they  were  exposed  from  the  stone  overhanging  their  heads,  the  fall  of 
which  ultimately  occasioned  the  accident  which  happened.  .  .  .  The 
superintendent,  however,  disregarding  that  warning,  compelled  the 
men  under  him  to  go  on  with  the  work ;  and  as  the  master  is  liable, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  for  the  acts  and  defaults  of  those  whom  he 
places  in  his  stead,  and  to  whom  he  deputes  his  authority,  in  that  case 
the  master  was  properly  held  liable."  This  is  manifestly  an  inaccurate  Criticiaed. 
statement  of  the  law  ;  for  had  the  superintendent  been  negUgent,  the 
negligence  would  have  been  that  of  a  fellow  servant  within  the  rule, 
and  the  employer  would  not  have  been  Uable ;  and  further,  the  authority 
of  Priestley  v.  FowlcTy  though  saved  by  the  interpretation  of  the  C.J. 
from  destruction  in  one  way,  would  to  a  great  extent  have  perished 
through  the  interpretation  that  was  to  have  saved  it.^ 

The  real  ground  on  which  Paterson  v.  Wallace  was  decided  is  better  Ground  of 
stated  in  the  argument  than  in  the  judgment  in  Potts  v.  PlunkeU,    In  p^^"^ 
Paiefson  v.  Wallace  the  employers  ought  to  have  known  that  the  con-  Wallace, 
dition  of  the  works  was  insecure ;   for  the  jury  found  the  death  was 
occasioned  by  the  unsafe  state  of  the  roof  of  the  mine,  and  the  negh- 
gence  or  unskilfulness  of  the  owners  in  having  left  it  so  when  the 
workmen  were  sent  to  work  there.    Had  there  not  been  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  the  case  might  have  been  considered  to  conflict  with 
certain  aspects  of  Priestley  v.  Fowler.    The  finding  of  the  jury  lurought 
it  under  the  limitation  of  that  rule  which  excepts  matters  in  which  the 
employer  has  a  personal  responsibiUty.    The  master  is  not  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  his  superintendent ;  but  he  is  bound  to  see  that  his  Master 
works  are  suitable  for  the  operations  he  carries  on  at  them ;   and  he  ^^"{|^  *^.?®® 
cannot,  by  leaving  the  supervision  of  his  works  to  his  superintendent,  ability  of  his 
escape  liability  :  for  the  duty  is  one  of  which  he  cannot  divest  himself,  works  for  the 
If  the  superintendent  is  negligent  the  master  is  not  answerable  for  the  ^rati^to 
superintendent's  negligence  if  he  has  done  his  best  to  secure  one  who  at  them, 
is  competent  and  has  secured  one  whom  he  thinks  to  be  so.     If  the 
appliances  he  supplies  for  working  are  not  recusonably  suitable,  the 
neglect  is  the  master's.    That  this  was  the  law  before  the  decision  in 
Smith  V.  Baker  may  have  been  arguable,  but  the  acceptance  there  of 
the  proposition  that  "  a  master  is  responsible  in  point  of  law,  not  only 
for  a  defect  on  his  part  in  providing  good  and  suifficient  apparatus, 
but  also  for  his  failure  to  see  that  the  apparatus  is  properly  used  "  * 
appears  to  be  final ;    and  does  not  conflict  with  Lord  Cairns,  C.'s, 
dictum :  ^  "  The  master  has  not  contracted  or  undertaken  to  execute 
in  person  the  work  connected  with  his  business.    The  result  of  an 
|,         obligation  on  the  master  personally  to  execute  the  work  connected 
i.         with  his  business,  in  place  of  being  beneficial,  might  be  disastrous  to 
his  servants,  for  the  master  might  be  incompetent  personally  to  per- 
I         form  the  work,"  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  master's  indefeasible 
personal  liability  for  the  securing  an  eflicient  scheme  and  appliances 
I         of  work  any  more  than  a  trustee's  duty  to  consult  experts  in  making 
I         his  investments  excludes  his  duty  to  apply  his  own  personal  judgment 
[        in  their  selection.*    Yet,  if  the  appliances  with  which  the  men  have 
I         to  work  are  not  reasQnably  suitable,  the  neglect  is  the  master's. 


1  See  WiUon  v.  Merry,  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  326. 
a  Per  Lord  Wateon.  (1891 )  A.  C.  363. 

3  Wildon  V.  Merry,  L.  R.  1  So.  App.  332. 

4  Learoyd  ▼.  Whiteley,  12  App.  Cas.  727.    The  point  18  fuUy  dieciifi«e4  Canmfa 
WoQlkn  Mm  y.  Traflm,  3d  Can.  8.  a  R.  424. 
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The  decision  in  Paterson  v.  Wallace  may  be  better  appreciated  by 
comparing  it  with  HaU  v.  Johnson  ^  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  The 
facts  are  ahnost  identical.  The  second  comit  of  the  declaration  aet 
out  that  the  defendants  neglected  to  see  that  ''  the  person  by  them 
employed  to  see  that  the  roof  of  the  mine  was  made  secure  for  the 
safety  of  the  plaintifE  should  be  a  fit  person  to  be  so  employed.'*  As 
to  tins  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  '  is  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  such  neglect,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  person  chosen  was 
negUgent  was  not  sufficient,  since  it  was  only  the  negUgence  of  a  fellow 
servant ;  and  that  did  not  import  UabiUty.  There  was  also  a  count— 
and  it  is  in  this  that  the  likeness  to  Paterson  v.  WaUaoe  consists — setting 
out  that  "  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendants  to  work  for 
them  in  an  imderground  passage  in  a  coal  mine  which  the  defendants 
possessed,  which  passage  was  dangerous  and  imsafe  for  the  plainti£ 
to  work  in,  on  account  of  the  roof  of  the  passage  being  liable  to  fall 
down  upon  him  while  he  was  so  working,  unless  reasonable  and  proper 
care  and  precautions  were  taken  by  the  defendants  to  prevent  such 
roof  from  faUing,  of  all  which  premises  the  defendants  had  notice  and 
knowledge."  The  evidence  did  not  sustain  this,  as  it  showed  that 
"  the  mine  had  been  worked  in  the  ordinary  course  for  the  last  six 
years."  ^  The  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  thus  clear.  In 
Paterson  v.  Wallace,  there  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the 
master  had  been  personally  negligent  in  respect  to  the  condition  d 
the  works,  raised  by  the  presence  of  facts  that  were  consistent  with 
negligence ;  in  HaU  v.  Johnson,  from  the  admitted  facts,  the  master 
could  not  be  presumed  to  be  personally  neghgent,  for  "  the  mine  had 
been  worked  in  the  ordinary  course  for  the  last  six  years."  The 
negligence  proved  was  the  negUgence  of  a  workman  not  shown  to  be 
incompetent ;  therefore  the  employer  was  not  liable.  It  is  true  that 
in  Paterson  v.  Wallace,  as  in  all  the  earlier  cases,  expressions  occur  which 
must  be  referred  to  the  very  indeterminate  notions  prevalent  as  to 
the  responsibiUty  of  the  employer  for  the  negUgence  of  a  superintendent 
(this  is  true  also  of  Hall  v.  Johnson  itself) ;  but  the  real  ground  of 
decision  is,  that  there  was  an  aUegation  of  the  personal  n^Ugence  of 
the  master,  and  facts  that  required  to  be  determined  by  a  jury  in  the 
one  case ;  while  in  HaU  v.  Johnson  no  such  facts  existed,  or  were 
offered  to  be  proved. 

The  second  case,  Brydon  v.  Stewart,^  raised  the  point  of  the  master^s 
responsibiUty  for  defective  machinery  occasioning  injury  to  workmen 
while  pursuing  their  own  affairs  and  apart  from  the  work  for  which 

t  3  H.  &  C.  689.        a  Delivered  by  Erie,  C.J.        3  Per  Erie,  C. J.,  3  H.  &  C  594. 

4  (1866)  2  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  30.  Cp.  Tunney  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  291. 
Plaintiff  was  returning  from  work  in  a  "  pick-up  train  "  when  injured.  Held,  tfaiat  he 
was  injured  while  in  the  serviQe  of  his  employer,  "  for  it  was  part  of  his  contract  that 
he  was  to  be  carried  by  the  train  to  and  from  the  place  where  his  work  happeacMl  to 
be.**  The  same  point  is  raised  by  two  American  cases,  OiUshannon  ▼.  Stony  Stnok 
Rd,  Corporation,  64  Mass.  228,  and  BusaeUv.  Hudson  River  Bd.  Co.,  6  Duer.  (N.  Y.)  39l 
The  former  of  these  is  consistent,  the  latter  inconsistent,  with  the  English  case.  In 
O'DonneU  v.  Allegheny  Valley  Bd.  Co.,  69  Pa.  St.  239,  the  principle  was  formulated 
that  the  workman  has  the  rights  of  a  passenger  if  he  gives  consideration  for  his  carriace. 
Cp.  BoM  y.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  7  Times  L.  R.  2.  The  effect  of  the  distinotion  ouSit 
to  be  pointed  out.  If  the  person  carried  is  a  passenger,  the  carrier  is  answerable  for 
any  injury  happening  throueh  a  Want  of  the  highest  degree  of  care.  If  he  is  a  servant 
the  degree  of  care  owing  is  but  ordinary.  If  the  workman  travelling  was  doing  so  f or 
hisown  purposes,  and  the  right  of  the  master  to  exact  performance  of  servioes  was  in 
abeyance,  the  workman  is  a  pauenger  and  not  a  servant :  Dickinson  ▼.  Weg$  Snd 
Street  By,  Co.,  (1901)  177  MeMfB..36ff ;  McNtUty  t,  Pennsylvania  M  Oo*t  182  Pa,  St«  479, 
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they  are  engaged  by  him.  Men  were  leaving  a  mine,  without  working, 
from  no  apprehension  of  danger,  and  of  their  own  accord,  for  a  purpose 
of  their  own,  against  their  employer's  interest,  and  in  a  body,  in 
order  to  make  some  complaint  tell  more  effectually  with  the  manager 
of  the  defendant,  and  not  in  the  course  of  their  ordinary  occupation  ; 
while  they  were  leaving  the  accident  happened.  The  House  of  Lords 
decided  that  the  master  who  let  the  men  down  was  bound  to  bring 
them  up,  even  if  they  come  up  for  their  own  business  and  not  for  his, 
and  is  answerable  for  the  state  of  his  tackle. 

The  principle  established  by  these  cases  is  that  when  a  master  Principle 
employs  his  servant  in  a  work  of  danger,  he  is  bound  to  exercise  due  atatod. 
care  in  order  to  have  his  tackle  and  machinery  in  a  safe  and  proper 
condition,  so  as  to  protect  the  servant  against  unnecessary  risks,^  or 
as  the  law  was  expressed  by  Lord  Wensleydale  in  another  Scotch  case 
in  the  House  of  Lords  :  ^  ''All  that  the  master  is  bound  to  do  is  to  pro- 
vide machinery  fit  and  proper  for  the  work,  and  to  take  care  to  have  it 
superintended  by  himself  or  his  workmen  in  a  fit  and  proper  manner." 

The  obligation  of  a  master  to  provide  reasonably  safe  places  and  Obligation  of 
structures  for  his  servants  to  work  upon  does  not  oblige  him,  as  towards  °^^^L  "  *2 
them,  to  keep  the  work,  which  they  are  actually  engaged  in  con-^^^ln^^^ 
structing,  in  a  safe  condition  through  all  its  stages  and  at  every  moment  coarse  of 
of  their  work.'    Neither  is  he  bound  to  furnish  the  completest  possible  ooMtruction 
sets  of  tools  or  appUances.     When  he  has  furnished  his  workmen 
"  with  tools  and  appliances,  which  though  not  the  best  possible  may, 
by  ordinary  care,  be  used  without  danger,  he  has  discharged  his  duty 
and  is  not  responsible  for  accidents."  ^    In  another  case  it  is  said : 
"  The  test  is  general  use,"  *  and  in  a  still  later  case,*  the  employer's 
duty  was  limited  to  providing  machinery,  "  such  as  is  ordinarily  used  and  to  pro- 
by  persons  in  the  same  business  and  such  as  can  with  reasonable  care  ^^®  P^*^^ 
be  used  without  danger  to  the  employee  " ;  which  if  done,  "  is  all  that  ^  g™^  ^a  is 
is  required  of  the  employer  and  is  the  limit  of  his  responsibility."    And  in  ordinary 
again,''  employers  are  "  bound  to  use  aU  reasonable  care  and  prudence  ^^ inthe 
for  the  safety  of  those  in  their  service,  by  providing  them  with  machinery  b^^^^^ably 
reasonably  safe  and  suitable  for  the  use  of  the  latter."  careful  men. 

This  obhgation  is  affirmed  in  a  succession  of  American  cases  too 
numerous  to  quote,  throughout  the  whole  breadth  of  the  continent ; 
and  the  test  of  fitness  educed  by  an  author  in  whose  work  they  are 
collected  and  passed  in  review  is  **  not  that  others  use  hke  tools  and 
machinery,  but  to  consider  whether  they  are  reasonably  safe  and 
suitable  for  the  work  to  be  done,  and  such  as  a  reasonably  careful  man 
would  use  under  like  circumstances."  ®  This  seems  preferable  to  the  General  use 
view  that  general  use  is  the  test ;  for  a  general  conspiracy  of  employers  in  itself  is  not 
might  possibly  exist  in  certain  trades  to  use  a  particular  kind  of*  ®*®®*' 

1  Bartonshm  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc),  per  Lord  Cranworth,  288.  Byles, 
J.,  in  Searle  v.  Lindsay,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  439,  after  quoting  the  sentence  in  the  text,  adds  : 
"  That  is  the  extent  of  the  master's  responsibility.  The  obligation  the  law  casts  upon 
him  is  to  take  due  and  proper  care  that  his  machinery  is  sufficient  and  his  workmen 
reasonably  competent.**     Cp.  Cairns  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  16  Rettie,  618. 

a  Weems  t.  Maihieson,  4  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  215.  227  ;  AT  Kinney  v.  Irish  N.  W. 
Ry.  Co.,  Ir.  R,  2  C.  L.  600,  on  demurrer  in  Irish  Ex.  Ch. 

»  Amumry.  Hahn,  111  U.  S.  (4  Davis)  313,  318. 

4  PiU^mrgh,  Ac  Rd.  Co.  v.  Sentmeyer,  92  Pa.  St.  276. 

»  Iron-Ship  Building  Works  v.  NuUaU,  119  Pa.  St.  149,  158. 

6  Lehigh,  dsc.  Coal  Co.  t.  Hayes,  128  Pa.  St.  294,  15  Am.  St.  R.  680. 

7  Washington,  *fcc.  Rd.  Co.  v.  McDade,  135  U.  S.  (28  Davis)  554,  570. 

8  Thompson,  Negligence,  §  3989. 
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machinery,  when  a  safer  method,  procurable  at  a  reasonable  price,  was 
generally  known.  If  the  one  method  were  associated  with  danger 
and  the  other  with  safety,  universahty  of  use,  though  an  important 
element  in  fixing  the  standard  of  duty,  would  certainly  not  be  caa- 
clusive  ;  while  again  machinery,  though  not  in  general  use,  reasonably 
safe  in  the  using  would  satisfy  the  law's  requirements.^  An  emplowx 
is  not  bound  to  adopt  the  latest  inventions  in  machinery  or  the  newest 
processes  in  work ;  to  discard  an  old  machine  for  a  new  invention.* 
If  there  is  deterioration  he  must  see  to  it,  but  if  not  he  is  not  bouwi 
to  discard  it,  though  antiquated.'  "Every  manufacturer  has  s 
right  to  choose  the  machinery  to  be  used  in  his  business,  and  to  conduct 
that  business  in  the  manner  most  agreeable  to  himself,  provided  he 
does  not  thereby  violate  the  law  of  the  land.  He  may  select  te 
appHances,  and  run  his  mill  with  old  or  new  machinery,  just  as  he 
may  ride  in  an  old  or  new  carriage,  navigate  an  old  or  new  vessel,  or 
occupy  an  old  or  new  house  as  he  pleases.  The  employee,  having 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  and  entering  his  service  for  the 
stipulated  reward,  cannot  complain  of  the  peculiar  taste  and  habits 
of  his  employer,  nor  sue  him  for  damages  sustained  in  and  resulting 
from  that  pecuUar  service."  *  The  question  for  the  jury  is  not  whether 
the  master  could  have  taken  a  precaution  that  would  have  prevented 
the  injury ;  but,  the  circumstances  being  such  as  they  were,  was  there 
any  lack  of  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  precaution  in  dealing  with 
them  ?  Was  the  machinery  for  its  kind  in  good  condition  and  safe- 
guarded ?  * 

The  obligations  of  the  master  with  regard  to  the  use  of  machinery  and 
appliances  are  so  forcibly  set  out  in  an  American  case*  that  ther 
may  very  profitably  be  inserted  here.  The  master,  it  is  said,  performs 
his  duty  when  he  furnishes  machinery  "  of  ordinary  character  and 
reasonable  safety,  and  the  former  is  the  test  of  the  latter ;  for  in 
regard  to  the  style  of  implement  or  nature  of  the  mode  of  performance 
of  any  work,  '  reasonably  safe '  means  safe  according  to  the  usages, 
habits,  and  ordinary  risks  of  the  business.  Absolute  safety  is  un- 
attainable, and  employers  are  not  insurers.  They  are  liable  for  the 
consequences,  not  of  danger,  but  of  negligence ;  and  the  unbending 
test  of  negligence  in  methods,  machinery  and  appliances  is  the  ordinary 
usage  of  the  business.  No  man  is  held  by  law  to  a  higher  degree  of 
skill  than  the  fair  average  of  his  profession  or  trade,  and  the  standard 
of  due  care  is  the  conduct  of  the  average  prudent  man.  The  test  of 
negligence  in  employers  is  the  same,  and  however  strongly  they  may 
be  convinced  that  there  is  a  better  or  less  dangerous  way,  no  jury 
can  be  permitted  to  say  that  the  usual  and  ordinary  way  conmionly 
adopted  by  those  in  the  same  business  is  a  negUgent  way,  for  which 
liability  shall  be  impovsed.  Juries  must  necessarily  determine  the 
responsibility  of  individual  conduct,  but  they  cannot  be  allowed  to 

1  Williayns  v.  Birmingham  Baltcry  d-  Metal  Co.,  (1899)  2  Q.  B.,  per  Romer,  L.J..  345. 

2  Clarke  v.  Holmes,  7  H.  &  N.  937  ;  Jiar.e  v.  Harrison,  9  Times  Ia  R.  567,  10  Timw 
L.  R.  92  ;  GiU  v.  Thornycroft,  10  Times  L.  R.  316. 

3  Hanson  v.  Lanes.  <£r  Y.  By.  Co.,  20  VV.  R.  297  ;  Wisely  v.  Aberdeen  Harh&nT 
Commissioners,  14  Rettio,  445. 

*  Hayden  v.  SmithviUe  Manufacturing  Co.,  29  Conn.  648,  658,  approved;  T^ 
V.  Milwaukee.  By.  Co.,  122  U.  S.  (15  Davis)  194.  The  same  is  laid  down  for  law  in 
Scotland,  M'OiU  v.  Bowman,  18  Rettie,  206. 

6  Cp.  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant,  86  ;  Moore  v.  Boss,  17  Rettie,  79«;  MikhS 
V.  PatnJlo,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  207  ;    Noonan  v.  Dublin  DisiiUery  Co.,  32  L.  R.  Ir.  399. 

«  Titus  V.  Brad/ord,  dbc.  Bd.  Co.,  136  Pa.  St.  618,  626,  20  Am.  St.  R.  944. 


CHAP.  IV.]       MASTER'S  DUTY  TO  HIS  SERVANT.  616 

set  up  a  standard  which  shall,  in  e£Eect,  dictate  the  customs  or  control 
f         the  business  of  the  community." 

'  Some  dicta  in  the  Privy  Council  in  McArthur  v.  Dominion  Car-  McArthurv. 

'         tridge  Co,^  may  not  impossibly  be  cited  as  adverse  to  the  well-settled  J^minion 

^         law  we  have  been  considering.    The  appellant  was  injured  by  an  ^^^^^^  ^^• 

I         explosion  at  the  respondents'  works,  where  he  was  engaged   filling 

I         shells  or  cartridges  with  powder  and  shot.    The  work  was  done  with 

^         an  automatic  machine.    The  design  was  that  each  cartridge  as  loaded 

f         "  should  be  clutched  by  automatic  fingers  and  carried  ofE  to  another 

f         part  of  the  machine  and  there  presented,  sitting  upright  on  the  inside 

I         edge  of  a  hollowed  cup,  to  receive  the  blow  or  punch  which  would 

I  complete    the    operation."    Cartridges    were    sometimes,    through 

irregularity  of  working  the  machine,  presented  in  a  wrong  posture. 

>         "  It  seems  to  be  a  not  unreasonable  inference  from  the  facts  proved  that 

\         in  one  of  these  blows  that  failed,  a  percussion  cap  was  ignited  and  so 

caused  the  e3q)losion."    As  the  jury  negatived  negligence  of  the 

appellant ''  there  was  no  other  reasonable  explanation  of  the  mishap." 

The  machine  used  was  an  invention  apparently  for  this  particular 

factory.    The  inventor  was  called  and  spoke,  as  might  have  been 

anticipated,  in  the  highest  terms  of  his  invention.    No  more  efficient 

way  of  doing  the  work  seems  to  have  been  suggested,  and  save  for 

the  occasional  "  uncertain  "  or  "  erratic  manner  "  of  working  of  the 

*'  automatic  fingers  "  no  fault  was  alleged  against  the  machine,  imless 

indeed  the  complaint  that "  the  box  had  been  strengthened  externally  " 

may  be  so  considered.    Respondents'  witnesses  said  that  improvements 

were  being  introduced  in  a  machine  which  was  being  constructed 

in  substitution  of  the  one  in  use.     But  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 

complaints  of  the  one  in  use  or  persistence  in  using  a  dangerous  machine 

where  one  less  dangerous  might  be  substituted.    The  work  of  punching 

cartridges  by  any  method  was  obviously  very  dangerous.     The  jury 

found  that  the  explosion  occurred  through  neglect  of  the  respondents 

"  to  supply  suitable  machinery  "  and  "  to  take  proper  precautions  to 

prevent  an  explosion."    Lord  Macnaghten,  dehvering  the  judgment  Lord 

of  the  Privy  Council,  allowing  the  worlanan's  appeal  from  the  Supreme  ^Jjf^^^f^^'® 

Court  of  Canada,  which  entered  judgment  for  the  defendants,  says  :  the^f^  "^ 

"  That  there  was  evidence  to  justify  the  verdict  in  the  present  case  Council. 

can  hardly  be  doubted."    That  as  the  employment  was  dangerous  and 

about  a  dangerous  machine,  the  jury  were  within  their  rights  in  finding 

for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  their  verdict  could  not  be  disturbed  cannot 

be  doubted ;    for  the  happening  of  an  accident  out  of  the  ordinary 

course  of  things  cast  on  the  respondents  the  onits  of  explaining  it  and 

discharging  themselves.     It  is  a  case  of  res  ipsa  loquitur.    The  jury 

were  entitled  to  their  opinion  that  the  respondents  had  not  exculpated 

themselves,  and  so  their  UabiUty  remained.     Instead  of  doing  this 

they  find  that  there  was  a  neglect  to  supply  suitable  machinery,  and 

Lord  Macnaghten  sees  evidence  of  this  because  there  was  "  fault  or  Criticiaed. 

defect  of  the  machine."    According  to  the  authorities  just  quoted  this 

is  not  BO.    Dangerous  work  cannot  be  done  without  its  concomitant 

danger.    As  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  says : *    "If  it  were  negligence  to 

direct  a  man  to  do  work  more  or  less  dangerous,  it  would  be  impossible 

to  do  such  work."    No  safer  way  of  doing  the  work  is  hinted  at.    The 

1  (1905)  A.  C.  72  ;  Orand  Trunk  Hy.  Co,  v.  Eainer,  36  Can.  8.  C.  R*180. 
a  Booker  v.  Uiggs,  3  Times  L.  R.  618. 
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only  evidence,  which  truly  the  jury  were  entitled  to  disbelieve,  was 
that  the  machine  was  perfect.  The  duty  on  the  respondents  was  not 
to  supply  a  perfect  machine,  not  even  a  machine  without  defects, 
but  only  one  reasonably  safe  and  efficient,  making  allowance  for  the 
essential  dangers  of  the  work  and  the  state  of  knowledge  of  mechanical 
invention  in  that  branch  of  work.  Lord  Macnaghten  also  says  that : 
"  The  jury  may  have  reasonably  thought  that  the  explosion  would  or 
might  have  been  comparatively  harmless  if  the  powder-box  on  the 
outside  had  been  '  properly  constructed.' "  This  last  phrase  is  as 
purely  question-begging  as  the  conclusion  of  the  Court  below,  that 
"  the  machine  was  perfect  and  worked  regularly  and  properly."  The 
only  fact  the  case  discloses  is  that  "  the  box  had  been  strengthened 
externally  " — in  the  opinion  of  the  expert — "  properly  constructed.'' 
Subsequent  experience  may  have  shown  that  a  differently  constructed 
machine  might  have  worked  better ;  but  such  considerations  are 
irrelevant.  As  Bramwell,  B.,  says  in  Lay  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.  :^  "To 
say  that  this  occurrence  ought  to  have  been  foreseen,  ought  to  have 
been  anticipated,  that  the  man  who  made  the  fence  [strengthened 
the  box]  ought  to  have  foreseen  the  possible  result  of  so  making  it,  and 
that  if  he  had  not  been  negligent  he  would  have  foreseen  it,  is  really 
absolute  downright  nonsense." 

The  case  of  Seymour  v.  Maddox  ^  turned  more  on  a  point  of  pleading 
than  of  law.  The  relation  between  plainti£E  and  defendant  was  that 
of  master  and  servant ;  facts  were  alleged  which  did  not  raise  a  duty 
where  that  relation  existed  ;  facts,  however,  might  have  been  alleged 
which,  possibly,  would  have  raised  a  duty.  It  was  held  that  a  general 
allegation  of  duty  is  insufficient  to  let  in  evidence  of  facts  not  set  out 
in  the  declaration ;  and  on  those  facts  that  were,  a  cause  of  action 
was  not  shown.  No  rule  of  law  was  laid  down  ;  though,  by  implication, 
an  absolute  duty  on  the  master  to  supply  machinery  in  all  respects  fit, 
without  regard  to  the  workman's  knowledge  or  acquiescence,  is  nega- 
tived. Had  the  declaration  averred  a  concealed  danger,  it  would 
probably  have  been  held  good ;  so,  too,  had  it  alleged  a  negUgent  or 
dangerous  state  of  things,  known  to  the  master,  and  which  the  servant 
neither  knew  nor  had  the  means  of  knowing ;  all  it  actually  did  was 
to  allege  facts,  which,  from  anything  that  appeared,  were  in  the  know- 
ledge of  the  plaintiff,  and  with  reference  to  which  he  may  have  accepted 

1  30  L.  T.  (N.  S. )  531.  Cp.  Cribb  v.  Kynoch,  The  Times  Newspaper,  18th  May.  1907, 
a  16  Q.  B.  326.  This  case  is  questioned  in  Byan  t.  Fotder,  24  N.  T.  410,  bbA 
followed  in  Murphy  v.  New  York  Central  M,  Co.,  11  Daly  (N.  Y.)  122.  Cp.  WiUiam 
T.  ClougK  3  H.  &  N.  268  ;  Griffiths  v.  London  and  St.  KathaHne  Docks  Co.,  12  Q.  B.  P. 
493 ;  13  Q.  B.  D.  259.  "  I  conceire  that  a  party  cannot  merely,  by  putting  into  s 
record  a  statement  that  a  duty  lay  upon  the  defender,  compel  the  Court  to  grant  him 
a  jury  trial.  The  question  whether  a  duty  exists  or  not  may  sometimes  be  a  mere 
question  of  fact,  but  in  general  it  is  not  simply  a  question  of  fact.  A  duty  strises  either 
out  of  the  relation  of  parties,  or  out  of  express  paction,  or  other  special' circumstances; 
and  in  order  to  make  a  relevant  allegation  of  duty  the  foundation  of  it  must  be  set 
forth.  It  is  easy  to  say  that  a  duty  existed ;  but  that  allegation  will  be  of  no  avail 
unless  the  grounds  on  which  it  rests  are  relevantly  averred  " :  per  Lord  Neaves, 
Robertson  v.  Adamson,  24  Dunlop,  1234 ;  M*NeUl  v.  Wallace,  15  Dunlop,  818.  Id 
Davies  v.  England,  33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  321,  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  setting 
out  that  it  "  was  the  defendant's  duty  to  take  care  that  healthy  and  sound  beasU 
were  supplied,"  was  held  bad,  as  alleging  a  duty  without  setting  out  facts  that 
raised  the  duty.  Brown  v.  Mallett,  5  C.  B.  599,  is  an  authority  that  the  allegation 
of  duty  in  a  declaration  is  immaterial,  inasmuch  as  the  duty  will  be  raised  or  not 
by  the  acts  which  are  there  stated :  per  William9,  J.,  White  v.  Phillips,  33  L  J.  C  P. 
37.  As  to  duties  inferred  by  law  see  M* Kinney  v.  Irish  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  Ir.  R.  2  C.  I* 
600. 
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his  employment ;  thus  the  plaintiff  failed  to  discharge  the  onus  upon 
him  of  averring  actionable  facts. 

n.  Duty 
II.   The   Duty    owing    to    the    Servant    by   the    Master   in^^^J^*^^^ 
Respect  op  His  Own  Personal  Negligence.  master  in 

respect  of  his 

This  duty  is  threefold  :  to  take  care  :  own  personal 

(1)  In  providing  proper  materials  ;  "®^  igence. 

(2)  In  providing  efficient  fellow  servants  ;  ^  and 

(3)  To  avoid  any  negligence  whereby  injury  is  occasioned  to  the 
servant  when  the  master  is  himself  working  with  the  servants.*  Principle 

The  principle  appears  from  Crompton,  J.,  in  Ashworth  v.  Stamuix :  *  ^^^  j 
"  It  has  never  been  doubted  that  for  personal  negligence  of  the  master,  i^  a£w^  ' 
whereby  injury  is  occasioned  to  the  servant,  the  master  wiU  be  liable."  *  v.  Stanwix, 
And  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Mellors  v.  Shaw^  the  same  judge  quotes 
and  confirms  certain  observations  made  by  himself  in  Ormond  v. 
HoUand :  *  "  The  master  is  not  liable  unless  there  be  personal  negUgence 
on  his  part,  which  negUgence  may  be  either  in  personally  interfering 
in  the  work,  or  selecting  the  servants  who  do  interfere."     "  I  think 
it  is  negligence  for  which  the  master  is  liable,  if  he  knows  that  the 
machinery  or  tackle  to  be  used  by  the  persons  employed  by  him  is 
improper  and  unsafe,  and  notwithstanding  that  knowledge  sanctions 


I  its  use'."  • 

i 


1  Roberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  213 ;   Hough  v.  Texas,  «fcc.  Ry,  Co.,  100  U.  S.  (10 
Otto)  213. 

3  Aahvforth  v.  Stantnx,  3  E.  &  E.  701.     This  case  was  distinguished  in  Drew  v. 
East  Whitby,  46  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  107.     In  Scotland  the  same  proposition  as  in  Ashvx)rth 

I  Y.  Stanvfix  was  laid  down  in  Finnighan  v.  Peters,  23  Danlop,  260.     As  to  unreasonable 

I  risks,  see  Warren  v.  Wildie,  W.  N.  1872,  87,  also  reported  as  a  note  to  Fowler  v.  Lock, 

41  L.  J.  C.  P.  104,  where  a  servant  was  injured  by  an  explosion  of  gas  caused  by  the 
I  master's  negligence. 

r  s  3  K  &  £.  708.     "  For  his  own  personal  negligence  a  master  was  always  liable, 

and  still  is  liable,  at  common  law,  botn  to  his  own  workmen  and  to  the  general  public 

who  come  upon  his  premises  at  his  invitation  on  business  in  which  he  is  concerned  "  : 

'  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  691.      Where  the  director  o£ 

(  a  company  save  directions  to  the  superintendent  of  works  to  have  defective  machinery 

^  repaired  before  recommencing  operations,  but  the  superintendent  neglected  to  carry 

them  out,  and  the  repairs  were  not  made,  it  was  held  that  the  director's  intervention 

'  was  not  such  as  to  take  the  cfise  out  of  the  general  rule  of  law  as  to  the  non-liability 

;  of  the  employer  for  accidents  due  to  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  workman  :  Matthews  v. 

Hamilton  Powder  Co.,  14  Ont.  App.  261.     Where  a  captain  hired  incompetent  sailors 

the  employer  was  held  not  liable,  in  Wilson  v.  Hume,  30  U .  C.  G.  P.  542. 

4  1  B.  &  S.  444. 

:  5  £.  B.  &  K  106. 

«  Cp.  Coombs  V.  New  Bedford  Cordage  Co.,  102  Mass.,  per  Gray,  J.,  596,  recognising 

■  the  general  principles  **  that  an  employer  is  under  an  implied  contract  with  his  servant 

to  find  suitable  instruments  and  means  of  carrying  on  the  business,  and  a  suitable 

'  place  in  which  the  servant  himself,  exercising  due  care,  may  perform  his  duty  without 

'  exposure  to  dangers,  not  coming  within  the  obvious  scope  of  his  employment ;   and 

that  the  implied  contract  to  have  the  machinery  in  such  a  safe  and  proper  condition 

^  as  not  to  expose  the  serv£knt  to  unnecessary  risk,  is  the  foundation  of  the  master's 

'  liability."     Coombs*s  cctse  is  distinguished  in  Ciriack  v.  Merchants'  Woolen  Co.,    151 

'  Mass.  152 :  It  is  not  "  the  duty  of  the  master  to  admonish  his  servant  to  be  careful  when 

'  the  servant  well  knows  his  danger,  and  the  importance  of  using  care  to  avoid  it.     It  is 

'  the  duty  of  the  servant  to  exercise  care  proportionate  to  the  danger  of  his  situation 

as  he  understands  it,  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so  the  fault  is  his,  and  not  his  master's.'* 

'  * '  The  risk  of  the  safety  of  machinery  is  not  assumed  by  an  employee  unless  he  knows 

I  the  danger,  or  unless  it  is  so  obvious  that  he  will  be  presumed  to  know  i^     He  takes 

the  risk  of  known  or  obvious  dansers  and  not  of  others  " :  Myers  v.  Hudson  Iron 

Co.  150  Mass.  134.     HUmes  v.  Clark,  6  H.  &  N.  349 ;  7  H.  &  N.  937,  is  an  authority 

for  the  liability  of  the  master  for  personal  negligence.    This  obligation,  however, 

does  not  import  a  warrantry.     See  per  Byles,  J.,  SearU  v.  Lindsay,  11  C.  B.  N.  S. 

439. 
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It  follows  that  if  the  negUgence  of  the  master  combines  with  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant,  and  the  two  contribute  to  the  in  jury, 
the  seivant  injured  may  recover  damages  against  the  master.^ 

The  general  principle  being  as  stated,  there  have  been  two  limita- 
tions engrafted  upon  it,  under  which  the  servant  is  disentitled  io 
recover.  First,  if  he  have  the  same  means  of  knowledge  of  the  danger 
or  inefficiency  of  machinery  as  the  master ;  *  and  secondly,  if  he  con- 
tracts to  work  under  conditions  of  greater  risk  than  those  ordinarily 
attaching  to  the  employment.  Whether  he  has  contracted  to  do  this 
may  be  shown  either  by  antecedent  agreement,  or  inferred  from 
subsequent  conduct. 

Skipp  V.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co.^  is  a  case  which  may  be  ranked 
under  the  latter  heading.  The  company's  staff  was  insufficient ; 
nevertheless  the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  for  three  months,  and  had 
never  complained  till  he  was  injured.  The  Court  refused  to  allow  the 
question  to  go  to  a  jury  of  how  many  servants  a  railway  company 
should  employ.  Any  one  contracting  with  them,  and  continuing 
without  complaint  in  their  employment,  is  not  entitled  when  injured 
to  turn  round  and  bring  his  action.  "  If  he  found  that  he  could  not 
do  the  work  that  was  set  him,  he  ought  to  have  declined  it  in  the  first 
instance."  *  Subsequent  cases  have  very  considerably  declined  from 
this  standard  of  independence  and  freedom  of  contract. 

Now  the  case  would  be  left  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  in 
entering  on  his  contract  the  workman  had  knowledge  of  the  risk  and 
accepted  it.  The  case  would  be  put,  not  of  the  jury  dictating  to  the 
company  how  many  and  what  sort  of  servants  they  should  keep, 
but  of  the  knowledge  of  the  employee  that  he  was  entering  an  employ- 
ment where  the  risks  would  be  greater  than  normal.^ 

There  is  no  disabiUty  at  law  to  put  a  man  to  a  dangerous  work, 
with  his  consent;*  but  the  precautions  that  are  available  against 
risk  should  be  adopted.  If  the  necessary  orders  are  given  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  the  workman  so  far  as  is,  in  the  circumstances,  reasonably 
practicable,  the  master's  duty  is  discharged ;  and  a  workman  who 
has  had  the  requisite  orders  given  to  him  to  safeguard  his  working  and 
who  disregards  them  is  not  to  be  heard  to  say  that  the  master  is  liable 
for  an  injury  sustained  by  him  because  the  foreman  did  not  see  the 
orders  were  not  disobeyed ; '  or  where  the  danger  is  intensified  by 
his  own  insensate  folly.® 

The  obligation  of  the  shipowner  to  merchant  seamen  was  discussed 
in  Couch  v.  Steel.^  The  declaration  contained  two  counts ;  the  first 
alleged  that  a  certain  vessel,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  as  a 
sailor,  was  "so  carelessly  and  negligently  managed,  fitted  out  and 
equipped,"  that  it  "  was  wholly  unseaworthy  and  in  a  leaky  and 
dangerous  condition  and  unfit  to  be  sent  or  to  go  to  sea,"  by  reason 
whereof  the  plaintiff  became  sick. 

The  declaration  was  drawn  in  reliance  on  the  authority  of  certain 

1  Grand  Trunk  of  Canada  v.  Cumminga,  106  U.  S.  ( 16  Otto)  700.     AfUCy  76. 

2  Potta  V.  Plunkett,  9  Ir.  C.  L.  R.,298. 

3  (1853)  9  Ex.  223  ;  Northern  Pacific  Rd.  Co.  v.  HerheH,  116  U.  S.  (9  Davis)  642. 
*  Per  Martin,  B..  9  Ex.  226. 

s  Thomns  v.  Quarterynaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  686. 

fl  Davidson  v.  Stuart,  34  C5an.  S.  C.  R.  216. 

7  Royal  Electric  Co,  v.  Paguette,  35  Can.  S.  C.  R.  202. 

B  Bunt  V.  Sierra  Butte  Gold  Mining  Co.,  138  U.  S.  (31  Davis)  483. 

d  (1864)  3  E.  &  B.  402.     Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1894  (67  &  68  Viot.  c.  60),  &  46a. 
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expressions  used  by  Martin  and  Parke,  BB.,  in  advising  the  House  of 
Lords  in  the  ship  insurance  case  of  Gibson  v.  SmaU,^  Baron  Martin's  Gibson  v. 
words  ^  were :  "  It  is  his  [the  owner's]  bounden  legal  duty  towards  Small 
the  mariners  for  the  safety  of  their  lives,  and  towards  the  merchants 
who  load  their  goods,  '  that  the  ship  should  be  tight,  staunch,  and 
strong,  and  in  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,'  or,  in  other  words, 
'  seaworthy  '  "  ;  Parke,  B.,  said  : '  "  The  owner  of  a  ship  has,  generally 
speaking,  the  power  to  make  the  ship  seaworthy  at  the  commencement 
of  the  voyage.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  navigation  he  always  does 
so  for  his  own  sake ;  he  is  boimd  to  do  so  for  the  safety  of  his  crew 
and  for  the  safety  of  the  cargo  placed  on  board." 

On  the  authority  of  these  dicta  it  was  contended  that  in  the  case  Attempt  to 
of  a  seaman  a  different  rule  applied  than  what  governed  in  the  ordinary  make  an 
law  of  master  and  servant ;  but  the  Court  negatived  this  contention,  the  case  o/ 
both  because  there  was  no  substantive  averment  of  fact  sufficient  to  seamen, 
raise  a  duty,  and  because  the  relation  of  shipowner  and  sailor  is  no  more 
than  a  case  under  the  general  law. 

The  second  point  raised  in  Caiich  v.  Steely^  whether  those  sustaining  Couch  y. 
a  private  injury  from  the  breach  of  a  statutory  duty  are  entitled  to  S^,^-'  second 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  damages,  has  already  been  considered  ^*°  * 
at  length.* 

Couch  V.  Steely  if  directly  an  authority  that  shipowner  and  seamen  Considered, 
are  within  the  general  law  of  habihty,  is  less  directly  an  authority  for  a 
wider  proposition — ^that  a  servant  may  have  no  remedy  against  his 
master  for  want  of  care  in  providing  appliances  for  carrying  on 
his  business,  even  though  that  want  of  care  may  be  productive  of 
actual  harm  to  the  servant.  "  The  defendant  may  have  been  per- 
fectly ignorant  of  the  defects  of  the  vessel,  whilst  the  plaintiff  may  have 
examined  the  vessel  before  he  engaged  himself,  and  have  known  her 
state  well."  •  That  is,  the  defendant  is  not  liable,  whatever  the  con- 
dition of  the  machinery,  if  only  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  entrapped 
into  working  exposed  to  dangers  of  which  he  has  no  means  of  know- 
ledge ;  or  where  the  master,  having  knowledge  of  something  in  the 
condition  of  the  work  likely  to  render  the  risk  different  from  ordinary, 
has  not  communicated  the  circumstances  to  him. 

The  case  most  frequently  cited  as  the  authority  for  the  first  of 
these  limitations  is  Dynen  v.  Leach.''    Defendant,  a  sugar-refiner,  had  Dynenv. 
employed  the  intestate  as  a  labourer,  part  of  whose  duty  it  was  to  fill  ^^<^- 
sugar-moulds  and  hoist  them  up  to  higher  floors  in  the  warehouse  by 
means    of    machinery.     From   motives    of   economy   the    defendant 
substituted  a  cheaper  way  of  raising  the  bags  for  the  usual  method. 
On  the  occasion  in  question  deceased  filled  the  mould  and  fastened  it 
to  the  clip  by  which,  under  the  defendant's  new  method,  the  moulds 
were  raised.     The  mould  slipped,  fell  on  deceased's  head,  and  killed 
him.     The  judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  leave  to  move. 
Blackburn  having  moved  accordingly  a  rule  was  refused  ;  Pollock,  C.B.,  Judgment  of 
saying:    "The  deceased  not  only  contributed  to  the  accident  which  ^***^^^'^-^' 
caused  his  death,  but  did  the  act  which  directly  caused  it."     Channell,  Judgment  of 
B..  rested  his  judgment  "  on  the  ground  that  the  deceased  himself  Channell,  B. 

1  4  H.  L.  €.  353.  «  L.e.  370. 

8  L.c.  404. 

4  3  E.  &  B.  402. 

s  ^n/^306. 

«  Per  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.,  3  E.  &  B.  407. 

-  20  L.  J.  Ex.  221. 
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continued  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  and  in  the  use  of  the  clip, 
with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances,  so  that  he  directly  con- 
tributed to  the  accident "  ;  while  Bramwell,  B.,  whose  judgment  is  most 
frequently  cited,  noting,  first,  that  the  workman  had  loiown  all  the 
facts,  and,  secondly,  that  though  as  well  acquainted  with  the  nature 
of  the  machinery  as  "the  master,  he  had  yet  voluntarily  used  it,  said : 
"There  is  nothing  legally  wrongful  in  the  use  by  an  employer  of 
works  or  machinery  more  or  less  dangerous  to  his  workmen,  or  less 
safe  than  others  that  might  be  adopted.  It  may  be  inhuman  so  to 
carry  on  his  works  as  to  expose  his  workmen  to  peril  of  their  lives, 
.but  it  does  not  create  a  right  of  action  for  an  injury  which  it  may 
occasion,  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  workman  has  known  all  the  facts 
and  is  as  well  acquainted  as  the  master  with  the  nature  of  the  machinery 
and  voluntarily  uses  it."  ^  Or,  as  the  rule  was  more  shortly  expressed 
by  Pollock,  C.B.,  during  the  argument :  "  A  servant  cannot  continue 
to  use  a  machine  he  knows  to  be  dangerous  at  the  risk  of  his  employer."  * 
The  distinction,  between  cases  hke  Paterson  v.  Wallace^  and  the 
present  case,  was  pointed  out  to  be  that  in  the  Scotch  case  the  work- 
man was  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  stone  with  which  he  had  nothing  to 
do ;  while  in  the  present  case  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  very  machinery 
with  which  it  was  the  deceased's  duty  to  work,  and  on  which  he  was 
actually  employed  at  the  time  of  the  accident ;  the  actual  occurrence 
moreover  was  not  shown  to  be  other  than  consistent  with  his  personal 
negUgence  in  the  very  matter.  More  recent  cases  are  inconsistent  with 
Dynen  v.  Leach  in  so  far  as  the  decision  afBirms  a  power  in  the  judge 
to  nonsuit.  Whether  continued  working  in  circumstances  of  danger 
amoimts  to  an  acceptance  of  the  risk  or  not,  is  now  settled  to  be  a 
question  of  fact  that  must  not  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury.* 

In  fact  the  decisions  seem  to  have  veered  roimd  to  accord  witji 
the  brocard  :  Prcesumitur  ignorantia,  w6t  sdentia  non  probatur^ 

Subsequently  to  Dynen  v.  Leach,  in  Saxton  v.  Hawhesworih  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  Willes,  J.,*  laid  down  the  law  in  the  following 
terms  :  ^'  A  master  is  not  justified  in  exposing  his  servant  to  any  risk 
or  danger  of  which  the  servant  is  ignorant,  and  if  the  servant  chooses 
to  enter  into  his  employ  without  knowing  of  the  risk,  which  is  known 
to  the  master  and  not  to  the  servant,  and  the  servant  suffers  accordingly, 
then  a  consideration  arises  Uke  that  in  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,'  where  a  person  employed  another  to  carry  a  carboy  of  nitric 
acid,  and,  in  the  course  of  carriage,  the  latter  tripped  and  fell,  and  was 


1  There  U  a  note  to  Williams  v.  Clough,  3  H.  &  N.  259,  as  follows :  "  The  case 
[t'-e.,  Dynen  v.  Leach]  was  not  reported  in  2  H.  &  N.  because  no  point  of  law  was 
decided  by  it.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  machinery  used  was  improper,  and  it 
was  consistent  with  the  facts  that  the  workman's  own  negligence  caused  ms  death.** 
Cp.  Ourling  v.  Hurst,  6  Times  L.  R.  94  ;  Coombs  v.  New  Bedford  Cordage  Co,^  102  Mass. 
572  ;   Wheeler  v.  Wason  Manufacturing  Co.,  135  Mass.  294. 

a  On  the  same  principle  see  Assop  v.  Yaies,  2  H.  &  N.  768 ;  OriffUhs  v.  OidUne^ 
3  H.  &  N.  648  ;  Kain  v.  Smith,  89  N.  Y.  375  ;  Wannamaker  v.  Burke,  1 1 1  Pa.  St  423. 

3  1  Macq,  (H.  L.  Sc.)  748. 

♦  E.g.,  Thomas  v.  Quarlermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  685,  697;  Smilh  v.  Baker,  (1891) 
A.  C.  325,  335  ;  Williams  v.  Birmingham  Battery  ds  Metal  Co.,  (1899)  2  Q  B. 
338,  345. 

6  Sext.  V.  De  Begulis  Juris,  48. 

«  (1872)  26  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  853.  Cp.  Cowley  v.  Mayor,  «fcc  of  Sunderland,  6  H.  &  N. 
565,  which  decides  that  apart  from  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  where  the 
danger  is  one  which  the  plaintiff  might  reasonably  fail  to  appreciate,  and  there  has 
been  no  contributory  negligence,  the  plaintiff  may  recover. 

7  Farrani  v.  Barnes,  1 1  C.  B.  N.  S.  553. 
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injured  by  the  acid.  The  Court  thought  the  employer  was  answerable 
because,  knowing  the  danger,  he  ought  to  have  informed  the  person 
who  was  carrying  the  carboy  of  its  dangerous  character.  But  if  a 
servant  enters  into  an  employment  knowing  there  is  danger  and  is 
satisfied  to  take  the  risk,  it  becomes  part  of  the  contract  between 
-  him  and  his  employer  that  the  servant  shall  expose  himself  to  such  risks 

as  he  knows  are  consistent  with  the  employment."  ^ 

With  this  must  be  taken  the  law  as  exemplified  in  Sword  v.  Cameron}  Sword  v. 
Defendants  were  lessees  of  a  stone-quarry,  and  the  pursuer  was  em-  Oameron. 
^  ployed  there  by  them  working  a  crane.     Other  servants  were  em- 

^  ployed  to  blast  rock.    When  the  blasting  was  going  on  notice  was 

given.     On  the  occasion  of  the  accident  an  insufficient  time  was 
J  allowed  to  get  out  of  reach  of  the  explosion  consequent  on  the  blasting. 

I  The  pursuer,  a  workman,  was  severely  injured  ;   and  in  an  action  in 

t  respect  of  his  injuries,  was  held  entitled  to  recover.    In  SortofwAiK  Explained 

t  Cod  Co.  V.  Reid,^  Lord  Cranworth  thus  explained  the  decision  :  "  The  ^J^^j^  ^ 

\  injury  was  evidently  the  result  of  a  defective  system  not  adequately  BarkmahUl 

i  protecting  the  workmen  at  the  time  of  the  explosions.    It  is  to  be  Coal  Co.  v. 

t  inferred  from  the  facts  stated,  that  the  notices  and  signals  given  were  ^*^' 

t  those  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  the  employer ;    and  that  the 

I,  workmen  had  been  directed  to  remain  at  their  work  near  the  crane  till 

the  order  to  fire  had  been  given,  and  then,  that  after  the  interval  of  a 
i  minute  or  two  the  explosion  should  take  place.    The  accident  occurred, 

t  not  from  any  neglect  of  the  man  who  fired  the  shot,  but  because  the 

(  system  was  one  which  did  not  enable  the  workmen  at  the  crane  to 

f  protect  themselves  by  getting  into  a  place  of  security."    The  dis-  Comment. 

;  tinction  between  the  cases  may  be  thus  expressed  :  The  master  is  liable 

J  in  respect  of  all  unnecessary  dangers  in  the  system  of  work,  unless  they 

are  of  a  nature  which  the  servant  either  knows  or  can  judge  of  equally 
J  with  the  master.     In  practice  there  seems  to  be  a  presumption  that 

the  servant  has  this  equal  knowledge  in  all  matters  with  which  his 
work  is  directly  concerned,  and  a   presumption  that    he    has  not 
^  equal  knowledge  where  it  is  the  "  system  "  from  which  the  accident 


^  This  latter  is  the  principle  on  which  Cook  v.  Stark,^  another  Scotch  Cooky. 

^  case,  was  decided.    A  workman  in  a  quarry  had  been  sent  by  the  ^^rk. 

,  manager  to  assist  an  experienced  man  who  had  been  engaged  for  half 

I  an  hour  in  attempting  to  draw  an  unexploded  charge  of  gunpowder 

from  a  rock,  and  was  using  a  steel  "  pumper  "  for  that  purpose,  which 

^  1  In  8mi£k  v.  DoioeU^  3  F.  &  F.  238,  Martin,  B.,  directed  a  nonsuit  where  plaintiff 

was  employed  to  make  bulkheads,  between  two  bunkers,  to  be  filled  with  coal.     Whilst 
)  so  employed,  defendant  came  to  see,  and  said  two  struts  were  wanted  to  support  the 

^  bulkhead,  but  told  the  men  to  get  on  with  their  work,  and  promised  to  send  iron  struts. 

Before  they  came  the  accident  happened.     The  Court  was  afterwards  moved,  though 
^  no  rule  was  granted.     From  the  head-note  it  appears  that  any  direction  given  by 

|i  defendant  was  to  be  construed,  not  for  them  to  do  uie  dangerous  work,  but  to  do  other 

work  that  misht  be  proceeded  with  without  danger.     In  Ogden  v.  Rummens,  3  F.  &  F. 
\  755,  Bramwell,  B.,  said  :   "  If  a  master  knew  of  a  danger,  which  his  servant  did  not» 

I  and  set  him  to  it,  he  would  be  liable ;  but  otherwise,  if  he  did  not  know  of  it,  or  if  his 

servant  did,  if  a  man  chose  to  run  a  risk  it  was  his  own  look-out." 
a  1  Dunlop,  493.  s  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  8c.)  290. 

I  4  Robertson  v.  Brown,  3  Rettie,  652,  may  be  referred  to  on  this  point,  though  there 

the  facts,  and  not  the  law,  were  in  dispute.     See  also  M'Ohie  v.  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  24 
So.  L.  R.  370,  where  an  engine-driver  was  killed  while  looking  over  the  side  of  his 
engine  by  his  head  oominff  in  oontaot  with  a  bridge.    Held»  his  repreeentatiTe  coul4 
aot  recover.    Cp.  Bi^  y,  £.  4^ «,.ff ,  ^y.  C^-,  23  Tinaw  h  R.  471. 
»  U  Rettie,  I. 
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generated  sparks  and  caused  an  explosion,  whereby  the  man  was 
injured.  The  Court  looked  on  the  operation  as  "highly  dangerous 
and  almost  unprecedented,"  though  not  "so  obviously  dangerous 
that  the  pursuer,  an  inexperienced  workman,  was  inexcusable  in 
continuing  to  assist "  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  manager,  and 
held  the  pursuer  entitled  to  recover. 

Sword  v.  Cameron  was  accepted  in  Smith  v.  Baker '^  in  the  House 
of  Lords  as  a  correct  decision  and  as  sufficient  authority  to  decide  the 
case  then  before  the  House.  The  plaintifE  was  employed  to  drill 
holes  in  a  rock  cutting  near  a  crane  worked  by  men  in  another  depart- 
ment of  his  employer's  work.  The  crane  was  used  for  hfting  stones, 
which  were  sometimes  swung  over  the  plaintiff's  head  without  warning. 
A  stone  so  swung  fell  on  the  plaintiff  and  injured  him.  The  House 
of  Lords,  Lord  Bramwell  dissenting,  were  of  opinion  that  a  defective 
system  of  work  under  which  worlanen  are  not  adequately  protected, 
renders  the  employer  liable  in  the  event  of  injury  being  caused  thereby. 
"  I  think,"  said  Lord  Halsbury,  C.,*  "  the  cases  cited  at  your  Lordships' 
bar,  of  Sword  v.  Cameron,^  and  the  BartonshiU  Coed  Co,  v.  McGtUrey* 
established  conclusively  the  point  for  which  they  were  cited,  that  a 
negligent  system  or  a  negUgent  mode  *  of  using  perfectly  sound  machinery 
may  make  the  employer  liable." 

Smith  V.  Baker  was  followed  in  WiUiams  v.  Birmingham  BaUery 
and  Metal  Co.,^  and  the  modem  law  was  summarised ; '  if  the  employ- 
ment is  of  a  dangerous  nature  a  duty  lies  on  the  employer  to  use  all 
reasonable  precautions  for  the  protection  of  the  servant.  If  by  reason 
of  a  breach  of  that  duty  a  servant  suffers  injury,  the  employer  is  prima 
facie  liable  ;  and  it  is  no  sufficient  answer  to  the  primd  facie  liability 
of  the  employer  to  show  merely  that  the  servant  was  aware  of  the  risk 
and  of  the  non-existence  of  the  precautions  which  should  have  been 
taken  by  the  employer,  and  which,  if  taken,  would  or  might  have 
prevented  the  injury.  Whether  the  servant  has  taken  that  upon 
himself  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided  on  the  circumstances  of  each 
case.  In  considering  such  a  question  the  circumstance  that  the 
servant  has  entered  into,  or  continued  in  his  employment,  with  know- 
ledge of  the  risk  and  of  the  absence  of  precaution  is  important,  but 
not  necessarily  conclusive,  against  him.® 

Williams  v.  Chugh  ^  and  W ailing  v.  Oastler  ^°  both  turn  on  points  of 
pleading. 

Griffiths  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co,^^  is  an  action  of 
negligence  brought  by  a  servant  against  his  master  for  the  unsafe 

1  (1891)  A.  C.  326.  See  per  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  339,  per  Lord  Wateon,  357, 
and  per  Lord  Herschell,  363. 

3  L.c.  339.  3  1  Dunlop,  493.  *  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  300. 

s  By  "  a  negligent  mode  "  the  Lord  Chancellor  probably  intended  to  indicate  a 
practice  or  method  of  doing  business  which  is  part  of  the  general  scheme  of  work  ;  for 
the  mode  of  doing  any  particular  act  would  appear  from  the  authorities  to  be  attributable 
to  the  individual  workman  and  not  to  the  master,  unless  there  were  circumstauoes 
which  fixed  the  latter  with  responsibility  for  the  way  in  which  such  act  was  done. 

6  ( 1899)  2  Q.  B.  338.  7  L.c,  per  Romer,  L J.,  345. 

8  Medway  v.  Greenwich  Inland  Linoleum  Co.,  (1898)  14  Times  L.  R.  291. 

»  3  H.  &  N.  258.  The  dictum  of  Crompton,  J.,  in  Davies  v.  England^  33  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
322,  is  not  in  accord  with  what  was  actually  decided  in  WiUiams  ▼.  Clough,  3  H.  &  N. 
258.  10  L.  R.  6  Ex.  73. 

11  (1884)  12  Q.  B.  D.  493;  13  Q.  B.  D.  259,  foUowed  MacLeod  v.  The  CaUdoniau 
By.  Co.,  23  Sc.  L.  R.  68  ;  M'Ternan  t.  WhiU,  17  Rettie,  368.  As  to  the  avsviiieQt  of 
knowledge  in  a  declaration  and  for  a  olasaification  of  the  cases*  see^myfey  ▼»  Oiaejfow 
Qn4  Londonderry  Skam-Paeket  Co.,  Ir.  R.  2  C,  L.,  per  Pi^ot,  p.p.,  ^9^ 
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i  state  of  the  premises  on  which  the  servant  was  employed,  where  it  was 

i  held  that  the  statement  of  claim  must  contain  averments  of  two  facts  : 

2  that  "  the  danger  which  caused  the  accident  was  known  to  the  master 

h  and  unknown  to  the  servant,"  without  which  there  could  be  no  cauBe 

r  of  action  for  "  wrongful  condition  of  machinery  on  the  premises  on 

which  the  servant  is  to  act."    If,  however,  the  actionable  wrong  is  the 
I  personal  negligence  of  the  master,  or  may  be  so  construed,  there  is 

t  nothing  to  prevent  the  servant  recovering  as  if  he  were  a  stranger ; 

5  and  knowledge  of  the  servant  of  the  danger  he  incurs  by  working  with 

\  a  personally  negligent  master  must  be  set  up  by  pleading  contributory 

negUgence. 
c  Even  the  conjunction  of  the  circumstances  of  knowledge  of  the 

servant  and  ignorance  on  the  part  of  the  master  is  not  necessarily 
g  conclusive  against  the  servant's  right  to  recover.     In  Clarke  v.  HolmeSy^  Clarke 

p  a  case  w*here  the  •judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  turned  on  the  y-Holmca. 

J  common  law  Uability  of  the  master  for  defective  machinery,  Cockbum,  Judgment  of 

J  C.J.,  thus  expressed  himself:  ^  "No  doubt,  when  a  servant  enters  on  Cockhum, 

an  employment  from  its  nature  necessarily  hazardous,  he  accepts  the 
service  subject  to  the  risks  incidental  to  it ;  or,  if  he  thinks  proper 
to  accept  an  employment  on  machinery  defective  from  its  construc- 
tion, or  from  the  want  of  proper  repair,  and  with  knowledge  of  the 
facts  enters  on  the  service,  the  master  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
injury  to  the  servant  within  the  scope  of  the  danger  which  both  the 
contracting  parties  contemplated  as  incidental  to  the  employment. 
The  rule  I  am  laying  down  goes  only  to  this,  that  the  danger 
contemplated  on  entering  into  the  contract,  shall  not  be  aggravated 
by  any  omission  on  the  part  of  the  master  to  keep  tKe  machinery 
in  the  condition  in  which,  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  or  the  nature  • 
of  the  employment,  the  servant  had  a  right  to  expect  that  it  would 
be  kept." 

The  judgment  of  Byles,  J.,  went  far  beyond  this.  He  was  of  Judgment  of 
opinion  ^  "  that  the  owner  of  dangerous  macliinery  is  bound  to  exercise  ^y^^»  "^^ 
due  care  that  it  is  in  a  safe  and  proper  condition  "  ;  and  further,  that 
"  it  is  in  most  cases  impossible  that  a  workman  can  judge  of  the  nature 
of  a  complex  and  dangerous  machine  wielding  irresistible  mechanical 
power,  and,  if  he  could,  he  is  quite  incapable  of  estimating  the  degree 
of  risk  involved  in  different  conditions  of  the  machine  ;  but  the  master 
may  be  able,  and  generally  is  able,  to  estimate  both."  From  this 
he  draws  the  conclusion :  "  The  master  is  neither,  on  the  one  hand, 
at  liberty  to  neglect  all  care,  nor,  on  the  other,  is  he  to  insure  safety, 
but  he  is  to  use  due  and  reasonable  care.  The  degree  and  nature  of 
that  care  are  to  be  estimated  on  a  consideration  of  the  facts  of  each 

1  7  H.  &  N.  937.  "  I  do  not  think  the  majority  of  the  Court  there  [m  Clarke  v. 
Holmes]  coincided  with  what  was  said  by  two  of  the  judges  "  :  per  Byles,  J.,  Murphy 
V.  Smithf  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  365.  "  I  cannot  follow  the  reasoning  of  some  of  the  judges 
in  the  Ex.  Ch."  in  Holmes  v.  Clarke :  per  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Sritton  v.  Great  Western 
Cotton  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  136.  "  The  case  of  Clarke  v.  Holmes  is  one  which  it  is  not  easy 
to  place  upon  any  very  well-defined  principle  "  :  per  Hoar,  J.,  Coombs  v.  New  Bedford 
Cordage  Co.,  102  Mass.  686.  "  The  case  of  Clarke  v.  Holmes  has  been  observed  upon, 
but  it  has  never  been  overruled,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  bo  this  case.  It  is  binding  on 
us,  and,  moreover,  it  is  in  my  opinion  rightly  decided  "  ;  per  Lord  Esher,  M.R., 
Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  690.  "  The  injured  person  may  have  had  a 
statutory  right  to  protection,  as  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  requires  machinery  to  bo 
fenced.    The  case  of  Ck^rke  v.  Ho^rrm  is  cv  oase  of  that  sort  "  ;  per  Bo  wen.  L.  J.,  696, 

a  7H.  &N.943,  • 

»  i.c,  947. 
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particular  case.     I  do  not  say  that  the  degree  of  care  is,  in  all  cases, 
the  same  as  the  master  must  observe  towards  strangers." 

Willes  and  Wlghtman,  JJ.,  laid  more  stress  on  the  statutory 
Uability.* 

Three  different  views,  therefore,  appear  to  have  been  advocated  in 
Clarke  v.  Holmes  : 

First.  That  of  Byles,  J.,  that  there  is  a  special  duty  with  regard 
to  dangerous  machinery  "  wielding  irresistible  mechanical  power." 

Second.  That  of  Cockbum,  C.J.,*  that  there  is  an  obligation  on 
the  employer  to  keep  machinery'  without  material  deterioration 
during  the  employment. 

Third.  That  of  Willes  and  Wightman,  JJ.,  that  a  statutory  obUga- 
tion  imposes  special  duties.    This  we  shall  discuss  subsequently. 

The  first  opinion  is  that  of  Byles,  J.  The  common  law. impose 
no  duty  on  a  master  to  safeguard  his  servant  from  the  risks  incident 
to  the  employment,*  provided  only  the  servant  has  equal  means  of 
knowing  the  risks  with  the  master.^  This  being  so,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  use  of  dangerous  machinery  in  itself  creates  no  greater  liability 
than  the  use  of  ordinary  machinery.  The  probability  of  the  circum- 
stances which  import  Uability — ^knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  master, 
want  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  servant,  and  a  failure,  from  any 
cause,  to  assume  the  risks  of  the  service — ^is,  however,  very  much 
greater  where  machinery  is  in  its  nature  dangerous,  than  where  danger 
does  not  prominently  exist.  Byles,  J.,  states  a  principle  which  involves 
a  shifting  of  the  ordinary  legal  presumption  ;  for  he  lays  it  down  that 
"  it  is  in  most  cases  impossible  that  a  workman  can  judge  of  the  con- 
dition of  a  complex  and  dangerous  machine,  wielding  irresistible 
mechanical  power,  and,  if  he  could,  he  is  quite  incapable  of  estimating 
the  degree  of  risk  involved  in  different  conditions  of  the  machine." 

In  cases  of  this  sort,  then,  the  injured  servant  would  have  to  give 
evidence,  first,  of  injury  ;  and  next,  that  the  machinery  was  dangerous. 
Thereupon  the  master  would  have  to  show,  what  Byles,  J.,  regards  as 
"in  most  cases  impossible,"  that  the  servant  correctly  estimated 
the  risks.  To  do  this,  a  presumption  of  incapacity,  similar  to  that 
made  in  the  case  of  young  children  employed  in  dangerous  occupations, 
would  have  to  be  raised.  Save  for  the  opinion  of  Byles,  J.,  there  does 
not  appear  to  be  adequate  authority  for  this  ;  while  it  seems  contrary 
to  principle  to  presume  an  incapacity,  especially  in  a  case  where  the 
fact  of  undertalang  the  work  would  seem  rather  to  presume  a  capacity, 
to  execute  it.* 


1  31  L.  J.  Ex.  369,  360. 

2  Crompton,  J.,  seems  in  part  at  least  to  have  canourred  with  Cockbum,  C.J. 
After  declining  to  give  an  opinion  on  the  point  of  statutory  liability,  he  says,  7  H.  &  N. 
946  :  "  There  was  a  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  not  keeping  the 
machinery  fenced,  for  which  he  is  responsible." 

3  BarUmshiU  Coal  Co,  v.  Reid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  290 ;  Dynen  v.  XeocA,  26  L.  J.  Ex. 
221  ;  SaxUm  v.  Hawkesworth,  26  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  861 ;  Lax  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
Darlingt^m,  6  Ex.  D.,  per  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  36. 

4  Ogdeny,  Rummens.SY.  &T.751;  MacUody.Cal€d<mianRy,Co.,23  Sc.Jj.tL.  es,70. 
8  TotUe  peraonne  pevi  contracter  at  elle  n^en  est  pas  d^dar^e  incapable  par  la  loi  : 

Code  Civil,  art.  1123.  Upon  which  Rognon  observes  :  Le  principe  g6n&al  est  que  tout 
le  nwnde  est  capable  ;  les  incapaciUs  aorU  consequemment  des  exceptions,  qui  ne  doivent 
jamais  s' entendre  aux  cas  rum  prtvus.  In  America  it  has  been  held,  that  when  the 
master  has  notice  of  inexperience  he  is  bound  to  give  explicit  warning,  BummeU  v. 
DUuforth,  111  pa.  St.  343  ;  and  that  where  there  is  a  duty  to  nre  notice,  actual  notice 
must  be  gireo,  and  it  is  not  enougl^  t9  ^'^  re^gi^able  Q^xetnheeier  T.  W<»9on  M<mu^ 
faetwring09.fmVjm*2H, 


CHAP.  IV.]       MASTER'S  DUTY  TO  HIS  SERVANT. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  recent  tendency  of  the  judges  has  been  Recent 
towards  the  presumption  of  the  workman's  want  of  knowledge.  Where  tendency  of 
an  unskilled  workman  is  injured  by  working  about  ijaachinery  of  ®  *^' 
complicated  construction,  the  presumption  of.  his  lack  of  knowledge 
of  its  complicated  construction  naturally  arises  ;  just  as  if — ^to  draw  an 
illustration  from  the  law  of  bailments — a  blacksmith  were  intrusted 
with  the  mending  of  a  watch,  a  very  different  amount  of  skill  would 
be  looked  for  from  him  than  irom.  a  chronometer-maker  of  established 
fame.  Where  the  injured  workman  is  one  who  has  undertaken  charge 
of  the  machinery,  and  whose  proper  work  it  is,  any  such  presumption  of 
want  of  appreciation  is  unreasonable.  To  have  been  intrusted  with 
the  work,  he  must  prima  facie  have  represented  himself  as  of  adequate 
knowledge  and  skill  to  undertake  it ;  and  he  should  not,  in  the  event 
of  injury  happening  to  him,  be  permitted  to  aver  a  different  condition 
of  things  from  that  imder  which  he  was  appointed.^  Yet  this  view  is 
now  discredited. 

The  next  view  is  that  of  Cockburn,  C.J.    His  opinion,  "that  the  View  of 
danger  contemplated  on  entering  into   the  contract,  shall  not  be  Cockburn, 
aggravated  by  any  omission  on  the  part  of  the  master  to  keep  the  g^'^rw?^ 
machinery  "  without  material  deterioration  during  the  employment, 
has  the  assent  of  Kelly,  C.B.,^  and  is  recognised  in  the  earlier  cases.^ 
The  proposition  is,  notwithstanding,  perhaps  too  broadly  expressed,  as 
importing  an  absolute  duty  on  the  master,  and  ignoring  the  possible 
application  of  the  maxim   Volenti  non  fit  injuria.     This  we  have 
already  seen  is  not  excluded  ;  and  the  master  is  not  necessarily  liable 
for  even  the  most  dilapidated  condition  of  machinery.*    Under  recent 
decisions  which  require  the  matter  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for 
them  to  draw  the  inferences  of  knowledge  and  consent,  in  practice  the    • 
master  is  well-nigh  invariably  found  Uable. 

The  rule  of  the  master's  Uability  for  dangerous  machinery  was  Hdmes  v. 
expressed  in  the  Nisi  Prius  ruling  in  Holmes  v.   WorthifhgUm,^  by  WorthingUm. 
Willes,  J.    The  facts  showed  that  from  defect  of  a  rope  used  in  hoisting  View  of 
casks,  the  rope  broke  and  a  cask  fell  upon  plaintiff.    Willes,  J.,  refused  Willes,  J. 
to  nonsuit,  saying :    "  There  is  no  case  deciding  that  where  the  em- 
ployer and  the  servant  are  both  aware  that  the  machinery  is  in  an 
unsafe  state,  and  the  servant  goes  on  using  it  under  a  reasonable 
beUef  that  it  will  be  set  right  by  the  employer,  and  it  is  not  set  right,  and 
he  suffers  an  injury,  he  cannot  sustain  an  action."    In  summing  up  he 
said  :   "  If  the  defendants  knew  of  the  defect  and  undertook  to  repair 
it,  and  the  plaintiff  went  on  working,  relying  on  their  repairing  it, 
then  they  may  be  liable.     If  the  plaintiff  complained  of  the  defect 
and  the  defendants  promised  that  it  should  be  remedied,  he  is  not  to 
be  deprived  of  his  remedy,  merely  because,  rel)dng  on  their  promise, 
he  remained  in  their  employment.    You  must,  however,  be  satisfied 
that  they  (i.e.,  the  defendants)  were  •  aware  of  the  defect,  and  that  the 
accident  arose  from  it,  and  not  from  plaintiff's  want  of  care."    Bowen,  Bowen,  L.J., 
L.  J.,  very  clearly  states  the  law  in  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine :  "^  "  Know-  ^^^^"^  ^ 
ledge  is  not  a  conclusive  defence  in  itself.     But  when  it  is  a  knowledge  ^^" 

1  Cp.  BriUon  v.  Cheat  Western  CoUon  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.,  per  Bramwell,  B.,  136,  and 
post,  ©36.  a  Murphy  v.  PhiUips,  36  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  478. 

a  Per  Loid  Granworth,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  290. 

4  Ante,  613.  5  2  F.  &  F.  534. 

e  I.e., "  Ought  to  have  been."  See  per  Cockburn,  C.  J..  Webb  r.  Rennie,  4  F.  &  F.  608. 

'  18  Q.  B.  D.  697.  The  Irish  case  of  Rattray  v.  Cork  and  Macroom  Ry.  Co.,  4  L.  R. 
Ir.  386,  appears  to  lean  to  the  view  that  knowledge  perseia  enough.      To  the  extent 

VOL.  I.  2  B 
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under  circumstances  that  leave  no  inference  open  but  one,  viz.,  that 
the  risk  has  been  voluntarily  encountered,  the  defence  seems  to  me 
complete."  ^ 

The  judges  in  the  Scotch  Court  of  Session,  in  CrichUm  v.  Keir,^ 
seem  to  have  misread  the  EngUsh  case  of  Clarke  v.  HolmeSy^  as  they 
distinguish  it  on  the  ground  of  ''an  antecedent  statutory  obligation 
on  the  master  to  fence  the  machinery."  *  This  we  have  already  seen 
was  not  the  ratio  decidendi.  Proceeding,  however,  on  that  assumption, 
they  distinguish  the  case  before  them  where  the  servant  was  induced  to 
continue  in  an  employment  by  a  promise  of  providing  a  young  and 
efficient  horse  in  place  of  an  old  and  inefficient  one,  and  held  that 
where  "a  servant  in  the  face  of  manifest  danger  chooses  to  go  on  with 
his  work,  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk,  and  not  at  the  risk  of  his  master  "  * 
— ^in  other  words,  that  knowledge  is,  per  «e,  an  answer  to  the  action. 
This  is,  as  we  have  seen,  contrary  to  the  English  cases,  by  which 
knowledge  is  an  element  for  consideration  and  not  the  sufficient  test  of 
voluntarily  continuance  in  dangerous  work. 

Fra^er  v.  Hood  *  professedly  follows  Crichton  v.  Keir,  and  is  open 
to  the  same  criticism.  The  pursuer,  a  servant  of  the  defendants,  was 
directed  to  tie  up  a  horse,  which  bit  him  as  he  was  doing  so.  In  his 
averments  the  pursuer  set  out  that  "the  horse  in  question,  which 
was  an  entire  horse,  was  a  vicious  and  dangerous  animal,  and  on 
several  previous  occasions  it  had  attacked,  bitten,  and  severely  injured 
those  who  were  in  charge  of  it."  The  defender  objected  that  the 
pursuer's  averments  showed  him  to  be  aware  the  horse  was  vicious, 
and  that  he  incurred  danger  by  entering  its  stall  when  it  had  got 
loose  ;  and  the  Court  allowed  the  objection  to  prevail. 

The  recent  tendency  of  the  decisions  render  obsolete  this  case  also. 
All  the  elements  that  the  Lord  President  assiuned  must  now  go  to  the 
jury  to  be  "  disentangled."  The  inequity  of  the  state  of  law  which 
presumed,  from  a  continuance  in  the  work,  an  acceptance  of  the  risk 
is  manifest  when  the  position  of  a  sailor  is  considered.  An  American 
decision,  Eldridge  v.  Adas  Steamship  Co.,^  gives  an  admirable  illus- 
tration. A  sailor  was  ordered  to  work  a  dangerous  winch  and 
was  injured.  "  The  defendant  insists  that  the  command  to  operate 
this  dangerous  winch  was  not  lawful,  and  therefore  plainti£E  might 
rightfully  have  refused  obedience.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  command 
was  unlawful,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  plaLntifi^s 
obedience  was  negUgence.  For  whether  the  conmiand  was  lawful  or 
unlawful,  the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  his  disobedience  would  have 

it  does  ^8  it  is  of  course  not  an  authority.  Lord  Herschell's  remarks  on  Thomas  v. 
Quariermainef  in  Smith  y.  Baker ^  (1891)  A.  C.  365  ei  aeqq.,  are  merely  obiter  and  balanced 


by  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Morris  at  369. 
by  an  incorrect  apprehension  of  the  facts. 
202,  an  article  on  Smith  v.  Baker. 

1  iMacph.  407. 

s  Per  Lord  Benholme,  1  Macph.  411 : 


Further,  they  appear  to  have  been  induced 
See  Law  Quarterly  Review,  (1892)  voL  viiL 


a  7  H.  &  N.  937. 
"  It  appears  to  me,  however,  unnecessary  to 
decide  this  question  "  {i.e.,  whether  any  liability  in  the  defendants  arises  under  the 
statutes  providing  for  the  fencing  of   machinery) :     per   Cockbum,  C. J.,  Clarke  v. 
Holmes,  7  H.  &  N.  943. 

4  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Inglis,  1  Macph.  411. 

6  15  Rettie,  178.  Cp.  Wilsim  v.  Boyle,  17  Bettie,  62,  where  the  decision  aeems 
correct,  though  the  first  finding  of  the  jury  "  that  the  defender  was  blameworthy 
in  having  the  horse  in  his  possession,  for  use  by  his  carters,  not  beine  broke  to  steam 
engines  seems  beyond  their  competence.  Their  second  finding, "  the  pursuer  knew 
of  the  horse's  condition  and  character,  and  the  risk  ho  ran  in  taking  charge  of  it,** 
justifies  the  judgment  for  the  defender.  •  134  N.  Y.  187,  190. 
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resulted  in  his  punishment.  The  boatswain,  under  whose  orders 
plaintifiE  was  operating  the  winch,  testified  that  the  plaintifE  'was 
bound  to  obey  the  order  that  I  gave  him  ;  if  he  did  not  obey  the  order 
he  would  have  been  put  in  irons  and  fined,'  Grant  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  so  learned  in  the  law  as  to  know  that  the  Courts  would 
ultimately  decide  the  command  was  unlawful  and  disobedience  to  it 
lawful,  he  could  know  no  way  of  escape  from  the  ship's  punishment 
of  his  disobedience,  for  there  was  none."  If  the  sailor  refuses  obedience 
he  is  a  mutineer,  if  he  obeys  he  is  a  voluntary  agent.  Either  position 
seems  so  contrary  to  justice  that  an  interpretation  of  law  which 
rendered  either  possible  may  reasonably  be  looked  on  as  imsound.^ 

In  this  place,  RUey  v.  Baocendale  ^  may  be  noted,  a  case  in  which  RHey  v. 
an  attempt  was  made  to  avoid  the  law  as  laid  down  in  WiUiams  v.  ^f^^ndale. 
Chugh  ^  by  alleging  a  contract  that  '^  the  defendants  should  take  due  and 
ordinary  care  not  to  expose  the  said  J.  R.  to  extraordinary  danger  and 
risk  in  the  course  of  his  said  employment."    The  effect  of  this  was  to 

?revent  the  defendant  demurring,  and  put  him  to  a  traverse  of  the  fact, 
he  judge  at  the  trial  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  on  the  opening,^  and  the 
nonsuit  was  upheld  on  motion.  Pollock,  C.B.,  ssLying:    "  Generally  Duty  cannot 
speaking,  a  mere  duty  cannot  be  turned  into  a  contract,  and  great  be  turned 
inconvenience  would  result  if  we  were  to  permit  it  to  be  declared  on  as  ^oSiract 
such.    If  the  obUgation  had  been  alleged  as  a  duty,  the  defendant 
might  have  demurred.      But  when  it  is  alleged  as  a  contract,  the 
defendant  cannot  demur,  because  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be 
such  a  contract  in  point  of  fact."    There  is  no  such  impUed  contract. 

The  obUgation  on  the  master  with  regard  to  machinery,  where  Obligation  of 
the  question  of  direct  personal  negUgence  is  not  raised,  is  considered  the  master 
in  Vaughan  v.  Cork  and  Youghal  Ry,  Co}  on  demurrer.    The  declara-  ^  m^l^inery 
tion  set  out  that  the  deceased  was  employed  by  the  defendants  to  where  there  is 
work  in  a  passage  where  was  a  wall  of  which  the  defendants  had  ^?  question  of 
absolute  control,  and  that  "  whilst  "  the  deceased  "  was  actually  "  p^^nal 
engaged  at  his  work  '*  along  the  said  passag;e  "  for  the  said  defendants  negligence, 
as  aforesaid,  and  at  their  request,  the  said  wall  became,  and  was,  Vaughan  y. 
ruinous,  and  fell  upon  "  the  deceased."  y^*?^ 

"  For  some  time,"  says  Pigot,  C.B.,*  "  I  was  disposed  to  think  that  ^co. 
the  plaint  did  not  sufficiently  disclose  a  cause  of  action.    It  is  clearly  judgment  of 
estabHshed  that,  if  a  servant  voluntarily  undertakes  an  employment  Rgot,  C.B. 
which,  in  its  nature,  is  an  employment  of  danger,  he  does  so  as  his  own 
insurer  against  the  risk.     The  master  is  not  responsible  to  his  servant 
for  injuries  resulting  from  the  danger  of  an  employment  into  which 
the  plaintiff  voluntarily  enters,  under  circumstances  in  which  the 
risk  is  necessarily  and  obviously  connected  with  the  employment." 
"  But  the  employer  is  bound  to  use  all  reasonable  care  to  protect  his 
workmen  from  dangers  which  are  unknown  to  them,  and  which  he 
knows,  and  must  be  presumed  to  know.    And  on  looking  more  narrowly 
into  the  frame  of  this  summons  and  plaint,  I  think  it  must  be  construed 
as  showing  that  the  wall  became  ruinous  and  dangerous  by  the  defend- 
ants' negligence  after  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the  service,  and  while 

1  Cp.  RothweU  Y.  HtUchison,  13  Bettie,  463. 

2  (1861)  6  H.  &  N.  445.  s  3  H.  &  N.  268. 

4  Ab  to  the  correctness  of  this  now,  see  Fletcher  v.  L.  A  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  (1892)  1  Q.  B. 
122,  and  anU,  14. 

5  (I860)  12  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  297.     The  Scotch  cases  are  noted  in  WaU  v.  NeUaon, 
16  Rettie.  772.     For  cases  as  to  "  known  danger,"  see  post,  632,  et  seqq. 

«  12  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  303. 
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he  was  actually  employed  in  doing  the  work,  the  wall  being  in  the 
actual  '  possession  and  under  the  control  and  dominion  of  the  defend- 
ants.' Upon  that  statement  the  defendants  can  hardly  be  treated 
otherwise  than  as  directly  and  personally  cognisant  of  the  altered 
condition  of  the  wall ;  and  if  the  wall  became  ruinous  and  dangerous, 
while  the  deceased  was  engaged  in  the  work  near  it,  either  he  ought 
to  have  been  made  acquainted  with  the  change  which  caused  new  risk 
to  his  employment,  or  precautions  ought  to  have  been  taken  to  secure 
him  from  the  danger."  ^ 
Rule  indi-  The  case  is  important  as  laying  stress  on  the  fact  that,  with  le- 

JnH^Ant**^  f erence  to  the  same  man  and  the  same  machinery,  there  may  be  two 
crniAii.  digerent  species  of  obligation.  If  the  machinery  is  in  a  dangerous 
condition  when  the  workman  enters  on  the  work,  no  obligation  is 
presumed  on  the  employer  to  alter  or  improve  it  *  unless  the  jury  find 
that  the  workman  was  without  knowledge  of  the  state  of  things  and 
did  not  appreciate  the  risk  to  which  he  was  exposing  himself ;  but 
where  the  workman  enters  on  the  work  with  all  the  accessories  in  a 
reasonably  &t  condition,  and  by  reason  of  non-repair  or  absence  of 
supervision  such  condition  becomes  altered  so  that  an  accident  oocure, 
then  the  presumption  is  that  the  employer  is  guilty  of  negligence  ;  for 
it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  workman  to  watch  the  gradual  attrition  of 
machinery  or  plant  until  it  is  in  such  a  state  that  danger  may  probablj 
arise,  and  then  to  give  notice  to  the  master,  so  that  repairs  may  be 
executed,  or,  in  the  alternative,  the  contract  varied ;  while  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  employer,  when  the  workman  has  entered  upon  an  employ- 
ment with  reasonably  fit  and  proper  machinery,  and  undertaking  no 
more  than  the  ordinary  risks,  to  keep  all  the  surroundings  of  the  work 
in  suitable  condition ;  and  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  him  to  show 
he  has  done  so.  The  workman's  duty  is  to  get  on  with  his  work  to  the 
best  of  his  abiUty,  and  while  doing  his  duty  he  is  entitled  to  trust  to 
the  master  doing  his. 

This  is  in  accord  with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Murphy  v.  PhiUips} 
Plaintiff  was  injured  by  the  breaking  of  a  chain,  caused  partly  by  bad 
welding,  and  partly  by  its  worn  condition.  "  It  then  became  a  question 
whether,  from  whatever  cause  the  accident  may  have  occurred,  it  was 
or  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  as  the  master  and  employer  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  see  and  examine  from  time  to  time  the  state  and  condition 
of  the  chains  and  other  machinery  employed  upon  his  premises  in 
his  business.  I  am  of  opinion  very  clearly  that  it  was,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  bound  from  time  to  time,  as  the  occasion  might  requiie, 
to  have  the  chains  used  in  his  business,  and  of  course,  therefore,  the 
particular  chain  in  question,  properly  and  duly  examined  and  tested 
periodically."  * 

Again,  in  Webb  v.  Rennie,'^  where  injury  arose  from  the  fall  of  a 


Acted  on  in 
Murphy  V. 
Phillips* 


WMr. 
Hennie, 


1  M'InaUy  v.  King,  24  Sc.  L.  E.  16.  a  Dynen  v.  Leach,  26  L,  J.  Ex.  221. 

3  (1876)  35  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  477  ;  Spieer  v.  Souih  Boston  Iron  Co,,  138  Mass.  426^  the 
case  of  a  flaw  in  an  iron  hook  used  to  raise  a  furnace  door,  which  a  careful  inspection 
would  have  revealed.  Henderson  v.  Carron  Co.,  16  Bettie,  633 ;  Milne  v.  Townstui, 
19  Rettie,  830.  Murphy  v.  Phillips  is  distinguished  in  Black  v.  Ontario  Wheel  Co.,  19 
Ont.  R.  578,  and  in  Hanrahan  v.  Ardnamult  Steamship  Co.,  22  L.  R.  Ir.  66, 

4  35  L.  T.  (N.  S.),  per  Kelly,  C.B.,  478.  Cp.  HaskeU  v.  Cape  Ann  Anehr 
Works,  178  Mass.  486. 

6  4  F.  &  F.  608.  612,  ioWowed]  in  OiUies  v.  Cairns,  8  Fraser,  174 ;  O^DonneU  r. 
Allegheny  Valley  Bd.  Co.,  69  Pa.  St.  239,  a  case  where  wood,  that  had  been  in  the  soil 
an  unreasonable  length  of  time,  gave  way. 
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BcafEold-pole  through  rottenness  and  it  was  proved  that  the  end  had 
been  in  the  earth  two  years  without  examination,  Cockbum,  C.J.,  Cockbum, 
directed  the  jury  that  "  the  servant  had  a  right  to  expect  that  he  shall  ^^^^'^^^ 
only  be  exposed  to  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  employment,  and  that  principle, 
the  machinery  or  apparatus  about  which  he  is  to  be  employed,  and 
out  of  which  danger  arises,  shall  be  attended  to  with  reasonable  care, 
to  ensure  its  being  in  a  fit  state  to  be  worked  without  undue  or  extra- 
ordinary danger  to  those  employed  in  or  about  it ;  and  although  in 
general  an  employer  was  not  liable  unless  he  knew  of  the  danger,  yet 
it  was  his  business  to  know  if,  by  reasonable  care  and  precaution,  he 
could  ascertain  whether  the  apparatus  or  machinery  were  in  a  fit  state 
or  not.  It  was  not  enough,  therefore,  that  the  master  did  not  know 
of  the  danger  if,  by  reasonable  care  he  might  have  known,  and  if, 
reasonably,  he  ought  to  have  known,  and  to  have  taken  the  proper 
means  of  knowing.  It  followed  that,  although  he  would  not  be  liable 
merely  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  his  servants,  yet  it  was  his 
duty  either  himself  to  take  the  proper  means  of  knowing  of  the  danger, 
or  to  employ  some  competent  person  to  do  so." 

Negligence  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  master  who  has  engaged  Fault  of 
competent  men  to  inspect  his  machinery  and  works,  and  who  have  judgment  of 
inspected  it,  but  whose  judgment  is  at  fault  and  who  come  to  a  mistaken  ^^wra  does 
conclusion  as  to  the  existence  of  danger  or  defect.^  not  affect  the 

Care  must  be  taken  not  to  confuse  this  proposition  with  the  very  ^^^5  ^**^ 
different  one  ^  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  provide  adequate   *      ^' 
machinery  and  a  suitable  scheme  of  work.    This  is  an  antecedent 
obligation  to  that  now  noted  and  applies  to  the  scheme  and  machinery 
in  work  and  not  to  the  character  of  the  provision  for  working. 

If  the  master  has  a  greater  means  of  knowing  than  the  workman  A  second 
he  owes  a  greater  duty  to  him  ;  for  the  matter  in  question  being  not  ^^^^these 
within  the  ordinary  sphere  of  duties  of  the  servant,  he  is  not  to  be  oases  may  be 
presumed  to  concern  himself  with  them,  or  to  be  acquainted  with  supported, 
them ;  and  is  entitled  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of  a  suggestion  to  the 
contrary,  that  everything  is  efficiently  and  carefully  provided  for. 

AUen  V.  New  Gas  Co^  was  argued  and  decided  (at  least  so  far  as  AUen  v.  New 
appears  from  the  report)  exclusively  on  the  ground  of  the  duty  of  ^^  ^^' 
employers  to  employ  a  competent  person  to  take  charge  of  their 
premises,  and  without  reference  to  their  duty  to  see  to  the  condition 
of  the  tackle  and  machinery.  Plaintiff's  injuries  were  caused  by  the 
f  alUng  upon  him  of  some  gates  built  into  a  framework  on  the  premises  of 
the  defendants  where  the  plaintiff  was  at  work.  They  had  been  some 
time  out  of  repair,  gradually  getting  "  from  bad  to  worse."  If  closed, 
or  partially  closed,  they  were  unsafe,  but  if  left  open  and  wedged  up 
they  were  safe.  Defendants'  manager  had  notice  of  the  unsafe  con- 
dition of  the  gates  and  directions  to  repafr  had  been  given,  but  nothing 
was  shown  to  have  been  done.  When  the  plaintiff  left  work,  the 
gates  were  opened  8md  wedged  up  ;  when  he  returned,  one  was  open, 
the  other  shut.  How  this  came  about  there  was  no  evidence  to  show. 
By  reason  of  their  defective  condition  they  fell  upon  the  plaintiff  and 
injured  him.  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  set  aside  by  the  Divisional 
Court,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  "  had  not  shown  that  the  persons  employed  by  the 

1  Canadian  Asbestos  Co.  y.  Girard,  36  Can.  S.  0.  B.  13. 
aji4nfe/613.  s  1  Ex.  D.  261. 
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Allen  V.  New 

OaaCo. 

discussed. 


defendants  were  incompetent,  and  the  negligence,  if  any,  which  caused 
the  accident  was  that  of  a  fellow  workman  of  the  plaintiff." 

The  point  that  there  is  a  personal  duty  on  the  employer  to  see  to 
the  maintenance  of  his  premises  in  a  condition  of  reasonable  safety 
is  thus  glanced  at  in  the  judgment :  ^  "  There  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  premises  of  the  defendants  were  dangerous,^  that  these  gat^ 
were  defective  in  their  original  construction,  or  that  they  had  not  been 
perfectly  safe  when  first  put  up.  If  they  had  fallen  into  a  state  of 
decay,  and  had  been  permitted  to  remain  in  that  state,  it  could  scarcely 
be  said  that  that  was  the  act  of  the  defendants,  but  must  have  been 
that  of  the  persons  whom  they  must  have  employed,  and  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  such  persons  were  not  proper  and  competent 
for  the  defendants  to  employ."  However,  what  the  learned  judge* 
who  delivered  the  judgment  in  Allen  v.  New  Gm  Co,  considered  "  could 
scarcely  be  said,"  had  actually  been  held,  as  we  have  seen,  by  Pigot, 
C.B.,  in  Vaughan  v.  Cork  and  Youghal  Ry.  Co,,^  and  by  Cockbum,  C.J., 
in  Wdb  V.  Rennie,^  while  the  Exchequer  Division  itself,  a  few  weeks 
after  the  judgment  in  AUen  v.  New  Gas  Co.,  arrived  at  a  dedsion  in 
conflict  with  the  learned  baron's  dictum.^ 

From  anything  that  appears  in  the  report,  there  is  no  suggestion 
that  it  was  the  special  duty  of  any  one  to  see  to  the  condition  of  the 
working  surroundings  at  the  gas  works ; ''  and  if  the  fact  of  there  being 
a  foreman  were  sufficient  to  discharge  the  employer's  liability  to  see 
to  the  reasonably  safe  condition  of  his  premises,  the  special  duty  on 
the  employer  requiring  him  personally  to  see  to  machinery  and  plant 
would  be  negatived  and  evaded  by  the  mere  appointment  of  such  a 
foreman.  Moreover,  as  we  have  seen,®  the  fact  that  the  attention  of 
the  manager  had  been  directed  to  the  unsafe  condition  of  the  gate, 
and  orders  given,  but  not  carried  out,  to  remedy  this,  would  not  in 
itself  be  conclusive  against  the  plaintifi's  right  to  recover.  Again,  it 
seems  to  be  assumed  throughout  that,  though  there  was  a  complaint 
and  a  promise  of  remedy,  the  plaintiff  would  be  deprived  of  his  right 
to  recover,  even  supposing  him  to  have  remained,  merely  because  he 
relied  on  the  promise  so  made.  To  put  the  matter  shortly,  on  the 
assumption  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge,  or  no  sufficient  know- 
ledge, of  the  condition  and  the  dangers  of  the  gates,  he  was  disentitled 
to  recover,  because  there  was  a  foreman  who,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  things,  should  have  looked  after  the  gates,  and  did  not ;  and  on  the 
assumption  that  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge,  he,  as  a  proposition  of 
law,  and  necessarily,  could  not  recover,  because  he  consented  to  the 
risk.    In  either  view  the  decision  is  unsatisfactory.^ 

1  L.c,  per  Huddleston,  B.,  266. 

a  "  The  evidence  was.  that  these  gates  if  left  open  and  wedgei  up,  were  M/e  ;  Mil 
if  closed,  or  partiaUy  closed,  there  was  danger  that  they  might  fcUl,**  l.c,  261 ;  and  also 
by  consequence  if  they  were  left  open  hut  not  wedged  up.  In  short,  without  additional 
and  special  precautions,  they  were  dangerous. 

8  Huddleston,  B.  4  12  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  297,  304. 

h  4F.  &F.  613. 

6  Murphy  V.  PhiUips,  35  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  477.  Cp.  Spicer  v.  South  Boston  Iron  Co., 
138  Mass.  426. 

7  Huddleston,  B.,  says,  "  assuming  it  to  have  been  the  negligeoce  of  Farren*  Uiai 
would  be  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant."  Quite  so.  But  why  assume  it  at  all  ? 
Why  not  discuss  the  case  as  raising  the  question  of  the  duty  of  the  employer  to  aeo  that 
the  risks  surrounding  the  work  are  not  greater  than  was  apparent  ? 

8  Holmes  v.  Worthington,  2  F.  &  F.  633 ;  Stanforth  v.  Bumbaek  Foundry  Co.,  24 
Sc.  L.  R.  722. 

^  9  Another  inaccuracy  in  the  judgment  may  be  noted,     Huddleston,  B.,  Baya,  254  ; 
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The  master  is  not  required  so  to  provide  as  to  dispense  with  any  Master  not 
forethought  on  the  part  of  the  man.     He  will  discharge  his  duty  if  he  f??"^*?^  ^, 
provides  proper  apphances,  although  he  leaves  the  determination  of^f^g^ 
the  time  for  resorting  to  them  to  the  men  ;  that  is,  if  the  opportunities  workmen, 
of  the  men  for  determining  on  the  matter  are  at  least  equal  to  his  own. 
When  the  necessity  of  executiDg  repairs  springs  from  the  daily  use  of 
appliances,  the  master  is  of  course  boimd  to  provide  the  means  of 
executing  the  repairs  necessary ;   but  when  the  master  has  done  his 
duty  in  this  respect,  it  is  for  the  servants  themselves  to  secure  them- 
selves in  those  matters  which  may  easily  be  remedied  and  do  not 
involve  permanent  operations  of  the  labour  of  skilled  mechanics  ;   for  Maintaining 
instance,  where  ropes  have  a  habit  of  wearing  out  and  the  master  has  the  condition 
supplied  an  ample  stock  which  may  be  resorted  to  when  required  in  ^  9^  - 
order  to  replace  those  worn  out  in  las  service,  the  duty  of  substituting 
new  for  old  when  requisite  and  of  judging  when  requisite  is  on  the 
servants  and  not  on  the  master ;  and  so  with  the  use  of  tools  liable  to 
break,  buckets  to  become  leaky,  protections  in  dangerous  occupations 
to  become  ineffectual  from  any  constant  or  recurrent  cause,  and  other 
materials  coming  within  the  scope  of  the  principle  involved.^    The 
only  cases  in  which  this  principle  has  been  definitely  laid  down  are, 
it  is  true,  American,  yet  the  principle  itself  seems  the  necessary  out- 
come of  doctrines  recognised  alike  in  English  and  American  law  and, 
should  occasion   arise,   will  doubtless  be  authoritatively  engrafted 
amongst  English  decisions. 

Here  it  may  be  well  to  note  a  distinction  marking  the  line  between  Distinction 
those  cases  where  the  injured  person  cannot  recover  against  the  between  cases 
employer  because  the  employer  is  not  responsible  for  the  happening  ^^|^^  ^^^ 
of  the  injurious  event  which  is  brought  about  through  miscarriage  of  from  neglect 
machinery  ;  and  those  in  which  he  is  held  liable  on  account  of  the  bad  ^  providing 
condition  of  machinery.    The  master  is  Uable  in  all  cases  where  there  ch^i^and 
has  been  neglect  in  providing  proper  machinery  and  competent  ser-  competent 
vants.    He  is  not  liable  when  the  injury  results  from  the  management  servants,  and 
of  proper  machinery  by  servants  not  incompetent.*  wherel^e 

injury  arises 
from  the 

III.  Statutory  Duty.  TZSI^. 

We  now  come  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  imposition  of  a  statutory  HI.  Statu- 
duty  on  the  master's  liability.    Senior  v.  Ward^  is  the  first  case  to^^^^^^- 
note.    Rules  for  the  regulation  of  the  defendant's  coal  mine  were  S^^  ^' 

"  We  think  that  the  mischief  in  this  case  arose  from  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff's  fellow 
workmen  as  such,  and  not  from  the  defendants*  default,  nor  from  the  default  of  any 
manager  or  vice-proprietor.**  It  is  clear  from  the  decisions  that  the  Courts  refuse  to 
recognise  any  such  distinction.  Wilson  v.  Merry,  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  326  ;  HoweUa  v. 
Landore  Siemens  Steel  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  62. 

1  E.g.,  Toohey  v.  Suitable  Qaa  Co.,  179  Pa.  St.  437.  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant, 
1743. 

a  Bartonshill  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  266,  297.  Cp.  Ormond  v. 
Holland,  £.  B.  &  £.  102,  where  it  was  a  ladder  that  caused  the  accident,  and  the 
defendants  "  used  more  than  ordinary  care,  and  took  extraordinary  precautions  that 
the  plant  should  be  sufficient,"  per  Lord  Campbell,  105 ;  also  Armour  v.  Hahn,  HI 
U.  S.  (4  Davis)  313.  The  master's  duty  with  regard  to  ropes  and  appliances  of  that 
sort  which  are  in  daily  use  and  which  when  they  become  defective  may  easily  be 
remedied  by  the  servants  themselves,  is  well  treated  in  Cregan  v.  Maraton,  126  N.  Y. 
508,  22  Am.  St.  R.  854. 

3  1  E.  &  E.  386.  See  Johnson  v.  Boston  Tow  Boat  Co.,  136  Mass.  209,  46  Am. 
Rep.  458  ;   McGlain  v.  Henderson,  187  Pa.  St.  283. 
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approved  under  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  108.^  One  of  these  every  morning, 
before  any  one  descended  the  shaft  of  the  mine,  directed  the  cage  to 
be  inspected  by  the  engineman,  and  '^  the  ropes  and  loaded  cagea  are 
then  to  be  run  slowly  twice  up  and  down  the  pit  before  any  person 
descends  or  ascends."  The  defendant,  who  superintended  the  working 
of  his  colliery,  allowed  the  rule  to  be  neglected.  The  night  before  the 
accident  the  rope  by  which  the  cage  was  suspended  was  injured  by  fire. 
On  the  morning  of  the  accident  the  miners  were  told  by  the  banksman 
that  they  had  better  examine  the  rope  before  they  went  down  ;  they 
neglected  to  do  so,  the  rope  broke  as  the  cage  descended,  and  those  in 
it  were  killed.  The  Court  held  that  the  case  came  within  the  maxim  • 
Volenti  non  fit  injuria  ;  yet  indicated  its  opinion  that,  apart  from  know- 
ledge and  acceptance  of  the  danger  by  the  deceased,  the  defendant 
would  have  been  liable,  though  the  negligence  was,  in  the  last  instance, 
the  neghgence  of  the  banksman,  who  was  a  fellow  workman  ;  as  there 
was  most  culpable  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  personally 
in  neglecting  to  see  to  the  observance  of  the  statutory  rule  and  in 
keeping  a  banksman  whom  he  knew  habitually  disregarded  it ;  and 
either  of  these  circumstances  was  sufficient  to  import  liability. 

Two  questions  suggested  by  the  decision,   and  requiring  more 
attention  for  their  elucidation  than  they  received^  are  : 
Themaxim  (1)  What  is  the  precise  import  of  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  f 

in^^a  "^  (^)  W^^^  what  circumstances,  if  any,  does  the  maxim  apply  in  the 

case  of  the  violation  of  a  statutory  obligation  ? 

(1)  What  is  (1)   THE  IMPORT  OF  THE  MAXIM  VOLENTI  NON  PIT  mjURIA. 

the  import  of 

the  maxim  ?         The  maxim  Vohnli  non  fit  injuria  has  been  traced  back  to  Aristotle,^ 

History.  perhaps  more  in  faith  than  by  reason.  It  is  found  unmistakably  in 
the  Civil  Law,  where  the  case  is  put  of  a  man  in  patria  potestate  being 
sold  with  his  own  consent.  The  fathef  has  his  action  for  injuria  ; 
filii  vero  nomine  non  competit,  quia  nvUa  injuria  est  qucB  in  volentem 
fiM}   . 

It  is  found  also  in  the  Canon  Law;  where  it  appears  in  the  form  jScien^t 
et  consevUienti  non  fit  injuria  neque  dolus,^  This  is  a  notable  testimony 
to  Bowen,  L.  J.'s,  legal  insight,  according  exactly  with  his  observation 
that  the  "  maxim  is  not  *  scierUi  non  fit  injuria,^  but  *  wlenti ' "  ;  that 
"  mere  knowledge  may  not  be  a  conclusive  defence."  *  The  first  time 
it  is  met  with  in  the  English  reports  is  in  the  Year  Book  of  the  33 
Edw.  I.*  and  its  modem  use  starts,  so  it  is  said,  from  Ilott  v.  WUhes'^ 

1  See  now  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  76.     Part  II. 

^IThiB  is  probably  in  the  fashion  of  the  schoolmen  who  resorted  to  him  as  the  fount 
of  all  wisdom.  In  Book  V.  c.  xi.  of  the  Eudemian  Ethics  he  discosses — a  bit  dis- 
cursively— the  question.  Can  a  man  injure  himself  7  and  concludes,  adrbs  S'idvT6i'  r& 
airrd  dfia  xal  irderxet  koI  iroiet.  'ISri  etrj  ht^  Mvto.  idLKetaOai — which  is  purely  an 
ethical  proposition  much  more  akin  to  the  discussion  in  Plato's  Gorgias,  whether 
it  is  better  to  do  or  to  suffer  injustice,  than  to  anything  pertinent  to  the  preseot 
topic. 

3  D.47, 10,  l.§5. 

4  Sext.  y.  De  Regulis  Juris,  28.  Pollock  and  Maitland,  in  their  History  of  English 
Law,  vol.  ii.  (2nd  ed. )  217,  stop  short  at  the  Canon  Law  in  tracing  back  the  genealogy  of 
the  maxim.  In  Sir  Walter  Scott's  novel,  "  The  Betrothed,"  Father  Aldrovand  says : 
"  I  hold  with  the  learnc»d  sclioliast,  VoUnii  non  fit  injuria"  c.  29  towards  the  end. 

5  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.D.  096. 

6  Y.  B.  33  35  Edw.  L  (ed.  Horwood)8.  Bracton  f.  413b  uses  it  in  the  form, 
cum  scierUi  el  volenti  non  fU  injuria.  The  maxim  is  available  m  a  defence  ander 
the  French  law  of  Quebeo.  Ilichdieu,  cfec.  Navigation  Co.  v.  8t.  Jean,  28  Lower 
Canada  Jurist.  (Q.B.)  91.  7  3  B.  &  Aid.  304. 
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though  probably  much  earlier  instances  might  be  found  of  its  use  to 
formulate  the  legal  consequences  of  acting  at  the  agent's  own  risk.^ 

Bowen,  L. J.,^  points  out  that  the  effect  of  the  maxim  is  by  no  Bowen,  L.J., 
means  identical  with  the  defence  of  contributory  negligence.     "  Con-  ^Siween  cases 
tributory  negligence,"  says  he,  "  arises  when  there  has  been  a  breach  of  contribu- 
of  duty  on  the  defendant's  part,  not  where,  ex  hypothesiy  there  has  been  tory  negli- 
none.    It  rests  upon  the  view  that,  though  the  defendant  has  in  fact  ^^^^^re 
been  negligent,  yet  the  plaintiff  has  by  his  own  carelessness,  severed  the  maxim 
the  causal  connection  between  the  defendant's  negligence  and  the  applies, 
accident  which  has  occurred ;    and  that  the  defendant's  negUgence 
accordingly  is  not  the  true  proximate  cause  of  the  injury.    It  is  for 
this  reason  that  under  the  old  form  of  pleading  the  defence  of  con- 
tributory negligence  was  raised  in  actions  based  on  negligence  under 
the  plea  of  '  not  guilty.'    It  was  said,  and  said  rightly,  in  Weblin  v. 
BaUardj^  that,  in  an  inquiry  whether  the  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence,  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  the  danger  is  not 
conclusive.     Obviously  such  knowledge  may  have  even  led  to  exercise 
extraordinary  care.     But  the  doctrine  of  Volenti  rum  fit  injuria  stands 
outside  the  defence  of  contributory  negligence  and  is  in  no  way  Umited 
by  it.    In  individual  instances  the  two  ideas  sometimes  seem  to  cover 
the  same  ground,  but  carelessness  is  not  the  same  as  intelligent  choice, 
and  the  Latin  maxim  often  applies  when  there  has  been  no  carelessness 
at  all.    A  confusion  of  ideas  has  frequently  been  created  in  accident 
cases  by  an  assumption  that  negligence  to  the  many  who  are  ignorant 
may  be  properly  treated  as  negligence  as  regards  the  one  individual  who 
knows  and  runs  the  risk,  and  by  dealing  with  the  case  as  if  it  turned 
only  on  a  subsequent  investigation  into  contributory  negligence.    In 
many  instances  it  is  immaterial  to  distinguish  between  the  two  defences, 
but  the  importance  of  the  distinction  was  pointed  out  by  Erie,  C.J., 
in  his  summing  up  to  the  jury  in  Indermaur  v.  Dames*  and  by  Cockbum, 
C. J.,  in  Woodley  v.  Metropolitan  District  Ry.  CoJ^    To  prove  negligence 
it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  defendant  has  been  negligent  to 
others  ;  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  duty 
towards  himself.    These  two  defences,  that  which  rests  on  the  doctrine 
Volenti  non  fi  injuria,  and  that  which  is  popularly  described  as  con- 
tributory negligence,  are  quite  different."  * 

That  a  person  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  should  not  recover  Contributory 
even  when  the  injury  arises  from  neglect  to  observe  a  statutory  duty  ^^'^bV* 
is  not  only  reasonable,  but  clear  law.*    For,  in  such  a  case,  the  plaintiff  etatutory 

1  E.g.,  Brisbane  v.  Dacres,  (1813)  6  Tamit  143. 168.  ^^"^y- 

a  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  697.  "  I  was  surprised  to  find  that  any 
person  could  gravely  raise  a  doubt  on  this  question,  as  we  have  decided  over  and  over 
again  in  this  Court,  and  notably  in  the  case  of  McCarthy  v.  British  Shipoumers*  Co., 
10  L.  B.  Ir.  384,  that  a  defence  of  contributory  negligence  is  only  an  amplified  form 
of  denial  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,"  per  Dowse, 
B.,  M'Evoy  y.  Waterford  Steamship  Co.,  18  L.  R.  Ir.  165. 

3  17  Q.  B.  D.  122.  4  L.  R.  1  0.  P.  277.  b  2  Ex.  D.  390. 

«  Senior  v.  Ward,  1  E.  &  £.  385 ;  GasweU  v.  Worth,  5  E.  ft  B.  849.  The  remark 
of  Pigott,  B.,  "  I  should  hare  been  better  satisfied  if  CasweU  v.  Worth  had  been  other- 
wise decided ;  and  that  the  master  there  should  have  been  held  liable,  as  he  had  been 
clearly  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  statutory  duty,"  overlooks  the  difference  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria,  and  the  defence  of  contributory  negligence. 
That  the  distinction  was  not  absent  altogether  from  his  mind  appears  from  the  following 
passage  :  "  It  seems  that  even  although  there  may  be  a  statutory  duty  imposed  on  the 
employer,  the  workman  must  still  be  careful  of  his  own  safety " :  Britton  v.  Cfreat 
Western  Cotton  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  139.  The  case  of  CasweU  v.  WorOi,  was,  however, 
decided  on  demurrer,  where  the  only  point  was  whether  a  plea  that  set  up  contributory 
negligence  was  good.     M'Evoy  v.  Waterford  Steamship  Co.,  18  L.  R.  Ir.  169. 
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has  failed  to  establish  the  proposition  on  which  alone  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  damages — ^that  the  injury  happened  through  the  defendant's 
negligence.^  The  neglect  of  the  statutory  duty  may  involve  the  person 
guilty  thereof  in  penalties,  yet  the  law  will  not  allow  the  injured 
person  to  recover  because  he  is  himself  consenting  to  the  violation  of 
law  and  to  his  own  wrong.  The  consideration  of  this  view  of  the 
matter  must,  for  the  present,  be  postponed.* 

Where  there  is  no  contributory  negligence,  and  the  injury  arises 
from  the  dangers  of  the  work,  the  position  of  things  is  different.^ 
There  is,  first,  a  duty  on  the  employer  to  provide  reasonable  and  fit 
machinery.  And  his  habihty  in  this  respect  is  determined  by  con- 
sidering whether  he  has  knowledge,  and  his  servant  is  ignorant,  of  all 
defects  in  the  condition  and  repair  of  the  surroundings  amongst  which 
the  servant  has  to  work.*  In  that  event — of  knowledge  of  the  master 
and  ignorance  of  the  servant — ^the  master  is  liable  ;  even  though  the 
condition  of  things  is  the  same  as  when  the  servant  entered  the  employ- 
ment. And  this  is  so  because  the  law  implies  an  obligation  on  the 
master  to  make  the  servant  as  well  acquainted  with  the  circumstance 
of  the  work  as  he  is  himself ;  failure  to  discharge  this  duty  imposed 
by  law  afiects  the  master  with  a  similar  liabihty  to  that  wluch  would 
arise  if  he  were  a  fellow  workman  with  his  servant,  and  neghgently  or 
recklessly  using  tools,  caused  an  injury  to  his  servant.  Th^  brings  us 
to  a  detailed  consideration  of  the  scope  of  the  rule  summarised  in  the 
maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria. 

The  maxim  is  appUcable  in  diverse  circumstances,  and  its  weight 
is  by  no  means  uniform.  In  its  widest  signification  it  affirms  that 
^^  one  who  has  invited  or  assented  to  an  act  being  done  towards  him 
cannot,  when  he  sufEers  from  it,  complain  of  it  as  a  wrong."  ^  Persons 
incapable  of  intelligent  assent  are  of  course  without  its  ambit.  Neither 
can  one  be  allowed  to  consent  to  an  act  against  a  law  of  general  policy 
and  obUgation,  though  whether  he  could  assert  a  personal  claim  after 
such  consent  involves  other  considerations.  In  many  cases  he  would 
be  pwrticej>8  criminis.    Ex  turpi  catisa  non  oritur  action 

A  trespasser  who  injures  himself  by  intermeddling  cannot,  by  his 
wrongful  act,  impose  a  duty  upon  another ;  ^  his  act  being  wrongful,  he 
*  cannot  claim  in  respect  of  the  risks  with  which  it  was  attended. 

Again,  he  who  roams  over  the  property  of  another  must  be  held 
to  do  so  subject  to  the  liabihty  of  himself  bearing  all  injury  from 
dangers  encountered  while  so  using  the  Ucence  ;    with  the  proviso, 

1  "  In  most  coses  it  is  well-nigh  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  lay  his  evideoce 
before  a  jury  or  the  Court  without  disclosinff  circumstances  which  either  point  to  or 
tend  to  rebut  the  conclusion  that  the  injured  party  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence "  :  per  Lord  Watson,  Wakelin  v.  L.  di  8.  FT.  Ey.  Co,,  12  App.  Cas.  48. 

3  See  post,  643. 

3  Mulligan  v.  M' Alpine,  16  Rettie,  789.  In  Sim  v.  Dominion  Fish  Co.,  ( 1901 )  2  Ont. 
L.  R.  69,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  a  fishing  tug  is  liable  at  common  law  for  the  death 
of  a  fireman,  who  fell  overboard  and  was  drowned  through  the  breakage  of  a  defective 
handle  to  a  fish-box  he  was  dragging  along  the  deck,  according  to  the  accustomed 
practice.  The  ground  of  the  decision  is  that  the  defect  being  discoverable  by  inspec- 
tion was  evidence  of  a  defect  implying  personal  default  in  the  master.  Some  remarks 
of  Armour,  C.J.,  importing  that  if  the  case  had  gone  under  the  Employers*  Liability 
Act,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  send  the  case  back  to  a  jury  to  determine  whether 
some  employee  superior  to  the  plaintiff  was  aware  that  the  appliances  were  defective. 


are  obviously  suggested  by  the  terms  of  the  English  Act. 
4  Griffiths  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co.,  12  Q.  B. 


D.493;  13Q.B.  D.259. 
6  Smith  V.  Baker,  (1891)  A.  C,  per  Lord  Herschell,  360. 

6  CoUins  V.  Blantem,  2  Wils.  341 ;  1  Sm.  L.  C.  (Uth  ed.)  369. 

7  Dcgg  V.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  1  H.  &  N.  782. 


CHAP.  IV.]        MASTER'S  DUTY  TO  HIS  SERVANT.  635 

however,  that  the  owner  of  the  property  is  not  wilfully  to  deceive  him, 
or  to  do  any  act  which  may  place  him  in  danger.^  But  it  is  in  the  case 
of  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  that  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rule  is  now  most  frequently  invoked. 

The  existence  of  the  risk  from  which  the  injury  has  arisen  may  Risk  either 
either  have  been  (a)  contemporaneous  with,  or  (b)  subsequent  to,  the  n^^^^^*" 
entry  upon  the  employment,  and  may  arise  from  a  state  of  things  q^  subsequent 
either  indiSerent  in  itself  or  forbidden  by  statutory  enactment.  to,  the  entry 

(a)  If  the  existence  of  the  risk  is  contemporaneous  with  the  entry  ^^q^®  ^^^^'^^^ 
by  the  servant  upon  the  employment,  and  manifest  to  him,  and  there  employment, 
is  no  statutory  duty  to  remedy  it,  it  forms  one  of  the  terms  of  the  («)  Where 
emplo3mient,  and  the  rule,  Volenti  non  fU  injuria,  applies,  since  the  the  risk  is 
risk  is  thus  a  condition  of  the  service.     This  is  expressed  by  Lord  ^^^^"^^^3 
Esher,  M.R.,  in   Yarmouth  v.   France:*    "Before  the  Employers' 
Liability  Act  there  was  this  condition  in  the  contract  of  hiring,  that 
if  there  was  a  defect  in  the  premises  or  machinery  which  was  open  and 
palpable,  whether  the  servant  actually  knew  it  or  not,  he  accepted 
the  employment  subject  to  the  risk.    That  is  the  doctrine  which  is 
embodied  in  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria,'^    If  the  risk  exists 
at  the  time  of  the  employment  and  is  not  manifest  and  one  that  might 
reasonably  be  expected  not  to  exist,  the  servant  is  entitled  to  assume 
that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  employment  are  normal,  unless 
it  is  otherwise  stated. 

(6)  The  conditions  of  an  employment  may  be  altered  and  become  W  Where 
dangerous  after  the  contract  of  employment  is  entered  into.  subroquent. 

An  American  case,  Knisley  v.  Pratt,^  distinguishes  between  the 
assumption  of  those  risks  which  inhere  in  the  work  undertaken,  and 
are  not  expressed,  yet  which  bind  by  virtue  of  the  "  impUed  contract " 
to  undertake  them,  that  is  the  essence  of  the  agreement,  and  "  an 
independent  act  of  waiver,"  which  is  subsequent  to  the  contract  and 
accepts  a  liability  that  is  not  included  in  its  constitution.  Volenti  non 
fit  injuria  is  the  expression  of  this  waiver. 

This  case  was,  apparently,  not  for  the  moment  present  to  the  mind 
of  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  when  he  said,  in  Yarmouth  v.  Frathce :  *  "  The  Dictum  of 
maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  was  not  wanted  as  between  master  and  J^j^  Esher, 
servant.  It  was  only  wanted,  if  at  all,  where  no  such  relation  as  that 
of  master  and  servant  existed."  Since  that  relation  seems  one  where  the 
maxim  is  certainly  not  exclusively  yet  still  particularly  applicable.* 
In  its  inception  the  contract  of  the  workman  with  his  employer  is  to 
work  on  machinery  in  a  certain  condition.  During  the  employment 
a  change,  either  in  the  machinery  itself  or  in  its  condition,  followed  by 
an  accident,  raises,  not  the  question  of  the  original  employment,  but 
the  effect  of  the  workman's  subsequent  conduct.  The  application  of 
the  rule,  and  the  difference  in  its  operation  from  the  former  case,  are 
noticed  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  in  Clarke  v.  Holmes  :  •   "  There  is  a  sound  Diaum  of 

Cockbum. 

I  OatUret  v.  Egerton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  371.  C  J 

a  lOQ.  B.  D.  663. 

8  (1896)  148  N.  Y.  372.  DoyU  v.  New  Zealand  CandU  Co.,  20  N.  Z.  L.  R.  686, 
where  the  learned  judge  appears  to  overlook  the  consideration  of  on  whom  the  onus 
of  proof  lies  in  the  absence  of  evidence. 

4  L.c.  661.  This  statement  by  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  is  scarcely  to  be  reconciled  with 
the  passage  just  quoted  above  from  the  same  judgment. 

6  " The  maxim."  says  Lord  Herschell,  in  Smith  v.  Baker,  (1891)  A.  C.  360,  "has 
no  special  application  to  the  case  of  employer  and  employed,  though  its  application 
may  well  be  mvoked  in  such  a  case." 

•  7  H.  &  N.  944. 
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distinction  between  the  case  of  a  servant,  who  knowingly  enters  into 
a  contract  to  work  on  defective  machinery,  and  that  of  one  who,  on 
a  temporary  defect  arising,  is  induced  by  the  master,  after  the  drfect 
has  been  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  latter,  to  continue  to  perform 
his  service  under  a  promise  that  the  defect  shall  be  remedied."  ^  A 
plea  by  the  master,  that  the  servant  undertook  the  risks,  is  met  by 
the  replication  that  the  existing  state  of  the  machinery  differed  from 
its  condition  at  the  time  of  entering  on  the  employment,  and  is  not 
one  of  the  risks  which  the  servant  undertook  to  bear.  On  proof  that 
the  condition  of  things  has  been  altered  subsequently  to  the  servant 
entering  upon  the  employment,  the  master  has  to  show  that  the 
workman  has  voluntarily  undertaken  the  danger;  for  the  risk  in- 
volved constitutes  an  addition  to  those  incident  to  the  service  ;  and 
it  is  not  more  than  the  dangers  ordinarily  incident  to  the  service  that 
the  common  law  holds  the  servant  to  undertake.  Then  comes  the 
question,  What  is  a  voluntary  undertaking  ?  In  Woodiey  v.  Metro- 
poliian  IXstrict  Ry.  Co.,*  Cockbum,  C.J.,  answers  thus:  "A  man  who 
enters  on  a  necessarily  dangerous  employment  with  his  eyes  open,  takes 
it  with  its  accompanying  risks.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  danger  is 
concealed  from  Inm  and  an  accident  happens  before  he  becomes 
aware  of  it,  or  if  he  is  led  to  expect,  or  may  reasonably  expect,  that 

f)roper  precautions  will  be  adopted  by  the  employer  to  prevent  or 
essen  the  danger,  and  from  the  want  of  such  precautions  an  accident 
happens  to  him  before  he  has  become  aware  oi  their  absence,  he  may 
hold  the  employer  liable.  If  he  becomes  aware  of  the  danger  which 
has  been  concealed  from  him,  and  which  he  had  not  the  means  of 
becoming  acquainted  with  before  he  entered  on  the  employment,  or 
of  the  want  of  the  necessary  means  to  prevent  mischief,  his  proper 
course  is  to  quit  the  employment.  If  he  continues  in  it,  he  is  in  the 
same  position  as  though  he  had  accepted  it  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its 
danger  in  the  first  instance,  and  must  be  taken  to  waive  his  right  to 
call  upon  the  employer  to  do  what  is  necessary  for  his  protection,  or 
in  the  alternative  to  quit  the  service.  If  he  continues  to  take  the 
benefit  of  the  employment,  he  must  take  it  subject  to  its  disadvantages." 
In  the  same  case  Mellish,  L.J.,*  refused  his  assent  to  the  proposition 
that  it  is  "  a  necessary  inference  in  point  of  law,"  that  working  after 
knowledge  of  danger  is  an  acceptance  of  the  risk  incurred..  In  the 
Lord  Justice's  opinion  the  workman  was  entitled  to  say :  "  I  know 
I  was  running  great  risk,  and  did  not  Uke  it  at  all,  but  I  could 
not  afford  to  give  up  my  good  place,  from  which  I  get  my  liveli- 
hood, and  I  supposed  that,  if  I  was  injured  by  their  [the  defendant's] 
carelessness,  I  should  have  an  action  against  the  company."  In 
the  Ught  of  the  later  decisions  the  view  of  Mellish,  L.J.,  is  to  be 
preferred. 

In  the  Scotch  case  McInuUy  v.  Primrose^  the  Court  held  a  con- 
tractor for  the  brickwork  of  an  unfinished  house  not  Uable  to  his 
workman  for  injuries  caused  by  the  collapse  of  a  staircase  erected 
shortly  before  by  another  contractor,  on  the  ground  that  the  employer 
was  entitled  to  rely  on  the  sufficiency  oi  the  structure  without 

1  Cp.  Mellish,  L.  J.,  Woodiey  v.  Metropoliian  District  By.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  393. 

2  2  Ex.  D.  388. 

3  L.e.  393. 

4  24  Bettie,  442^  The  principle  is  enforced  in  the  Massaohosetta  cases  of  Hegan  ▼. 
Donovan,  169]iMa88.  1  ;  Lynch  v.  AUyn,  160  Mass.  24a 
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examination.    Any  other  conclusion  would  seem  impossible  with  any 
regard  for  the  conditions  on  which  work  is  to  be  done.^ 

"  Mere  knowledge,"  says  Bowen,  L.J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,^  Thtmuuv. 
"  may  not  be  a  conclusive  defence.    There  may  be  a  perception  of  the  Q^rtannaint. 
existence  of  the  danger  without  comprehension  of  the  risk."     "  There 
may,  again,  be  concurrent  facts  which  justify  the  inquiry  whether  the 
risk  though  known  was  really  encountered  voluntarily."    This  con- 
clusion is  itself,  says  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,®  a  question  of  fact;  and,  he  LordEsher, 
argues,  should  therefore  be  left  to  the  jury,  and  the  failure  to  leave  this  Jf*^"'^'  ?°^' 
question  to  them  makes  the  decision  in  that  case  wrong.     But  though  Yarmouth  v. 
findings  of  fact  must  be  the  basis  for  this  conclusion,  it  does  not  follow  France, 
that  there  is  a  question  for  the  jury  unless  there  is  what  Lord  Hatherley 
calls  "  a  contest  of  fact."*    The  finding  of  facts  is  for  the  jury.     The 
conclusion  from  the  facts  is  strictly  one  of  law  ;  therefore,  where  facts 
have  been  established  or  admitted,  as  to  which  there  is  no  contest 
to  warrant  calling  in  the  aid  of  a  jury  in  settUng  them,  it  is  for  the  judge 
to  say  whether  the  conclusion  of  neghgence  can  be  drawn  from  them  or 
not,  and  if,  in  his  opinion,  on  an  undisputed  state  of  facts,  the  in- 
ference of  neghgence  cannot  be  drawn,  there  is  no  case  to  leave  to  the 
jury.* 

In  the  case  put  by  Lindley,  L.J. :  •  "  If  nothing  more  is  proved  Undley, 
than  that  the  workman  saw  danger,  reported  it,  but,  on  being  told  to  L.J.*8,  view 
go  on,  went  on  as  before  in  order  to  avoid  dismtsscU,^*  the  distinction  <^°'^*^^®'^' 
between  the  workman  being  sciens  and  being  volens  is  apparent.  If 
the  case  had  been  one  of  seeing  the  danger,  reporting  it,  and  con- 
tinuing at  the  work,  Lindley,  L.J.,  also  sajrs  he  should  still  regard  the 
materials  as  suflScient  to  warrant  calUng  on  a  jury  to  determine  whether 
"fear  of  dismissal  rather  than  voluntary  action  might  properly  be 
inferred."  In  cases  of  this  description  it  is  always  for  the  plaintiff 
to  make  out  his  case  ;  and  if  he  can  only  show  facts  equally  consistent 
with  the  inference  of  Uability  or  non-hability,  he  does  not  discharge 
the  oniLs  upon  him.  If,  then,  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  were  of 
equal  probability,  he  would  not  have  done  so.  The  fact  is,  however, 
that  in  such  a  case  as  that  suggested  by  Lindley,  L.J.,  the  inferences 
cannot  be  drawn  with  equal  probabihty.  The  making  a  complaint 
raises  a  strong  presumption  against  assuming  an  acceptance  of  the 
risk,  which  is  not  rebutted  by  the  mere  continuance  in  the  employment. 

1  Cp.  Kiddle  v.  LoveU,  16  Q.  B.  D.  606. 

s  18  Q.  B.  D.  696.  Lord  Herscbell^s  strictures  on  this  case,  in  Smith  v.  Baker, 
(1891)  A.  C.  325,  365  et  seqq.,  are  o&i^ merely  and  not  involved  in  the  decision; 
on  the  other  side  there  is  the  view  of  Lord  Morris  at  368  et  seqq.  See  Law  Quarterly 
Review,  (1892)  vol.  viii.  202,  article  on  Smith  v.  Baker.  The  elements  contained  in 
being  volens  are  discussed,  Collins  v.  Munro,  14  Vict.  L.  R.  1.  In  America  the  law 
has  been  laid  down  in  an  identical  sense,  that  knowledge  is  a  fact  to  be  considered 
by  the  jury  in  connection  with  other  facts  in  determining  whether  that  caution  was 
exercised  that  the  circumstances  required;  District  of  Columbia  v.  M^EUigott,  117 
U.  S.  (10  Davis)  621 ;  Hough  v.  Texas,  <fcc  By.  Co.,  100  U.  S.  (10  Otto)  213,  225. 

3  Yarmouth  V.France,  19  Q.B.T>.  654. 

4  In  Dublin,  WieJdow,  and  Wexford  By.  Co.  v.  Slattery,  3  App.  Cas.  1169.  See 
Wakelin  v.  L.  da  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  12  App.  Cas.  41. 

6  Metropolitan  By.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  3  App.  Cas.  197.  The  rule  in  America  has  been 
thus  stated  :  **  When  the  facts  are  agreed  upon,  or  otherwise  appear,  what  is  ordinary 
care  is  a  question  for  the  Court.  When  the  facts  are  in  dispute  the  proper  course  for 
the  judge  is  to  explain  what  would  be  ordinary  care  under  certain  hypotheses  as  to 
facts,  and  have  the  jury  to  apply  the  law  to  the  facts  as  they  find  them  ' :  Wallace  v. 
Western,  d/c.  Bd.  Co.,  2  Am.  St.  R.  346.  This  case,  in  its  facts,  is  very  like  Jackson^s 
case, 

«  Yarmouth  v.  France,  19  Q.  B.  D.  661 ;  i?o66  v.  Bulloch,  19  Rettie,  971 ;  OreerY. 
TumbuU,  19  Rettie,  21 ;  Shields  v.  Murdoch,  20  Rettie,  727. 
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The  presumption  is  rather  that  continued  working  was  in  anticipation 
of  a  lemedy  being  applied  than  due  to  an  acceptance  of  the  risk,  the 
existence  of  which  had  been  brought  home  to  the  master  by  the  com- 
plaint. There  is  yet  a  third  condition  of  things  possibly  arising  out 
of  the  facts  suggested  by  the  Lord  Justice — ^if  the  workman  sees 
danger  and  goes  on  as  before — that  is,  if  knowledge  and  nothing  more 
be  proved.  The  more  natural  inference  from  knowledge  of  a  danger 
attending  work,  and  a  continuance  in  the  work  without  protest  or 
remark,  seems  to  be  that  the  workman  is  volens  within  the  meaning 
of  the  maxim.  If  so,  the  workman  does  not  discharge  the  onus  of 
proof  on  him,  and  there  is  no  case  to  go  to  a  jury. 

There  are  indeed  statements  scattered  about  in  judgments  and 
reports  from  which  it  might  be  argued  that  the  case  cannot  be  with- 
drawn from  a  jury  at  all,  and,  therefore,  where  knowledge  and  con- 
tinuance in  the  work  are  proved,  the  true  inference  is  for  the  jury 
Hawkins,  J.,   just  as  when  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence.     In  ThrttsseU  v.  Handystde^ 
in  ThrusseU  v.  for  example,  where  the  injury  sued  for  was  caused  by  a  defect  in  the 
Handyaide.      g^hejne  of  wOrk,  Hawldns,  J.,  discussing  the  question  of  the  application 
of  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fU  injuria^  remarks,  as  if  laying  down  a 
universal  rule,   "That  question,  as  is  shown  by  the  judgments  in 
Yarmouth  v.  Francey^  was  for  the  jury.'*    In  support  of  his  view,  he 
appealed  to  the  recently  decided  case  of  Membery  v.  O,  W.  Ry.  Co} 
as  almost  "  identical  in  principle  with  the  present  case."    But  that 
decision  was,  shortly  afterwaids,  reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
Bowen,  L.J.,   where  Bowen,  L.J.,*  said,  on  the  point  now  being  considered  :    "  If  a 
^^ n^w^V^     man  volimtarily  incurred  a  risk  he  could  not  afterwards  complain, 
v.^  .  W.    y.    rjy^^  question  whether  his  conduct  was  voluntary  or  not  was  an  iasue 
of  fact,  but  it  was  not  always  for  the  jury.     If  the  evidence  was  all  one 
way,  it  was  for  the  judge  to  withdraw  the  case  from  them.    If  there 
was  conflicting  evidence,  as  if,  for  instance,  there  was  evidence  of  com- 
pulsion, as  in  Yamuyuih  v.  France,  the  question  must  be  left  to  the 
jury."  *    There  must  be  some  evidence  of  compulsion  for  the  jury 
to  consider.    The  jury  are  not  in  all  cases  to  pass  their  opinion  whether 
the  plaintiff  takes  the  risk  of  injury  on  himself.    Lord  Esher,  M.R., 
assented  to  the  decision,  on  the  same  ground,  viz.,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  of  compulsion  on  the  plaintiff  to  act  as  he  did. 
Membery  Y,  In  the  House  of  Lords  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 

9'  ^-  ^'  ^''-  Membery  v.  G,  W.  Ry.  Co}  was  affirmed.  The  Court  of  Appeal  had 
<3Lord8.°"*^  directed  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  had  acted  voluntarily  and  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  danger  he  ran.  He  had  been  injured  while  himself  shunting  a 
truck  without  assistance.  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  said : '  "The  man  (the 
plaintiff)  obviously  encountered  a  known  risk  which  he  had  encountered 
for  a  period  of  seven  years,  and  therefore  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover, 
upon  the  ground  that  he  was  voluntarily  incurring  the  risk — he  knew 
that  the  risk  existed  ;  and  further,  he  was  himself  doing  the  very 
thing  which  caused  danger  and  ultimately  injury  to  himself."  That 
is,  in  the  circumstances,  the  question  was  one  not  proper  to  leave 
to  a  jury. 

1  20  Q.  B.  D.  359,  364.  >  19  Q.  B.  D.  647.  3  4  Times  L.  R.  265. 

4  4  Times  L.  R.  504,  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  14  App.  Cas.  179. 

5  Lindley,  L.J.,  assented  :  "  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  compulsion,  and  in  this 
respect  the  case  differed  from  Yarmottth  v.  France." 

«  14  App.  Cas.  179.  t  L,c  186. 


CHAP.  IV.]       MASTER'S  DUTY  TO  HIS  SERVANT.  639 

The  head-note  of  the  Law  Reports  to  the  report  of  Smith  v.  Baker  ^  Head-note  of 
in  the  House  of  Lords  contains  the  statement  that  "the  question  ^jj^T-  , 
whether  he  (the  workman)  has  so  undertaken  the  risk  is  one  of  fact  and  j^^  R^iwrte 
not  law.    Aiid  this  is  so  both  at  common  law  and  in  cases  arising  under  incorrect. 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880."    The  opinions  of  the  Law  Lords 
in  that  case,  however,  as  reported,  lay  down  no  such  proposition,  and, 
indeed,  rather  point  to  the  contrary  as  being  the  rule.    For  instance. 
Lord  Watson  is  reported  as  sajring :  *   "  /n  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  the  question  whether  he  had  accepted  the  risk  is  one  of  fact; 
there  is  no  arbitrary  rule  of  law  which  decides  it " ;  and  Lord  Herschell : ' 
"  I  find  myself  unable  to  concur  in  the  view  that  this  could  properly  be 
held,  under  the  circumstances,  as  matter  of  law."    These  dicta  clearly 
point  to  the  conclusion  that  there  may  be  cases  where  only  one  view  is 
possible,  which  must  be  ruled  as  law  by  the  Court  without  reference 
to  the  jury,  but  that,  where  the  indications  are  ambiguous,  there  the 
facts  from  which  the  inferences  of  law  are  to  be  drawn  are  for  the 
jiiry. 

Where  "  evidence  of  compulsion  "  is  given,  the  onus  is  changed  and  Onus 
thrown  upon  the  employer.    Where  there  is  no  "  evidence  of  com-  changed, 
pulsion,"  the  fact  of  knowledge  raises  a  presumption,  though  it  is  not 
conclusive.    This  is  pointed  out  by  Bowen,  L.J.,*  giving  judgment  Bowen,L.J.'», 
in  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine :    "Knowledge,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  8^*®°^®^>^<^^ 
concliMive  where  it  is  consistent  with  the  facts  that,  from  its  imperfect  of^h!^^^  ^^^ 
character  or  otherwise,  the  entire  risk,  though  in  one  sense  known,  principle 
was  not  voluntarily  encountered,  but  here,  on  the  plain  facts  of  the  evolved  m 
case,  knowledge  on  the  plaintiff's  part  can  mean  only  one  thing.    For  ^'^Jen^t  non  fit 
many  months  the  plaintiff,  a  man  of  full  intelligence,  had  seen  this  injuria. 
vat — known  all  about  it — ^appreciated  its  danger — elected  to  continue 
working  near  it.    It  seems  to  me  that  legal  language  has  no  meaning 
unless  it  were  held  that  knowledge  such  as  this  amounts  to  a  voluntary 
encountering  of  the  risk."    That  is  conclusive  as  to  the  fact.     Still, 
before  a  conclusive  case  is  made  out,  there  may  be  a  presumptive  case 
against  the  plaintiff  liable  to  be  ousted  by  further  proof — as,  for 
instance,  by  "  evidence  of  compulsion  "  ;   and  this  is  the  position  in 
which  the  plaintiff  seems  to  be  placed  when  he  shows  knowledge  of  an 
added  danger  and  continuous  working  with  that  knowledge.     He  has 
not  in  that  event  proved  his  case. 

Osborne  v.  L.  dt  N,  W.  Ry.  Co.^  must  be  also  noticed  in  this  con-  Osbomev. 
nection.    A  railway  passenger  fell  down  a  worn  flight  of  steps  and  ^  *^^-  ^• 
was  injured.    The  County  (S)urt  judge  found  "  that  the  steps  had  not    ^* 
been  properly  and  eflSciently  swept  and  cleaned  from  the  caked  snow, 
which,  added  to  the  worn  condition  of  the  steps,  caused  the  plaintiff  to 
fall."  •    This  seems  sufficient,  but  Wills,  J.,  preferred  to  lay  down  the 
wide  proposition  that  "  where  the  existence  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  and  the  absence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  are  specifically  found  as  matters  of  fact,  if  the 
defendants  desire  to  succeed  on  the  ground  that  the  maxim  Volenti 
non  fU  injuria  is  applicable,  they  must  obtain  a  finding  of  fact,  '  that 
the  plaintiff  freely  and  voluntarily,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  risk  he  ran,  impliedly  agreed  to  incur  it.'  "  ' 

1  (1891)A.  C.  326.  2  L.c.  357. 

3  L.c.  366,  alluding  to  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine.  4  18  Q.  B.  D.  699. 

6  21  Q.  B.  D.  220.     Pinkham  v.  Topsfield,  104  Mass.  78 ;   Jones  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Ry,  Co.,  16  Ont.  App.  37.  e  21  Q.  B.  D.  223. 

7  Following  the  words  of  Lord  Esher,  M.B.,  in  Yarmouth  v.  France.    The  word 
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Where  duty 
to  the  State 
violated. 


CoeT. 
PlaU. 


Holmes  v. 
Clarke, 

Opinion  of 
Pollock,  C.B. 


Considered. 


Holmes  y, 
Clarke  in.  the 
Exchequer 
Chamber. 


In  a  case  of  this  sort,  where  the  State  imposes  a  duty,  and  annexes 
a  penalty  to  the  violation  of  it,  a  presumption  is  raised  that  the  em- 
ployer who  violates  his  duty  to  the  State  has  not  discharged  his  duty 
to  his  workpeople,  rather  than  a  presumption  that,  because  a  workman 
continues  at  work  in  illegal  circumstances,  even  with  knowledge  of 
them,  he  must  be  taken  to  waive  their  effect  upon  him ;  or,  to  state 
the  matter  in  another  way,  criminal  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
master  is  more  consistent  with  a  neglect  of  civil  duty  to  his  workman 
than  with  the  existence  of  an  agreement  between  master  and  workman 
to  avoid  the  obhgation  of  the  law.  This  view  is  in  accordance  with  the 
weight  of  authority. 

In  the  earliest  case  ^  dealing  with  the  fencing  clauses  of  the  Factory 
Act,  1844,^  Parke,  B.,  said : '  "  Though  its  maru  object  may  have  been 
to  afford  security  to  children  and  young  persons,  who  are  more  Hkely 
to  sustain  injury  than  others  ;  yet  there  is  a  positive  enactment  that 
in  all  factories  within  the  interpretation  clause,  when  any  part  of  the 
machinery  is  used  for  any  manufacturing  process  it  shall  be  securely 
fenced ;  consequently,  if  any  person  sustains  an  injury  through  the 
violation  of  this  enactment,  he  has  a  right  to  bring  an  action.'*  * 

The  point,  however,  was  most  canvassed  in  the  well-known  case 
of  Holmes  v.  ChrTce,^  though  with  no  certain  result.  In  the  CJourt  of 
Exchequer,*  Pollock,  C.B.,  laid  down  the  law  as  follows :  "  Where 
machinery  is  required  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  be  protected  so  as  to 
guard  against  danger  to  persons  working  it,  if  a  servant  enters  into  the 
employment  when  the  machinery  is  in  a  state  of  safety,  and  continues 
in  the  service  after  it  has  become  dangerous  in  consequence  of  the 
protection  being  decayed  or  withdrawn,  but  complains  of  the  want  of 
protection,  and  the  master  promises  to  restore  it,  but  fails  to  do  so,  we 
think  he  is  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that  if  any  accident  occurs  to  the 
servant  he  is  responsible." 

The  proposition  of  the  Chief  Baron  seems  to  be  sedulously  narrowed 
down  to  comprehend  no  more  than  the  facts  of  the  case  on  which  he 
was  giving  judgment.  The  actual  assertion  of  the  duty,  in  favour  of 
the  servant,  to  fence  machinery  required  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  be 
protected  is  limited  to  those  cases  :  (1)  where  it  actually  was  so 
protected  at  the  entry  of  the  servant  into  the  service ;  (2)  where 
complaint  is  made  of  its  deteriorated  condition  ;  (3)  where  the  master 
has  promised  to  restore  it  and  fails  to  do  so.  Even  this  narrow  pro- 
position did  not  commend  itself  to  some  of  the  judges  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.  Cockbum,  C.J.,  thought  the  proposition  that  the  plaintifi 
could  take  advantage  of  the  statutory  requirements  "open  to  con- 
siderable doubt  owing  to  the  plaintiff  being  an  adult,"  and  decided 

1  Cot  V.  PlaU,  6  Ex.  762, 7  Ex.  460, 923.  This  case,  which  was  argued  on  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, turned  on  the  point  whether  the  declaration  should  allege  that  the  machinery 
was  in  motion  jor  some  manufacturtTig  process,  and  not  allege  that  it  was  in  motiaa 
simply.     This  was  decided  aflfirmatively. 

2  7  &  8  Vict.  0.  15.  See  now  1  Edw.  VII.  c.  22.  See  Creevy  v.  Hannay's  Patents  C©., 
16  Ret  tie,  993,  as  to  the  precautions  to  be  adopts  in  whitelead  works  ;  also  what  is 
"  whitelead  "  under  the  Act  of  1878.  3  6  Ex.  757. 

4  In  Doel  V.  Sheppard,  5  E.  &  B.  856,  it  was  held,  that  "  all  mill-gearing,  while  in 
motion  for  a  manufacturing  purpose,  is  to  be  fenced."  Cp.  Britton  v.  Qreat  Wesler* 
Cotton  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  130. 

6  6  H.  &  N.  349;  7  H.  &  N.  937.  The  Law  Journal  Report  of  the  onse  in  the 
Ex.  Ch.,  31  L.  J.  Ex.  356,  is  the  better,  as  it  contains,  inter  alia^  some  important 
remarks  by  Wightmau,  J.,  which  had  the  sanction  of  Willes,  J.,  and  which  are  not  in 
the  other  reports.  «  6  H.  &  N.  358. 
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the  case  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  waa  guilty  of  negligence 
independent  of  statute.  He  was  followed  by  Compton,  Byles,  and 
Keating,  JJ.^  Wightman,  J.,  expressly  reserved  his  assent  to  the 
reasoning  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  said  :  *'  I  attribute  more  importance 
to  the  statutory  obligation  than  has  been  put  upon  it  by  my  lord." 
Willes,  J.,  merely  expressed  concurrence. 

The  distinction  between  a  statutory  and  a  common  law  liability  Distinction 
was  pointed  out  in  Britton  v.  Great  Western  Cotton  Co.^    Bramwell,  B.  ^7^  * 
having  expressed  his  inabihty  to  "  follow  the  reasoning  of  some  of  liabUityand 
the  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  "  in  Hohnes  v.  Clarke,  proceeded  acoinmonlaw 
to  consider  the  appUcabiUty  of  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria :  ®  ^^*^^J^'  ^. 
"  The  jury  have  found  him  [the  deceased]  not  guilty  of  contributory  ^^ritumy. 
negUgence  either  in  going  or  being  there  [i.e.,  where  there  was  unfenced  Oreai  Western 
machinery  which  there  was  a  statutory  duty  to  fence],  and  I  cannot  ^<^*^  ^o- 
say  they  were  wrong.     I  do  not  myself  see  that  the  place  was  necessarily 
dangerous.    At  any  rate,  the  deceased  may  well  have  thought  it  was 
not.    Indeed,  the  accident  seems  to  have  resulted,  not  from  the 
necessarily  dangerous  character  of  the  place,  but  from  some  mis- 
fortune which  might  have  happened  anywhere.    It  is  further  contended 
that,  at  any  rate,  the  deceased  knew  the  danger  as  well  as  his  employers. 
That  may  be  doubtful  in  fact,  for  he  seems  not  to  have  been  a  slalled 
workman,  but  a  coal-trimmer.      Assuming,   however,   that  he  did 
share  his  employers'  knowledge,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Uabihty  of  the  defendants  is  not  at  common  law,  but  by  statute.     They 
are  in  default  to  begin  with,  and  the  mere  circumstance  that  the 
deceased  entered  on  a  dangerous  employment  does  not  exonerate 
them,  unless  he  knew  the  nature  of  the  risk  to  which,  in  consequence  of 
that  default,  he  was  exposed."    The  Law  Journal  report  *  is  somewhat  Report  in  the 
different.    There  the  sentence  last  extracted  reads  as  follows  :   "  Here  Law  JoumaL 
the  plaintiff  is  not  placed  in  the  dilemma  which  arises  when  the  action 
is  for  a  breach  of  a  duty  at  common  law.    That  dilemma  is  this — 
either  the  danger  was  obvious  or  it  was  not.    If  obvious,  the  servant 
must  have  known  it  as  well  as  the  employer ;  if  it  was  not  obvious, 
there  was  no  negligence  in  the  employer.    That  dilemma  is  not  in  the 
plaintiff's  way  here,  for  the  duty  is  a  statutory  one.    If  the  deceased 
dispensed  with  the  performance  of  it  knowing  the  duty  and  knowing  the 
danger,  I  think  he  would  be  voler^s,  but  not  otherwise."    The  rest  of 
the  Court  agreed. 

There  is,  perhaps,  a  want  of  precision  in  some  of  these  expressions.  Judgment 
It  is  manifest  that  a  distinction  is  drawn  between  the  common  law  criticised, 
liability  and  the  statutory  liabiUty.  The  statutory  obUgation  imposed 
is  not  of  such  a  nature  that  in  no  event  can  it  be  waived  by  the  servant 
— so  far,  that  is,  as  his  own  rights  under  it  are  concerned ;  since 
Bramwell,  B.,  recognises  the  servant's  abihty  to  dispense  "  with  the 
performance  of  it  knowing  the  duty  and  knowing  the  danger."  ^  In 
the  case  of  the  ordinary  law  he  is,  with  similar  circumstances,  presumed 
to  do  this ;  but  the  statutory  obUgation  displaces  ^'  the  dilenmia 
which  arises  when  the  action  is  for  a  breach  of  a  duty  at  common  law." 
The  difference  pointed  at  seems,  therefore,  to  be  that,  by  the  common  Conclusion. 

i  31 L.  J.  Ex.  359. 

«  (1872)  L.  R.  7  Ex.  136.    Mobb  v.  BuUoeh,  19  Rettie,  QliyShidda  v.  Murdock, 
20  Rettie,  727. 

8  L.  R.  7  Ex.  137.  4  41  L.  J.  Ex.  99, 101. 

6  Op.  Winehy.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  Jj.B,.  9  C,  P.  389. 
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law,  working  with  circumstances  of  knowledge  of  the  danger,  lets  in  the 

presumption  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  ;  while  in  the  case  of  the  statutory 

obligation,  the  onus  remains  on  the  master,  and  he  has  to  prove,  in 

addition  to  knowledge  of  the  risk,  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  servant 

has  dispensed  with  the  performance  of  the  master's  statutory  duty, 

with  a  knowledge  of  what  the  duty  dispensed  with  is  and  what  the 

danger  involved  is. 

Bowen,  L. J.,         The  distinction  between  a  breach  of  duty  at  common  law  and  the 

m  Thomas  y.   breach  of  a  statutory  duty  is  touched  on  by  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in  his  masterly 

Sth^cr'  judgment  in  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine.^    "  It  is  plain,"  he  says,  "  that 

of  knowledge  mere  knowledge  may  not  be  a  conclusive  defence.    There  may  be  a 

of  danger.       perception  of  the  existence  of  the  danger  without  comprehension  of  the 

risk  ;  as  where  the  workman  is  of  imperfect  intelligence,  or,  though  he 

knows  the  danger,  remains  imperfectly  informed  as  to  its  nature  and 

extent.    There  may  again  be  concurrent  facts  which  justify  the  inquiry 

whether  the  risk  though  known  was  really  encountered  voluntarily. 

The  injured  person  may  have  had  a  statutory  right  to  protection,  as 

where  an  Act  of  ParUament  requires  machinery  to  be  fenced.     The 

case  of  Clarke  v.  Holmes  is  a  case  of  that  sort,  and  has  been  so  explained 

subsequently  by  judges   of  authority."     "The  defendant  in  such 

circumstances  does  not  discharge  his  legal  obligation  by  merely  affecting 

the  plaintiff  with  knowledge  of  a  danger  which,  but  for  a  breach  of  duty 

Fry,  L.J.,  in    on  his  own  part,  would  not  exist  at  all."    Fry,  L.J.,  in  the  same  case, 

Thomas Y,       2i&o  alludes  to  the  distinction:*   "Knowledge  is  not,  of  itself,  con- 

ori^^&^'  elusive  of  the  volimtary  character  of  the  plaintiff's  actions  ;  there  are 

of  knowledge  cases  in  which  the  duty  of  the  master  exists  independently  of  the 

of  danger.       servant's  knowledge,  as  when  there  is  a  statutory  obligation  to  fence 

machinery."  ^ 
Conclusion.  The  reasonable  conclusion  from  these  dicta  is  that,  where  a  statutory 

duty  exists,  the  maxim  Volerdi  non  fit  injuria  is  not  to  be  presumed  to 
Wills,  J.,  in  avail,  or,  as  Wills,  J.,  says  in  his  judgment  in  Baddeley  v.  Earl  Gran- 
Baddeleyy.  mile,*  "  would  not  apply  ^  at  all  where  the  injury  arose  from  a  direct 
Granville        breach  by  the  defendant  of  a  statutory  obhgation." 

The  civil  remedy  of  the  person  injured  has  so  far  only  been  con- 
sidered. Whatever  the  nature  of  the  workman's  assent  or  whatever 
the  amoimt  of  contributory  negligence  which  brings  about  an  accident, 
thehabiUty  to  the  penalties  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1901,* 
attaches  to  the  employer  as  occupier  if  his  factory  or  workshop  "  is 
not  kept  in  conformity  with  this  Act"'  or  if  "in  consequence  of  the 
occupier  of  a  factory  or  workshop  having  neglected  to  observe  any 
provision  of  this  Act  or  any  regulation  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act "  * 
any  person  is  killed  or  suffers  bodily  injury. 
Baddeley  v.  In  Baddeley  v.  Earl  GranviUe,  through  breach  of  a  statutory  duty 

^arl  Granville,  i^^^^^  by  the  Coal  Mines  Regulation  Act,  1872,»  the  plaintiff's 
husband  was  killed  ;  and,  in  an  action  under  the  Employers'  LiabiUty 
Act,  1880,  it  was  held  that  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  was  not 
applicable,  where  the  injury  was  from  the  breach  of  a  statutory  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  employer.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that,  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  the  defendant  was  Uable  in  any  event;  since,  a 
1  18  Q.  B.  D.  696.  «  L.e.  703. 

s  The  Irish  Ex.  Ch.  had  expressed  this  conclusion  very  clearly  some  seTonteen  ye^n 
previously  in  Hoey  v.  DMin  and  Belfast  Junction  By.  Co,,  6  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  206. 

♦  19  Q.  B.  D.  426.  5  I.e.,  primd  facie. 

•  1  Edw.  VIL  0.  22.  7  s.  136. 

«  S.  136.  9  35  &  36  Vict.  o.  76,  rep.  60  &  51  Vict  c,  58,  a,  84. 
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statutory  duty  being  shown  to  esst  and  to  Lave  been  neglected,  the 
defendant  had  not  "  dispensed  with  the  performance  of  it "  within  the 
meaning  of  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Britton  v.  Great  Western  Cotton  Co.,^  and 
therefore  the  decision  is  sustainable  quite  independently  of  the  actual 
leading  reason  alleged  for  it.^ 

In  the  Ontario  case  of  Thompson  v.  Wright,^  Boyd,  C,  discussing  the  Thompson  v. 
effect  of  a  failure  to  guard  dangerous  machinery  within  the  provisions  Wright. 
of  the  Ontario  Factory  Act,  describes  the  failure  as  "  per  se  evidence  of 
negligence  "  ;  and  the  phrase  is  accepted  in  a  string  of  cases  as  ex- 
pressing the  determination  of  the  Courts  not  to  interfere  with  the 
verdicts  of  juries  acting  on  the  view  that  the  maintenance  of  xmguarded 
machinery  is  negligence,  though  the  condition  of  the  machinery  in 
other  respects  is  unexceptionable.  In  James  v.  Westinghoiue  Brake 
Co*  the  proposition  that  neglect  to  fence  a  dangerous  machine  from 
which  an  accident  happens  is  actionable  negligence  was  disputed  on 
the  same  ground  as  in  Groves  v.  Lord  Wiwbome,^  that  a  penalty  was 
imposed  for  the  neglect ;  •  in  which  latter  case  the  Court  held  that 
where  "  there  has  been  a  failure  in  the  perfoftnance  of  an  absolute 
statutory  duty,"  "  there  is  no  need  for  the  plaintifE  to  allege  or  prove 
negligence  on  the  part  of  any  one  in  order  to  make  out  his  cause  of 
action."  On  the  other  hand,  proof  of  a  breach  of  statutory  duty  to 
fence  machinery  does  not  disentitle  those  guilty  of  it  to  set  up  the 
defence  of  contributory  negligence.^ 

And  in  the  Scotch  case  of  Kelly  v.  Glebe  Sugar  Refining  Co.,^  the  KeUyy. 
protection  of  the  Factory  Acts,  1878  and  1891,  was  held  to  extend  to  ^^i^co. 
every  person  employed  in  the  factory ;   so  that  there  is  no  necessity 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  happening  of  an  accident,  the  injured  person 
should  be  actually  engaged  in  the  performance  of  his  duty. 

Our  conclusions  may  be  sunmied  up  in  three  propositions  :  Results  as  to 

1.  Where  the  risk  is  plain  and  apparent  at  the  time  of  entering  on  j^^^^**^^' 
the  employment,  the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  the  workman  enters 

on  the  employment  on  the  terms  of  encountering  the  risk,  even  though, 
in  fact,  he  has  no  knowledge  of  it. 

2.  Where  the  risk  is  superadded  after  the  commencement  of  the 
employment,  the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  the  workman  does  not 
undertake  the  work  subject  to  the  risk,  till  it  appears  that  he  has 
actual  knowledge  and  a  full  appreciation,  and  has  continued  in  his 
employment,  so  knowing  of  and  appreciating  the  risk ;  and  not  even 
then  if  his  continuance  in  the  employment  is  explained  by  other 
circumstances — e.gr.,  a  promise  to  remove  the  danger.® 

3.  When  the  master  is  under  a  statutory  liability  to  take  precautions 

1  41 L.  J.  Ex.  102. 

3  The  reasoning  of  the  judgment  in  Badddey  v.  Earl  OranvUle  is  minutely  examined 
in  an  article  in  the  Law  Mag.  (1887),  4th  series,  vol.  xiiL  19.  See  the  rule  formulated 
in  Clegg,  Parkinson  <k  Co.  v.  Earby  Qas  Co.,  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  692. 

3  22  Ont.  R.  127.  O'Connor  v.  Hamilton  Bridge  Co.,  21  Ont.  App.  696, 24  Can. 
S.  C.  698.  See  McCloherty  v.  Oale  Manufacturing  Co.,  per  Osier,  J.A.,  19  Ont.  App. 
117,  the  case  of  a  woman's  hair  caught  by  an  unguaraed  revolving  horizontal  shaft 


which  passed  through  the  room  near  the  ceiling  and  in  front  of  a  window  she  was 
opening  when  she  was  caught  and  injured. 
*  The  Times  Newspaper,  February  1,  1898. 

6  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  402.  e  See  now  1  Edw.  VH.  c.  22.  s.  136. 

7  lies  V.  Ahercam  Welsh  Flannel  Co.,  2  Times  L.  R.  647.  Cp.  Oroves  v.  Lord 
Wimbome,  (1898)  2  Q.  B.,  per  WUliams,  L.J.,  419.  «  20  Rottie,  833. 

»  Smith  V.  Baker,  (1891)  A.  C.  325.  Ante,  636.  There  is  a  manifest  difference 
between  continuing  to  wock  with  knowledge  of  a  danger  without  complaint,  and  after 
complaint  pending  the  application  of  a  promised  remedy  :  see  ante,  626.; 
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in  any  particular  work,  the  presumption  of  law  is  that,  as  between  the 
master  and  the  workman,  the  fact  of  the  workman  working  in  the 
absence  of  the  statutory  safeguards  does  not  discharge  the  master 
from  his  Uability  to  compensate  the  workman  for  injuries  sustained 
through  the  master's  neglect  to  provide  the  statutory  safeguards; 
and  this  presumption  can  only  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  an  undertaking 
of  the  employment  by  the  workman  with  a  knowledge  of  the  risk 
involved,  and  of  the  master's  duty  in  respect  thereof.^ 

We  have,  while  investigating  the  nature  of  a  statutory  duty,  in 
effect,  though  incidentally,  investigated  the  question  whether  a 
workman  can  definitely  contract  to  undertake  risks,  and  in  what 
circumstances.  This  we  have  found  he  can  do,  unless  he  is  prohibited 
by  any  statute.*  And  he  is  prohibited  when  a  penalty  is  imposed  for 
doing  or  omitting  the  act  which  is  the  subject  of  legislation ; '  he  is 
not  prohibited  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  makes  a  contract  for  him, 
and  does  not  in  doing  so  impose  a  general  rule  of  conduct,  but  confines 
itself  to  presxmiing  a  benefit  for  either  an  individual  or  a  class.^ 


IV.  Duty  of 
the  master  to 
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with  regard 
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ment of 
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Hutchinson  y. 
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Tarrant  v. 
Webb, 


IV.  The  Duty  op  the  Master  to  the  Servant  with  Regard 
TO  THE  Employment  of  Fellow  Servants. 


The  legal  expression  of  this  duty  was  first  formulated  by  Alderson, 
B.,  in  Hutchinson  v.  York,  Newcastle,  and  Berwick  Ry.  Co.,  as  follows  :  * 
"  The  servant,  when  he  engages  to  run  the  risks  of  his  service,  including 
those  arising  from  the  negligence  of  fellow  servants,  has  a  right  to 
understand  that  the  master  has  taken  reasonable  care  to  protect  him 
from  such  risks  by  associating  him  only  with  persons  of  ordinary  skill 
and  care."  The  rule  was  formulated  in  Tarrant  v.  Webb  •  that  "  the 
master  may  be  responsible  where  he  is  personally  guilty  of  negligence ; 
but  certainly  not  where  he  does  his  best  to  get  competent  persons.  He 
is  not  bound  to  warrant  their  competency." '  The  judge  had  directed 
the  jury  that,  "  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  scaffolding  was  erected 
under  the  personal  direction  and  interference  of  the  defendant,  and 
was  insuflScient,  or,  that  the  person  employed  by  the  defendant  for 
the  purpose  of  erecting  it  was  an  incompetent  person,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover."  This  was  held  a  misdirection,  as  it  failed  to 
point  out  that  the  defendant  might  have  used  every  possible  care,  and 
yet  the  servant  he  had  selected  might  prove  incompetent ;  in  which  case 
the  injured  servant  could  not  recover.  Tarrant  v.  Webb  was  approved 
in  Wilson  v.  Merry,  where  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Cairns)  says  :  *  "  Negli- 
gence cannot  exist  if  the  master  does  his  best  to  employ  competent 
persons  ;  he  cannot  warrant  the  competency  of  his  servants." 

1  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  685 ;  Dominion  Iron  A  8ted  Co,  t.  Dag, 
34  Can.  S.  C.  B.  387,  392.  For  the  law  in  the  United  States  see  Kohn  ▼.  JfTNMUa, 
147  U.  S.  (40  Davis)  238  ;  Union  Pacific  By.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  162  U.  S.  (45  DaTis)  262. 

a  Bedpath  v.  Allan,  L.  R.  4  P.  C.  61 1. 

3  In  re  Cork  and  Youghal  By.  Co.,  L.  B.  4  Gh.,  per  Lord  Hatherley,  a,  758: 
"  Eversrihing  in  respect  of  which  a  penalty  is  imposed  by  statute  must  be  taken  to  be 
a  thing  forbidden,  and  absolutely  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever." 

4  ChriifUhs  V.  Earl  of  Dudley y  9  Q.  B.  D.  367  ;  and  the  cases  cited  anie^  641.  See 
post,  725  note  8. 

5  (1850)  6  Ex.  353.    DeveriU  v.  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.,  25  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  617. 
«  (1856)  18  C.  B.  797,  per  Jervis,  C.  J.,  804. 

7  C5p.  PoOs  V.  Plunkett,  9  Ir.  C.  L.R.  290. 

8  (1860)  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  332. 
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In  Potts  V.  Port  Carliale  Dock  and  Ry.  Co.,^  the  accident  was  caused  Potts  v.  Port 
by  the  breaking  of  a  turn-table,  originally  defectively  constracted.  OaHisUDoek 
Cockbum,  C.J.,  said:    "In  order  to  estabUsh  the  UabiUty  of  the '^'^  ^^- ^''• 
defendants  and  to  sustain  this  action,  it  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  theuTby^ 
should  make  out,  not  only  that  the  turn-table  was  so  defective  in  its  Ckxskbum, 
construction  as  to  show  that  there  had  been  negligence  somewhere,  ^-J- 
but  also  that  the  defendants  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  this — ^that 
they  had  not  used  care  in  employing  competent  persons  to  do  the 
work.    Negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  employed  is  not  sufficient ; 
there  must  also  be  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  employers.    If  the 
plaintiff  had  given  evidence  of  the  incompetence  of  the  persons  em- 
ployed to  construct  this  turn-table,  she  would  have  been  entitled  to 
recover  damages  in  this  action.    Or  if  she  had  shown  that  the  turn- 
table was  grossly  defective,  and  that  the  defect  was  so  clear  and 
apparent  as  unmistakably  to  lead  to  the  inference  that  an  incompetent 
person  had  been  employed  in  its  construction,  she  would  in  that  case 
also  have  been  able  to  sustain  this  action."  ^    The  law  as  thus  laid  Criticised, 
down,  in  so  far  as  it  imports  that  when  the  plaintiff  has  given  evidence 
of  the  incompetency  of  a  servant  he  is  entitled  to  recovery  without 
further  evidence  is  clearly  incorrect.    As  was  pointed  out  in  Tarrant 
V.  Webb,^  it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  master  using  every  care  that 
the  servant  may,  notwithstanding,  prove  incompetent ;    and,  even 
though  the  servant  be  incompetent,  if  the  master  have  used  all  reason- 
able care  in  his  selection  he  is  not  liable.    Two  facts  have  to  be  estab- 
lished— (1)  incompetency  of  the  servant,  and  (2)  want  of  care  on  the 
master's  part ;  and  proof  of  neither,  singly,  is  enough.* 

This  is  illustrated  by  Smith  v.  JSoward.^  A  boy  was  engaged  hj  SmUhv, 
the  defendant's  foreman ;  complaint  was  made  of  his  incompetence  toward. 
to  the  foreman ;  subsequently  to  which  complaint  an  accident  hap- 
pened, in  respect  of  which  an  action  was  brought,  alleging  the  incom- 
petence of  the  boy  as  the  cause.  The  claim  was  held  imsustainable  ; 
for  if  the  ground  of  action  was  the  incompetency  of  the  servant,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  foreman,  and  not  the  boy  merely,  was  incom- 
petent ;  otherwise  the  case  was  merely  that  of  the  negUgence  of  a 
fellow  servant  in  employing  an  incompetent  boy.  A  master  is  not 
boxmd  to  the  personal  selection  of  the  servant  he  employs  ;  if  he  makes 
all  reasonable  provision  for  the  selection  of  competent  servants,  his 

1  8  W.  R.  524,  2  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  283.  The  Law  Times  report  of  this  case  is  the  fuller, 
that  in  the  Weekly  Reporter  is  the  clearer.  The  head-note  in  the  Weekly  Reporter 
runs  :  "  In  order  to  render  a  master  liable  for  an  injury  to  his  servant  caused  by  the 
breaking  of  a  machine  belonging  to  the  master,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
machine  was  defectively  constructed,  but  there  must  be  evidence  that  the  master 
employed  incompetent  persons  to  construct  the  machine."  This  is  putting  the 
master's  duty  much  too  high.  His  duty  is  no  more  than  to  use  reasonable  care  to 
employ  competent  servants.  If  after  that  they  prove  incompetent,  the  master  is  not 
liable.     See  the  argument  in  Brown  v.  AccringUm  Cotton  Co,,  3  H.  &  G.  611. 

3  This  sentence  in  the  Law  Times  report  reads  thus  :  "  If  the  negligence  of  com- 
panies is  to  be  deduced  from  the  badness  of  the  work  itself,  then  the  plaintiff  must 
show  that  the  accident  arose  from  the  clear  negligence  of  the  defendant ;  if  she  can 
show  the  work  was  so  grossly  bad,  then  I  am  quite  willing  to  admit  that  it  may  not 
be  necessary  to  call  evidence  of  negligence."  »  18  C.  B.  804. 

4  "  It  is  said  that  the  person  appointed  to  examine  the  materials  was  selected 
because  he  was  gatekeeper,  and  that  he  is  therefore  presumably  incompetent.  I 
should  rather  infer  that  he  was  made  gatekeeper  because  he  had  been  selected  to 
examine  the  materials;  but,  at  all  ^events,  there  was  no  evidence  that  he  was  in- 
competent, or,  even  if  he  was,  that  there  was  any  neglisence  in  the  defendants  person- 
ally ^' :  per  Wightman,  J.,  Ormond  v.  HoOand,  E.  B.  &  B.  105. 

6  (1870)  22  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  130. 
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duty  is  discharged,  even  though,  through  the  negligence  of  his  deputy, 
the  provision  in  any  case  may  prove  inadequate. 

That  the  law  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Howari 
appears  from  Lord  Caims's  statement  in  Wilson  v.  Merry ; ^  "In  the 
event  of  his — i.e.,  the  employer's — not  personally  superintending 
and  directing  the  work,  [he]  is  to  select  proper  and  competent 
persons  to  do  so,  and  to  funiish  them  with  adequate  materials  and 
resources  for  the  work.  When  he  has  done  this  he  has,  in  my  opinion, 
done  all  that  he  is  bound  to  do.  And  if  the  persons  so  selected  are 
guilty  of  negUgence,  this  is  not  the  negUgence  of  the  master." 

On  proof  of  the  incompetency  of  the  servant — ^that  is,  of  the  servant 
responsible  for  competency — as  illustrated  by  SmiiJi  v.  Howard,  the 
onus  of  proof  is  changed  ;  for  proof  of  incompetency  of  the  servant  is 
jnima  facie  evidence  of  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  master  in 
selecting  him ;  and  the  fact  that  requisite  care  has  been  exercised 
lying  pecuharly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  master,  when  the  servant 
is  shown  to  be  incompetent,  there  is  no  injustice  to  call  on  him  to  show 
that  he  exercised  due  care  in  his  selection.*  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  said  that,  as  the  negligence  is  the  not  taking  due  care  to  employ  a 
competent  servant,  the  burden  of  proving  the  whole  proposition  on 
which  the  negUgence  depends  lies  on  the  party  asserting  it. 

The  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that,  "When  it  is  shown  that  a 
servant  is  incompetent,  and  that  through  his  incompetency  injury 
results  to  his  fellow  servant,  the  mere  fact  of  his  incompetency  throws 
the  onus  on  the  master  of  showing  that  he  exercised  due  and  reasonable 
care  in  selecting  him,  and,  in  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  justifies  the 
question  of  negUgence  in  the  master  being  left  to  the  jury."  '  This 
was  the  course  adopted  in  Edu^ards  v.  Loi^ion  and  Brighton  Ry.  Co.,^ 
where  evidence  having  been  given  that  deceased  was  a  person  of 
inferior  grade,  and  the  work  he  was  employed  on  required  skill,  evi- 
dence to  rebut  this  was  at  once  given,  without  putting  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  independently  the  want  of  care  in  the  appointment.  It  seems 
doubtful,  notwithstanding,  whether  this  can  be  laid  down  as  a  rule 
of  law.  It  is  clear  that  incompetency  may  be  so  gross  and  palpable 
that  it  may  raise  an  irresistible  presumption  of  negUgence  in  the 
appointment  of  the  incompetent  person  ;  it  is  equally  true  that  incom- 
petency, as  undoubted  and  as  harmful,  may  be  so  disguised  that  its 
existence  is  quite  consistent  with  a  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  master. 
The  result  seems  to  be  that  the  question  in  each  case  is  for  the  judge, 
whether  the  proof  given  of  incompetency  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  want  of  due  and  reasonable  care  in  the  selection  of  the 
servant ;  for  the  jury,  whether  it  does.** 

There  remains  to  consider  what  is  sufficient  evidence  of  incom- 
petency to  affect  the  master.  In  McCarthy  v.  British  Shipoumers*  Co.,* 
Dowse,  B.,  thus  states  the  law :  "  It  is  not  true,  as  a  general  pro- 
position of  law,  that  all  negUgence  is  evidence  of  incompetency.    It 

1  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  332.     Cribb  v.  Kynoeh,  The  Times  Newspaper,  18th  May,  1907. 

3  Murphy  v.  Pollock,  15  Ir.  C.  L.  B.  224.  The  case  of  WanstaU  v.  Potdey^  6  GL 
&  F.  910  n.,  shows  "  that  the  employment  of  a  tipsy  man  was  an  act  of  negligence  ** ; 
but  it  does  not  throw  light  on  the  proposition  in  the  text,  for  on  other  grounds  the 
master  was  clearly  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  whereby  a  stranger  wis 
injured. 

s  Per  Palles,  G.B.,  SkerriU  y.  Seallan,  Ir.  R.  11  C.  L.  401.  See  Swift  y.  Maeken, 
Ir.  R.  8  C.  L.,  per  Dowse,  B.,  141.  4  4  F.  &  F.  630. 

s  Metropolitan  By.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  3  App.  Cas.  193.  «  10  L.  B.  Ir.  392. 
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may,  I  admit,  in  some  cases  be  evidence  of  incompetence ;  but  I 
think  that  sometimes  the  most  competent  people  are  the  most  negligent, 
whether  out  of  carelessness,  or  temper,  or  negligence  in  the  real  sense 
of  the  word.  I  say,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  correct  to  assume  that  all 
negligence  is  evidence  of  incompetency." 

That  in  some  circumstances  a  single  act  of  negligence  may  be  Fitzgerald,  B., 
sufficient  is  pointed  out  by  Fitzgerald,  B.,^  and  quoted  with  approval  in  Murphy  y. 
by  Palles,  C.B.,  in  Skerritt  v.  Scallan.^  Fitzgerald,  B.,  said  :  "  I  can  ^^^*- 
conceive  that,  even  the  single  act  of  a  man  may  be  evidence — nay, 
satisfactory  evidence — of  incompetence  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  where  the  act  is  of  such  a  nature,  or  done  under  circumstances  such 
that  the  doing  of  it  may  be  reasonably  thought  only  accountable  for 
on  the  supposition  of  malice,  which  is  not  to  be  presumed,  or  incom- 
petency." It  should  be  pointed  out  that,  in  the  case  of  malice  the 
master  would  not  be  Uable  in  any  event.'  Fitzgerald,  B.,  then  goes 
on  to  deal  with  a  difficult  point.  ''  Assuming  however,  that  a  reason- 
able man  might,  from  this  single  instance,  reasonably  infer  want  of 
ordinary  skill  and  care  in  Linehan,  will  incompetence  thus  inferred 
from  a  single  act  in  a  man,  as  to  whose  conduct  on  other  occasions 
there  is  no  evidence,  be  itself  evidence  from  which  a  reasonable  man 
can  infer  want  of  reasonable  care  on  the  master's  part  in  selecting  him, 
or  knowledge  of  his  incompetence  ?     I  cannot  go  this  length."  * 

This  accords  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  in  Baster  v.  London  and  BaOer  v. 
County  Printing  Works  ^ — ^a  case  where  a  workman  was  dismissed  ^«<*o»owrf 
for  a  single  instance  of  forgetfulness  which  resulted  in  damage  to  a  p^^^ 
valuable  machine.     "  The  question,"  it  was  said,  "must  depend  upon  Works. 
the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case."    The  negligence  of  an 
engine-driver,  a  railway  signalman,  a  foreman  machinist,  or  of  any  one 
responsible  for  the  irresistible  agencies  that  are  used  in  modem  in- 
dustrial enterprise,  may  result  in  widespread  calamity,  and  one  single 
failure  or  lapse  may  not  only  justify,  but  necessitate  the  removal  of  its 
author  from  a  post  of  such  dangerous  responsibiUty.     On  the  other  hand, 
it  has  been  justly  said  that  "  inteUigent  men  of  good  habits,  who  are 
engineers  or  brakemen  or  switchmen  on  railroads  "  are  not  "  inevitably 
to  be  discharged  for  the  first  error  or  act  of  negUgence."* 

Specific  acts  of  incompetency  should  first  be  shown.    Then  the  Evidence 
master's  knowledge,  actual  or  constructive.     The  fact  of  knowledge  °^*'** 
may  be  shown  by  general  reputation  amongst  other  workmen  engaged  ^®™P®  ^^^' 
in  the  same  business.    Evidence  that  the  workman  alleged  to  be  in- 
competent had  been  suspended  or  discharged  in  some  previous  employ- 
ment has  been  admitted ;  so  has  a  general  reputation  for  intemperance  f 
but  the  mere  fact  of  recklessness  or  negligence  on  the  particular 
occasion  inquired  about  is  not  evidence  of  negUgence  of  the  master  in 
hiring  the  workman.    Evidence  of  general  reputation  for  competency 
may  manifestly  be  given  on  the  part  of  the  master. 

Evidence  of  the  reputation  of  the  servant  was  tendered  as  evidence 
that  would  bind  the  master  where  the  servant's  incompetency  was 

1  Murphy  v.  Pollock,  16  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  232. 

a  Ir.R.  11C.L.400. 

8  Croft  y.  Alison,  4  B.  &  Aid.  590,  and  the  cases  following  it. 

4  See  Avery  ▼.  Bowden,  6  E.  &  B.  974,  cited  by  Wightman,  J.,  in  MacMahon  v. 
Lennard,  6  H.  L.  C.  993.  «  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  901. 

«  Baulec  v.  New  York,  Ac  Bd.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  366. 

7  Baltimore,  dfC.  By.  Co.  v.  Campe,  65  Fed.  B.  952 ;  Baltimore,  Ac,  By.  Co.  v. 
Henthome,  73  Fed.  R.  634.    See  also  81  Fed.  B.  807. 
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notorious  in  the  neighbourhood.^  The  evidence  was  admitted  "to 
show  that  the  master  would  have  found  out  that  the  servant  was  in- 
competent if  proper  means  had  been  taken  to  ascertain  the  quaUfications 
of  the  servant."  "  We  cannot  say,"  the  Court  added,  "  that  it  may 
not  be  a  matter  of  common  repute  in  a  community  that  a  man  is 
physically  weak  and  is  partially  blind  and  deaf."  * 
Analogy  with  When  the  incompetency  of  the  servant  is  established,  the  law 
the  law  as  to  differs  nothing  from  that  which  is  appUcable  to  machinery  tackle, 
machinery,  ipj^^  obligation  of  the  master  is  to  see  that  machinery  is  reasonably 
sufficient.  So,  too,  with  servants  ;  still  there  may  be  a  waiver  by 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  servant  of  his  right  to  suitable  machinery 
or  competent  fellow  servants.  In  both  cases  the  allegation  that  the 
servant  had  knowledge  is  not  sufficient ;  for  as  knowledge  of  defective 
machinery  may  be  consistent  with  a  reasonable  belief  that  the  master 
would  remedy  it,  and  the  servant's  continuance  in  the  work  may  be 
only  on  this  assumption ;  ^  so  with  incompetent  servants,  the  plaintiff 
may  have  knowledge  of  their  incompetence  ;  and  this,  though  evi- 
dence to  disentitle  him  from  recovering,  is  not  in  itself  a  complete 
legal  answer  to  the  claim ;  for  knowledge  may  be  consistent  with 
many  circumstances  that  warranted  the  plaintifE  continuing  in  the 
emplojrment.* 
The  rule  in  The  degree  of  diUgence  required  of  a  master  in  the  selection  of  a 

the  United      servant  has  been  considered  in  the  United  States.    On  the  one  hand 
^^'  it  was  sought  to  prescribe  an  inelastic  standard,  on  the  other,  one 

variable  with  the  particular  exigencies.  The  latter  view  has  been 
adopted,  and  may  also  be  taken  to  correctly  express  the  English  law. 
"  Ordinary  care,"  it  was  said,  "  in  the  selection  and  retention  of  ser- 
vants and  agents  impUes  that  degree  of  dihgence  and  precaution  which 
the  exigencies  of  the  particular  service  reasonably  require.  It  is  such 
care  as  in  view  of  the  consequences  that  may  result  from  negligence  on 
the  part  of  employees  is  fairly  commensurate  with  the  perils  or  dangeis 
likely  to  be  encoxmtered."  *^ 
Expert  or  What  has  been  said  is  mainly  with  reference  to  the  obligation  of 

professionally  the  master  to  the  servant  not  to  choose  an  incompetent  servant. 
TOTvants  There  is  yet  another  aspect  in  which  incompetency  of  the  servant  is 
to  be  looked  at — ^though  perhaps  the  class  we  are  to  turn  to  are  rather 
agents  than  servants  in  their  relation  to  the  outside  world.  Their 
duty  is  not  to  act  for  their  employer,  but  to  bring  their  own  judgment 
and  knowledge  to  bear  in  his  employment,  for  the  advantage  of  those 
relying  on  his  skill  in  their  selection.  The  employer  holds  himself  out 
to  supply  advisers  or  assistants  where  particular  and  professional  skill 
is  offered  ;  and  which  must  be  rendered  through  speciaUsts  whom  the 
understanding  is  that  he  is  to  provide  ;  and  he  in  no  way  holds  himself 
out  as  qualified  or  ready  personally  to  act.  His  subordinates  act  not 
on  his  particularinstructions,  but  on  their  own  experience  andjudgment. 
What  the  employer  professes  is  to  select  his  assistants  from  the  ranks 
I  Manahan  v.  Worcester,  160  Mass.  439,  15  Am.  St.  R.  226 ;  Park  t.  New  York 
&c.  Rd.  Co,,  165  N.  Y.  215. 

3  In  Oilman  v.  Eastern  Rd,  Co.,  95  Mass.  433,  the  accident  in  respect  of  which  the 
action  was  brought  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  an  habitual  drunkard.  Evidence 
of  reputation  was  held  admissible  to  show  that  his  intemperate  habits  ought  to  have 
been  known  to  the  officers  of  the  corporation.  Flynn  v.  M'Oaw,  18  Rettie,  554^  is  a 
decision  "  one  of  relevancy  only." 

3  Clarke  v.  Holmes,  6  H.  &  N.  349,  7  H.  &  N.  937. 

4  Hoey  V.  Dublin  and  Belfast  Junction  Ry.  Co.,  (1870)  5  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  200. 

5  WtJbash  Ry.  Co.  v.  McDaniels,  107  U.  S.  (17  Otto)  464,  460. 
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of  those  who  have  recognised  quahfications.  When  they  are  appointed 
those  dealing  with  them  rely  on  their  skill,  judgment  and  experience, 
not  on  the  quaUties  of  the  employer,  who  may  even  be  forbidden  to  act 
in  the  matter  under  the  sanction  of  legal  penalties.  In  this  case  the 
employer  has  to  exercise  care  in  the  selection  of  his  agents,  but  when 
they  are  appointed  cannot  direct  the  advice  they  give  or  the  action 
they  take,  and  is  only  responsible  for  the  appointment  of  persons 
presumably  qualified,  and  of  whom,  having  exercised  care  in  the 
selection,  he  knows  nothing  to  the  contrary.  If  then  they  act  with  bad 
judgment  or  negUgence  he  is  not  responsible.^ 

V.  Master's  Duty  to  Young  Persons  in  His  Employment.      V-  i>«tyto; 

young 

We  have  considered  so  far  the  duty  owing  to  servants  who  are 
adults.  A  different  and  greater  duty  is  owing  by  the  master  to  young 
persons.  The  principles  by  which  this  is  fixed  have  been  already 
treated  of  in  connection  with  the  general  principle  regulating  con- 
tributory negUgence.^  The  extent  of  the  master's  duty  remains 
shortly  to  be  illustrated.  '  ^ 

The  leading  statement  of  this  is  Cockbum,  C.  J.'s,  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  CJockbum, 
Orizzle  v.  Frost  :^  "I  am  of  opinion  that  if  the  owners  of  dangerous  ^ent of^^ 
machinery,  by  their  foreman,  employ  a  young  person  about  it  quite  Uw  in 
inexperienced  in  its  use,  either  without  proper  d&rections  as  to  its  use  Orizzle  y, 
or  with  directions  which  are  improper  and  which  are  likely  to  lead  to    '^'' 
danger,  of  which  the  yoxmg  person  is  not  aware,  and  of  which  they  are 
aware  ;  as  it  is  their  duty  to  take  reasonable  care  to  avert  such  danger, 
they  are  responsible  for  any  injury  which  may  ensue  from  the  use  of 
such  machinery." 

At  common  law  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  disability  on  the  Common  law 
employment  of  young  children.  The  ordinary  rule  that  when  a  work-  gjdei^'^ 
man  is  employed  on  any  work  he  is  presumed  to  undertake  only  such 
risks  of  the  employment  as  are  plain  and  apparent  ordinarily  to  a 
person  in  his  position  of  life,  would  of  itself  afford  no  small  protection 
in  the  case  of  young  children  to  whom  risks  are  plain  and  apparent  in 
a  much  less  degree  than  in  the  case  of  adults ;  and  to  whom  consequently 
the  common  law  affords  an  ampler  protection  in  proportion  as  naturally 
they  are  less  able  to  protect  themselves. 

But  Lord  Chelmsford  in  Bartonshill  Coal  Co.  v.  McGuirCy^  in  comment-  BarUmshUl 
ing  on  0* Byrne  v.  Bum  intimates  an  even  larger  measure  of  protection.**  m^^  ^' 
The  learned  lord  points  out  that  it  was  hardly  possible  to  apply  the 
principle  of  acceptance  of  the  service  with  a  knowledge  of  the  risks 
incident  to  it  in  this  case ;  since  "  she  was  an  inexperienced  girl 
employed  in  a  hazardous  manufactory,  placed  xmder  the  control,  and, 
it  may  be  added,  the  protection,  of  an  overseer  who  was  appointed 
by  the  defender  and  intrusted  with  this  duty.    And  it  might  well  be 

1  McDonald  v.  MassachuseUs  Oeneral  HospUal,  120  Mam.  432 ;  Glavin  v.  Rhode 
Island  Hospital,  34  Am.  B.  675  ;  HaU  y.  Lees,  (1904)  2  K.  B.  602  ;  Evans  v.  Mayor, 
d:c,  of  Liverpool,  (1906)  1  K.  B.  160.  a  Ante,  160. 

3  (1863)  3  F.  A;  F.  625.  In  Canada  the  employment  of  a  child  under  twelve  to 
work  an  elevator  for  the  uses  of  a  manufacturing  concern  is  made  illegal  by  the 
Canadian  Factories  Act,  and,  therefore,  beyond  the  mere  penalty  imposed  the  employer 
has  to  exercise  more  than  ordinary  precaution  for  the  wellbeing  and  safeguarding  of 
children  who  have  been  put  to  work  contrary  to  legislative  prohibition :  O^Brien  v. 
Sanford,  22  Ont.  R.  136. 

4  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  So.)  311.  »  (1854)  16  Dunlop,  1025. 
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considered  that  by  employing  such  a  helpless  and  ignorant  child  the 
master  contracted  to  keep  her  out  of  harm's  way  in  assigning  to  her 
Lord  ^  any  work  to  be  performed."  Lord  Cranworth  ^  suggests  that  the  rule 
su^'est^^'*  of  common  service  is  modified  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  children 
^  ^'  are  not  engaged  in  the  common  work  with  the  superintendent :  "  It 
may  be  that  if  a  master  employs  inexperienced  workmen,  and  directs 
them  to  act  under  the  superintendence  and  to  obey  the  orders  of  a 
deputy  whom  he  puts  in  his  place,  they  are  not,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  rule  in  question,  employed  in  a  conunon  work  with  the  super- 
intendent." This  departure  from  the  general  rule  might,  perhaps,  be 
better  stated  as  a  principle  that  an  overseer  or  superintendent  of  work 
has  additional  duties  cast  upon  him  if  he  employs  inexperienced  persons ; 
duties  which  arise  from  such  persons'  incapacity  to  protect  their  own 
interests,  and  are  measured  by  the  extent  of  their  incapacity  and 
inexperience  ;  since  it  is  not  the  scheme  of  work  that  is  altered,  but 
the  mutual  relations  of  those  engaged  in  it. 

The  contention  that  an  additional  duty  is  thrown  on  the  master 
by  the  employment  of  children  and  young  persons,  and  that  the 
extent  of  the  additional  obligation  is  measured  by  their  presumed 
OemmiUv.      incapacity,  is  borne  out  by  the  Scotch  case  of  Gemmill  v.  Gourock 
wZkC^  Bope  Work  Co}    There  it  was  held  that  the  particular  machinery 
described  in  the  case  should  have  been  fenced  as  against  children  or 
young  persons.    This  is  a  stronger  authority  than  the  earlier  case  of 
O" Byrne  v.  Burn^  and  the  contemporaneous  case  of  M^MtUan  v. 
M^MiUar^}    These,  though  pointing  in  the  same  direction,  go  no 
further  than  to  hold  that  the  allegation  of  a  greater  duty  towards  an 
inexperienced  child  is  not  demurrable. 
Murphy  v.  The  English  case  of  Murphy  v.  Smith  *^  has  sometimes  been  cited  for 

Smith.  a  contrary  view.    The  facts  must  be  looked  at  to  explain  the  decision. 

A  boy  engaged  in  making  lucifer  matches  interfered  in  a  part  of  the 
work  that  he  had  no  business  to,  and  which  was  dangerous ;  an  ex- 
plosion took  place  through  the  meddling,  and  the  boy  was  injured. 
A  man,  not  a  foreman,  standing  by,  did  not  interfere,  and  was  so  far 
guilty  of  negligence  in  that  he  permitted  an  inexperienced  person  to 
act  thus.  The  man  was  morally  negligent  in  letting  the  boy  injure 
himself.  The  point  for  consideration  was  whether  he  was  imder  any 
legal  duty  to  interfere  so  that  his  neglect  to  do  so  was  binding  on  the 
common  employer.  The  Court  assumed  that  had  he  been  a  foreman 
the  employer  would  have  been  liable,  and  thus  recognised  the  distinction 
that  is  set  up  on  behalf  of  inexperienced  persons.  As  the  man  was  not 
foreman,  but  only  a  fellow  workman,  they  held  there  was  no  liability 
on  the  employer.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  boy  was  not  employed 
on  the  work,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  direction  was  given 
to  him  in  the  matter,  or  that  he  was  doing  anything  else  than  inter- 
meddling. Had  a  liability  been  imposed  in  this  case,  it  would  have 
indicated  a  great  extension  of  the  master's  UabiUty  beyond  any  alleged 
in  previous  cases,  and  would,  moreover,  have,  in  effect,  prohibited  the 
emplojrment  of  inexperienced  workmen  on  dangerous  work  except  on 
onerous  terms,  and  have  asserted  the  existence  of  an  obUgation  not 
to  employ  them  where  they  would  be  able  to  injure  themselves  by 
interfering  with  dangerous  work. 

1  BartonshiU  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  294,  295. 

3  23  Dunlop,  425.  s  16  Dunlop,  1025. 

4  23  Bunlop,  1082.  5  (1865)  19  0.  B.  N.  S.  361. 
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In  TraiU  v.  Small  and  Boase,^  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  ^^^^* 
Session  held  that  "  the  pursuer,  being  under  fourteen  and  engaged  at  °'"^' 
the  time  "  (i.e.,  of  an  accident  by  which  he  lost  his  arm)  "  in  his  ordinary 
occupation,  had  not  Uberated  the  defenders  from  their  responsibiUty  " 
by  acting  in  a  way  which,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  workman,  would 
have  been  contributory  negUgence.  The  decision  expressly  avoids 
saying  that  a  boy  under  fourteen  cannot  be  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  nor  yet  does  it  say  there  is  a  different  rule  for  those  under 
fourteen  years  of  age  from  those  older.  *  It  considered  the  pursuer's 
youth  as  an  element  in  the  evidence  on  which  it  decided — ^that  is,  that 
the  duty  of  the  employer  was  increased  by  reason  of  employing  youthful 
workpeople.  Again,  the  Court  of  Session,  in  Darby  v.  Duncan,^  held  Darby  y. 
the  master  liable  where  a  machine,  not,  indeed,  defective  in  itself,  i>uncan. 
though  incapable  from  its  very  nature  of  being  used  in  an  unfenced 
state  without  danger  to  life  and  limb,  was  left  without  due  and  suffi- 
cient fencing.  The  proposition  as  laid  down  is  broad  and  without 
qualification.  The  injured  person  was  a  boy  of  thirteen  ;  and  Lord 
Deas  appears  to  have  decided  on  the  authority  of  ff  Byrne  v.  Bum,^ 
which  turned  entirely  on  the  inexperience  of  the  plaintiff  ;  so  that  this 
case  should,  it  is  submitted,  be  similarly  Umited,  and  at  least  goes 
to  prove  the  existence  of  the  rule  in  the  circumstances  now  being 
considered. 

A  United  States  case  in  the  Supreme  Court,  Union  Pacific  Rd.  Co,  American 
V.  jPort,*  throws  considerable  light  on  this  subject.  A  boy,  sixteen  decision, 
years  of  age,  was  ordered  by  the  person  imder  whose  superintendence 
he  was  working  to  do  dangerous  work  not  within  the  scope  of  his 
emplojrment,  but  within  that  of  the  superintendent's.  While  obeying 
he  was  injured.  The  contract  for  the  boy's  service  was  made  by  the 
father  with  the  company.  The  Court  held  that  "  the  father  had  the 
right  to  presume  when  he  made  the  contract  of  service  that  the  com- 
pany would  not  expose  his  son  to  such  a  peril  [t.c,  dangerous  work]. 
Indeed,  it  is  not  possible  to  conceive  that  the  contract  would  have  been 
made  at  all  if  the  father  had  supposed  that  his  son  would  have  been 
ordered  to  do  so  hazardous  a  thing.  If  the  order  had  been  given  to  a 
person  of  mature  years,  who  had  not  engaged  to  do  such  work,  although 
enjoined  to  obey  the  directions  of  his  superior,  it  might  with  some 
plausibihty  be  argued  that  he  should  have  disobeyed  it,  as  he  must 
have  known  that  its  execution  was  attended  with  danger.  Or,  at  any 
rate,  if  he  chose  to  obey,  that  he  took  upon  himself  the  risks  incident  to 
the  service.  But  this  boy  occupied  a  very  different  position.  How 
could  he  be  expected  to  know  the  peril  of  the  undertaking  ?  He  was  a 
mere  youth,  without  experience,  and  not  familiar  with  machinery. 
Not  being  able  to  judge  for  himself,  he  had  a  right  to  rely  on  the  judgment 
of  the  foreman." 

The  groxmd  taken  in  this  decision  seems  sound.    If  persons  employ  Ocawidered. 
young  children  in  dangerous  work  they  must  safeguard  them.    To 
keep  a  mischievous  boy  out  of  danger  is  very  probably  an  impossible 
task.    Whether  it  be  so  or  not  there  is  a  duty  to  keep  a  watchful  eye 

1  (1873)  11  Macph.  888. 

2  (1861)  23  Donlop,  529.  The  decision  of  the  First  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session 
in  M'MiUan  v.  M*MiUan,  23  Dunlop,  1082,  turned  mainly  on  the  facts  that  should  be 
brought  before  the  jury.  s     16  Dunlop,  1025. 

4  1 7  Wall.  (U.  S. )  653, 658.  For  the  collected  cases,  see  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant, 
notes  to  §  469,  and  for  the  discussion  of  them,  the  judgment  of  Bray,  J.,  in  Cribb  v. 
Kynoeh,  The  '^imes  Newspaper,  18th  May,  1907. 
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upon  him  and  only  to  allow  him  contact  with  dangerous  machinery 
after  giving  him  strong  cautions.  The  duty  alleged  in  Murphy  v. 
Smiih;^  that  all  grown  men  in  the  master's  service  should  use  active 
means  of  restraining  a  boy  from  meddling  with  dangerous  matteis, 
goes  further  than  the  law  provides.  Notwithstanding  this,  the 
master's  duty  towards  boys  is  more  extensive  than  it  is  towards  adults, 
and  is  similar  in  kind  to  that  which  he  has  to  adults  with  regard  to 
the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  methods  and  appliances  of  working,  and 
is  very  much  greater  in  degree. 
Bunker  V,  T^  Bunker  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co,,^  a  boy  of  fifteen  was  injured  through 

Midland         obeying  an  order  of  a  foreman  which  the  boy  knew  the  foreman  was 
By.  Co.  jjQ^  empowered  to  give.    The  action  was  brought  under  the  Employera' 

Liability  Act,  1880,^  and  was  decided  under  sub-section  3  of  section  1 
of  that  Act,  on  the  ground  that  the  boy  was  not  "  bound  to  conform  " 
to  the  order  of  the  foreman.  If  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  American 
case  is  a  just  one,  the  boy  had  a  conmion  law  right  of  action,  on  the 
ground  of  the  constraint  put  upon  him  by  the  foreman's  position  and 
authority,  and  his  "  right  to  rely  on  the  judgment "  of  the  super- 
intendent. This  does  not  seem  to  have  been  suggested. 
Crocker  Y,  The  tendency  of  some  of  the  later  EngUsh  cases  is  strongly  in  the 

Banks.  direction  of  the  American  rule.    Thus,  in  Crocker  v.  Banks  *  the  Court 

of  Appeal  adopted  the_rule  that  a  greater  duty  is  owing  from  the 
master  to  young  persons  in  his  employment  than  to  adults.  A  girl 
of  seventeen  was  injured  by  the  bursting  of  a  soda-water  bottle  while 
she  was  engaged  in  filling  it  as  part  of  her  duty  in  the  employment  of 
a  soda-water  manufacturer.  "  There  was  on  the  machine  an  automatic 
guard  during  the  period  of  fiUing  and  corking  the  bottles,  but  when  it 
became  necessary  to  take  the  bottle  from  the  machine  that  guard 
dropped  and  the  operator  was  unprotected."  A  mask  was  also  pro- 
vided, which  the  girl  did  not  use.  Lord  Esher,  M.R.'s,  remark  is : 
''  The  fact  that  the  defendant  provided  masks  for  all  at  this  time  was 
strong  evidence  that  he  knew  of  the  danger  which  then  existed."  The 
girl — who  was  described  as  an  "  expert  hand  " — swore  that  she  did  not 
know  of  the  danger  against  which  the  mask  was  provided.  liord 
Esher,  M.R.,  said  :  "  It  was  not  negUgent  for  a  girl  of  her  age  to  omit 
to  put  on  the  mask  if  she  did  not  l^ow  that  she  was  bound  to  do  so 
at  that  period  of  the  operation."  The  Court  sustained  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.^ 

The  duty  of  the  employer  was  emphasised  in  Robinson  v.  W.  H. 
Smith  d  Son.^  A  boy  of  twelve  was  employed  to  dehver  newspapers 
from  a  bookstall  at  a  railway  station  to  customers  in  the  town.  The 
boy  was  in  the  habit  of  crossing  the  railway  metals  as  a  short  cut 
from  the  stall  to  the  town  instead  of  going  by  a  footbridge.  He 
was  run  over  and  lost  his  leg.  "  Every  one,"  said  Wills,  J.,  in  the 
Divisional  Court,  "  knew  that  if  boys  were  not  well  watched  they  would 
get  themselves  into  danger  when  there  was  an  opportunity  of  doing 

1  19C.B.N.S.361. 

a  47  L.  T.  476.    Marley  v.  Odfom,  10  Times  L.  B.  388. 

8  43  &  44  Vict.  c.  42. 

4  4  Times  L.  B.  324  (C.  A.).  O'Brien  v.  Sanford,  22  Ont.  B.  136;  MiUigan  t. 
Muir,  19  Bettie,  18. 

s  The  Scotch  Courts  seem  disposed  to  take  a  more  exacting  view  of  the  intelligence 
of  a  "  boy  of  sixteen  "  than  the  English  Court  of  Appeal  of  a  *'  girl  of  seventeen  "  (which 
Lord  Esher,  M.R.  /.c„  describes  as  a  "  tender  age  ") :  Forbes  v.  Aberdeen  Barbour  Com- 
missioners,  15  Rettie,  323.  6  17  Times  U  B.  235, 423. 
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80  ;  and  it  did  look  as  if  tilings  were  done  in  a  haphazard  way  in  this 
case.  It  seemed  that  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  be  shown  his  duties 
by  another  boy.  As  the  evidence  stood,  he  was  given  no  instructions 
or  warnings  not  to  go  on  the  line ;  and  one  kaew  that  boys  were 
certain  in  some  cases  to  be  ambitious  and  try  to  get  a  reputation  for 
smartness.  A  reasonable  precaution,  therefore,  would  have  been 
for  the  defendants  to  make  it  known  among  the  boys  that  to  get  a 
reputation  for  smartness  by  risking  their  lives  on  the  line  was  not  the 
way  to  get  promotion."  In  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Smith,  M.R.,  spoke 
to  the  same  effect :  "  The  master  ought  to  order  the  child  not  to 
cross  over  the  rails,  but  to  go  over  the  Une  by  the  bridge.  The  duty 
which  the  master  owed  to  the  child  was  a  superior  duty  to  that  which 
he  would  owe  to  a  man."  The  master's  duty  where  a  young  person  ^ 
is  concerned  is  to  be  free  from  fault.  In  one  case  it  was  said  that 
a  boy  who  is  dull  at  fifteen  was  probably  dull  at  fourteen  ;  and  therefore 
evidence  of  a  witness  who  only  knew  the  injured  boy  after  the  accident 
was  admissible  to  show  that  he  had  no  memory  and  was  not  bright. 
This  obviously  would  not  be  so  where  the  aUeged  effect  of  the  accident 
would  be  to  produce  loss  of  memory  or  dulness.^ 


VI.  Master's  Duty  Generally. 

As  to  the  general  formula  for  the  duty  owed  by  the  master  to  the  General 
servant,  there  are  two  ways  in  which  it  has  been  expressed.     One  is  formula  of  the 
that  the  master  is  boxmd  to  exercise  the  general  average  care  and  by  the  master 
skill  used  in  similar  employments.     The  other,  that  the  degree  of  care  to  the 
ordinarily  exercised  is  not  necessarily  due  and  proper  care  ;  that  due  aervant. 
care  must  be  independently  determined  by  the  jury  with  special 
reference  to  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place,  and  by  considerations 
not  Umited  to  the  practice  of  any  particular  calling,  but  by  reference 
to  the  ordinary  habits  and  safeguards  in  working  of  the  community  at 
large.'    This  latter  seems  the  preferable  way  of  looking  at  the  question.* 

The  master  is  bound  to  indenmify  the  servant  from  the  consequences  Indemnity  of  J 
of  obedience  to  his  orders.     It  is  obvious  that  if  the  servant  acts  servants  by 
contrary  to  his  master's  orders,  and  is  thereby  exposed  to  Uability,  he  ™**^'- 
must  himself  bear  the  loss.*^    Again,   though  the  general  relation 
between  the  master  and  servant  may  subsist  to  render  the  master 
liable  to  indenmify  the  servant,  it  is  necessary  that  the  relation  should 
exist  in  that  particular  matter  in  which  the  servant  is  damnified.     If 
the  Legislature  imposes  duties  on  a  special  class  of  servants,  their 
masters  are  not  Uable  to  indenmify  them  for  acts  done  in  the  discharge 
of  the  duty  thus  imposed.    For  example,   sewermen  might  have 
imposed  on  them  duties  to  report  to  the  Local  Government  Board,  or 
to  a  coxmty  council,  certain  particulars  as  to  the  sewers  which  they 
are  employed  by  the  local  sanitary  authority  to  attend  to.      In  the 
event  of  the  discharge  of  their  statutory  duty  bringing  them  loss,  they 
could  not  claim  indenmity  from  the  local  sanitary  authority,  for  the 

1  By  Shop  Hours  Act,  1862  (55  &  56  Vict.  c.  62),  s.  9,  a  "  young  person  '*  means 
a  person  under  the  a^  of  eighteen  years.     Cp.  1  Edw.  V U.  c.  22,  s.  1 56  ( 1 ).    Ante,lGQ, 

3  La  Plante]v.  Warren  Cotton  Mills,  165  Mass.  487.  For  duty  to  young  person, 
Labatt,  Master  and  Servant,  558, 890,  where,  as  usual,  all  the  cases  are  colleoted. 

3  See  Wabash,  dtc.  Ry,  Co.  v.  McDanids,  107  U.  S.  (17  Otto)  461. 

4  Smith  V.  Baker,  (1891)  A.  C.  325. 
6  OryUs  T.Davies,  2  B.  A  Ad.  514. 
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relation  of  master  and  servant  would  not  ex  hypothesi  exist.  This 
principle  is  of  importance  in  regard  to  relieving  officers  and  others,  on 
whom,  apart  from  contract  and  without  reference  to  their  employers, 
the  Legislature  has  imposed  duties.^  A  servant,  however,  may  do  an 
illegal  act  at  the  bidding  of  his  master  and  still  be  entitled  to  indemnify  ; 
yet  such  act  must  not  be  "  palpably  illegal,"  and,  moreover,  must  be 
"  done  honestly  in  discharge  of  the  directions  of  the  master,"  while 
the  servant  must  neither  know  nor  have  "reasonable  ground  for 
believing  that  that  which  he  did  was  wrongful."  * 
Nash  V.  The  duty  of  a  foreman  at  common  law  in  giving  orders  was  con- 

SiBa^^\'  C  ®^^®^^^  ^^  Nash  V.  Cuna/rd  Steamship  Co.y^  where  an  accident  had 
""  *^  ^'  happened,  as  was  alleged,  through  the  plaintifE  conforming  to  an  order 
of  the  foreman.  The  judge  at  the  trial  directed  the  jury  that  if  the 
foreman  at  the  time  of  giving  the  order  "  thought  everything  was 
perfectly  clear,  then  he  would  not  be  guilty  of  negUgence."  The 
Court  of  Appeal  held  this  a  misdirection,  considering  the  test  to 
depend  "  not  upon  what  he  thought,  but  upon  what  he  ought  to  have 
thought."  * 

1  Ante,  326,  and  post.  Medical  Men. 
3  Mocdonell,  Master  and  Servant,  177. 

3  7TimeBL.R.597(C.A.). 

4  Per  Lindley,  L.J.,  7  Times  L.  R.  698. 


CHAPTER  V. 

DISABILITIES  OF  THE  SERVANT  AT  COMMON  LAW  TO 
RECOVER  FOR  INJURIES  RECEIVED  IN  THE  COURSE 
OF  HIS   EMPLOYMENT. 

There  is  no  general  rule  making  one  man  liable  for  the  negligence  of 
another.    The  rule  of  law  is  the  other  way,  Culpa  tenet  siu)8  auctores  Rule  of  law, 
tantum.^    To  this  law  there  has  long  been  an  exception  established —  ^^^^^ 
that  the  master  must  answer  for  the  act  of  his  servants  when  strangers  ^^^^     ^ 
are  injured  thereby.    This  exception  we  have  already  %  considered.^ 
It  is  referable  to  the  maxim  of  agency,  Qui  facit  per  alium  fadt  per  se, 
and  the  legal  conclusion  is,  Respondeat  superior — ^where  the  existence  Respondeat 
of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  is  estabUshed,  the  master  is  to  «*P«^  an 
answer  for  acts  done  by  the  servant  within  the  sphere  of  the  agency  ;  ^°^^  ^^^ 
and,  on  grounds  of  poUcy,  not  merely  for  those  authorised  by  him,  but 
sometimes  even  for  those  actually  forbidden :    where  the  position  of 
servant  prompts  the  wrongful  act,  and  not  merely  affords  opportunity 
for  it.    In  addition,  we  have  considered  certain  aspects  of  the  rule, 
Culpa  tenet  suos  auctores  tantum,  as  it  extends  to  make  the  master 
liable  for  his  own  personal  negligence  whereby  those  in  his  employ- 
ment are  injured.    We  have  seen  that  the  master  is  liable  to  his  servants 
for  his  own  personal  neghgence  in  the  actual  performance  of  work,  or 
for  failure  to  provide  appUances  for  the  proper  carrying  on  the  work, 
or  for  default  in  the  appointment  of  competent  servants. 

We  are  now  to  consider  a  further  exception  grafted  on  the  rule  of  Master's 
Respondeat  superior,  itself  an  exception  to  the  wider  rule,  Cidpa  tenet  ^^^^^{^^^1 
suos  amiores  tantum  :  that  the  master  is  not  liable  to  his  servants  for  servant  in  the 
injuries  to  them  produced  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  engaged  same  business 
in  the  same  business,  provided  there  be  no  negligence  in  the  appoint-  J^*^^^*^^'^ 
ment  of  such  negligent  servant,  or  in  the  retention  of  such  servant 
after  notice  of  his  incompetency.^ 

The  ground  -of  this  exception  has  been  much  canvassed.    On  the  The  ground 
one  hand  it  has  been  said  to  arise  from  an  implied  contract  that  the  °*  **^® 
workman  should  take  the  risks  of  the  employment ;    one  of  which  ^^^^  °^ 
risks  is  the  danger  of  sustaining  injury  from  workmen  engaged  in  the 
same  scheme  of  labour.     On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  that  the  work- 
man is  not  entitled  to  recover  from  the  master,  because  he  had  not 

1  Woodhead  v.  Oartnest  Mineral  Co.,  4  Rettie,  469 ;  also  per  Bramwell,  L.J., 
Evidence  before  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  Employers*  Liability  for  Injuries  to 
their  Servants,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1877,  vol.  x.  quest.  1 100.  2  Ante,  573. 

3  Wharton,  Negligence,  |  224,  and  the  oases  cited  ia  the  notes ;  Labatt,  Master 
and  Servant,  418, 

VOL,  I.  2t 
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Priestley  v. 
FowiUr, 


Objection 
to  the 
declaration. 


Lord 

Abingcr*8 

judgment. 


contracted  to  be  indemnified  ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  original  rule  of 
law,  Culfa  tenet  suos  auctores  tantum  remains  unaffected.^  Whichever 
explanation  is  adopted,  the  germ  of  the  law  laying  down  the  master's 
immunity  from  liability  in  the  case  of  injury  caused  by  a  servant  to  a 
servant  is  traced  no  higher  up  than  the  case  of  Priestley  v.  Fowkfy^ 
decided  in  1837. 

Priestley  v.  Fowler  was  a  decision  given  on  motion  to  arrest  judg- 
ment, non  obstante  veredicto,  and  thus,  as  was  pointed  out  in  Wigmore 
V.  Jay,^  was  a  decision  of  the  greater  authority,  since,  as  the  question 
was  raised  on  the  record,  it  might,  had  the  decision  been  doubtful, 
have  been  taken  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  The  declaration  set 
out  that  the  defendant  was  a  butcher  who  directed  the  plaintiff,  his 
servant,  to  take  goods  in  a  van  with  another  servant ;  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  see  that  the  van  was  in  a  proper  state  of 
repair,  and  not  overloaded  ;  nevertheless,  the  defendant  did  not  use 
proper  care  that  the  van  should  be  in  a  suflScient  state  of  repair,  or 
that  it  should  not  be  overloaded,  or  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  safely 
and  securely  carried  ;  in  consequence  of  which  neglects  the  van  gave 
way,  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  directed  judgment  to  be  arrested,  after 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  disclosed 
no  legal  liability ;  since  from  the  mere  relation  of  master  and  servant 
no  contract,  and  therefore  no  duty,  could  be  implied  on  the  part  of  the 
master  to  cause  the  servant  to  be  safely  and  securely  carried  ;  or  to 
make  the  master  liable  for  damage  to  the  servant  arising  from  any  vice 
or  imperfection  unknown  to  the  master  in  the  carriage,  or  in  the  mode 
of  loading  and  conducting  it. 

"The  mere  relation  of  the  master  and  the  servant,"  said  Lord 
Abinger,  C.B.,*  "  never  can  imply  an  obUgation  on  the  part  of  the 
master  to  take  more  care  of  the  servant  than  he  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  do  of  himself.     He  is,  no  doubt,  bound  to  provide  for  the 

1  Evidence  of  Bramwell  and  Brett,  L.  JJ.,  before  House  of  Ck>mmon8  Committee  on 
Employers*  Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1877,  vol.  x.  quests.  1100,  1919. 

?  (1837)  3  M.  &  W.  1.  Brett,  L.J.,  says  :  "  I  think  it  may  be  suggested  that  the 
law  as  to  the  non-liability  of  masters  with  regard  to  fellow  servants  arose  principally 
from  the  ingenuity  of  Lord  Abinger  in  suggesting  analogies  in  the  case  of  PrieMley  v. 
Fowler  ** :  Evidence  before  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  Employers*  Liability, 
Parliamentary  Papers,  1877,  vol.  x.  quest.  1919.  The  actually  first  decision  on  the 
precise  point  is  alleged  to  be  Murray  v.  SotUh  Carolina  Rd.  Co.,  1  McMuUan,  385,  in 
1841.  See  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  and  St.  Paul  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ross,  1 12  U.  S.  (6  Davis)  377,  p«r 
Field,  J.,  384.  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant,  1306,  concludes  "  that  such  a  declaratian 
as  in  Priestley  v.  Fotder  "  would  clearly  be  good  at  the  present  day  in  the  United 
States." 

3  5  Ex.  358.  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  his  evidence  before  the  House  of  Commons  Committee 
on  the  Employers'  Liability  for  Lijuries  to  their  Servants,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1877, 
vol.  X.  at  quest.  1922,  says  :  Priestley  v.  Fourier  "  is  one  of  those  unsatisfactory  cisea 
in  which,  under  the  old  system,  the  question  did  not  arise  upon  what  were  tlie  real 
facts,  but  upon  how  they  were  stated  on  the  record ;  which  meant  that,  although 
the  proof  at  the  trial  might  even  have  gone  somewhat  beyond  the  declaration,  the 
question  was,  whether  the  declaration  itself  was  good  when  you  came  to  look  at  it" 
This  remark  may  be  of  the  greatest  force  as  applied  to  the  difficulty  of  doing' substantial 
justice  in  the  particular  case,  as  apart  from  justice  in  a  technical  conformity  to  ru!e ; 
but  as  a  means  of  eliciting  a  definite  rule  of  law,  it  would  appear  better  calculated  to 
reach  its  end,  as  the  facts  are  necessarily  definitely  formulated,  than  where  the  facta 
are  to  be  collected  in  a  less  precise  and  accurate  form.  "  The  case  of  ftiestley  was 
decided  on  a  general  view  of  mixed  facts  ;  the  causes  of  the  accident  being  :  (1)  defect 
in  the  waggon  ;  (2)  overloading ;  and  (3)  careless  driving ;  and  the  Court  neld  that>  as 
the  servant  injured  knew  the  waggon,  and  knew  of  the  loading,  he  was  as  well  able 
to  judge  of  the  risk  as  the  master  could  be  *' :  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hoacraff). 
Gregory  v.  HiU,  8  Macph.  285.  4  3  M.  &  W.  6, 
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safety  of  liis  servant,  in  the  course  of  his  emplojonent,  to  the  best  of 
his  judgment,  information,  and  beUef.  The  servant  is  not  bound 
to  risk  his  safety  in  the  service  of  his  master,  and  may,  if  he  thinks  fit, 
decline  any  service  in  which  he  reasonably  apprehends  injury  to 
himself  ;  and  in  most  of  the  cases  in  which  danger  may  be  incurred, 
if  not  in  all,  he  is  just  as  likely  to  be  acquainted  with  the  probability 
and  extent  of  it  as  the  master." 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  injury  in  this  case  was  occasioned  Suggested 
either  through  a  want  of  care  in  loading  the  van  or  through  a  defect  in  ^oyjjda  of 
the  van  itself.  If  the  former,  the  decision  might  be  justified  on  the  ®°^"°^ 
ground  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  servant  to  see  that  the  van  was  not 
more  than  properly  loaded  ;  which  duty  he  neglected,  and  was  in 
consequence  injured  through  his  own  contributory  negligence.  In 
that  view  no  principle  of  law  had  to  be  appUed  in  any  new  sense.  Or, 
secondly,  assuming  that  the  servant  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  over- 
loading the  van,  the  case  might  still  be  sustained  on  the  principle  that 
the  master  was  not  bound  to  warrant  the  van,  and  was  not  shown  to 
be  guilty  of  any  neghgence  in  providing  it.  Parke,  B.'s,  explanation  ^ 
is :  "  The  Court  considered  the  allegation  of  duty  as  altogether  in- 
sufficient, the  declaration  not  stating  facts  from  which  duty  could  be 
inferred."  This  being  so,  the  decision  goes  the  full  length  of  asserting 
that  there  is  no  duty  on  a  master  to  see  that  the  van  is  in  a  sufficient 
state  of  repair  and  not  overloaded,  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  safely  and 
securely  carried ;  and  that  the  workman  must  be  bound  to  imdertake  the 
work  in  just  the  state  it  is,  without  implying  any  obUgations  on  the 
master  in  respect  of  its  safety. 

The  question  of  the  efEect  of  knowledge  by  the  defendant  of  a 
defect  is  not  raised  ;  and  the  Court  confine  their  decision  to  cases 
where  the  servant  must  be  taken  to  know  as  well  as  his  master  the 
condition  of  the  work  on  which  he  is  engaged. 

Neither  is  the  case  any  authority — as  has  sometimes  been  stated —  Proposition 
for  the  proposition  that  the  master  is  Uable  for  personal  neglect.    It  ?^  p  ^^^ 
enunciates  the  broad  proposition — if  Parke,  B.'s,  explanation  of  it  is  y  f^^r^ 
to  be  taken  as  authoritative — ^that  there  is  no  duty  implied  by  law,  in 
certain  cases,  for  the  master  to  take  those  precautions  for  the  safety 
of  his  servant  that  he  would  be  bound  to  take  with  regard  to  strangers. 

The  analogies  with  which  Lord  Abinger  illustrated  his  judgment.  Lord 
are,  however,  very  loose  and  inaccurate:    "For  instance,  all  those  Ablnger's 
iidUi  about  a  neghgent  chambermaid  and  a  negligent  cook  and  so  on  i"^*r***oii8. 
are  quite  equaUy  apphcable  to  the  relation  between  innkeeper  and  guest, 
and  most  of  his  remarks  are  equaUy  applicable  to  the  relation  between 
carrier  and  passenger,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  they  should  apply 
exclusively  to  the  relation  between  master  and  servant."  ^ 

In  any  view,  the  legal  relationship  of  fellow  servants  as  affecting  The  queation 
their  employer  is  not  raised  ;  since  the  case  does  not  even  suggest  that  ^^*^®^®^]^ 
the  defendant  had  another  servant  than  the  plaintiff.    The  proposition  of  feUow 

1  Metealfe  v.  HeOieringUm,  11  Ex.  270.  servants  not 

3  Mr.  0.  P.  Ilbert,  Evidence  before  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  Employers*  raised. 


Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1876,  vol.  ix.  quest.  282  :  "  The  master,  for  example, 

ni 
Dff  m  a  crazy  bedstead,  wherel  ^ 
was  made  to  fall  down  while  asleep  and  injure  himself ;  for  the  negligence  of  the  cook 


would  be  liable  to  the  servant  for  the  negligence  of  the  chambermaid  for  putting  nim 
in  a  damp  bed  ;  for  that  of  the  upholsterer  for  sending  in  a  crazy  bedstead,  whereby  he 


in  not  properly  cleaning  the  copper  vessels  used  in  the  kitchen ;  of  the  butcher  in 
supplying  the  family  with  meat  of  a  quality  injurious  to  the  health  ;  of  the  builder  for  a 
defect  in  the  foundations  of  the  house,  whereby  it  fell,  and  injured  both  the  master  and 
the  uervAut  byjthe  ruins  " :  3  M.  &  W.  6, 
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that  is  to  be  extracted  is  tliat  the  rights  of  servants  against  their 
masters  are  not  identical  with  the  rights  of  strangers  in  the  event  of 
personal  injury. 

The  next  case  in  order  of  date  to  Priestley  v.  Fowler  is  Fartcdl  v. 
Boston  and  Worcester  Rd,  Corporation;^  which  though  not  strictly 
binding  on  the  English  courts,  has  so  often  been  mentioned  with 
approbation  by  the  English  comrts,  and  more  particularly  by  the  Law 
Lords  in  the  case  of  BartonshiU  Colliery  Co.  v.  JSeuf,*  that  it  has  a  place 
in  the  history  of  the  English  law. 

'*  Two  persons  are  in  the  service  and  employment  of  one  company, 
whose  business  it  is  to  construct  and  maintain  a  railroad,  and  to 
employ  their  trains  of  cars  to  carry  persons  and  merchandise  for  hire. 
They  are  appointed  and  employed  by  the  same  company  to  perform 
separate  duties  and  services,  all  tending  to  the  accomplishment  of  one 
and  the  same  purpose,  that  of  the  safe  and  rapid  transmission  of  the 
trains  ;  and  they  are  paid  for  their  respective  services  according  to 
the  nature  of  their  respective  duties,  and  the  labour  and  skill  required 
for  their  proper  performance.  The  question  is,  whether,  for  damages 
sustained  by  one  of  the  persons  so  employed,  by  means  of  the  careless- 
ness and  negligence  of  another,  the  party  injured  has  a  remedy  against 
the  common  employer."  '  This  question  the  Court  answered  in  the 
negative. 

A  somewhat  different  question  from  that  in  Priestley  v.  Foider 
is  raised.  In  Priestley  v.  Fowler  the  plaintiiS  undertook  the  risk,  with 
knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances  ;  accordingly,  in  FarweU  v.  Boston 
and  Worcester  Rd.  Corporation  counsel  for  the  plaintiJB  admitted  that 
Priestley  v.  Fowler  was  rightly  decided,  although  he  Questioned  several 
of  the  expressions  used  in  the  judgment.  But  in  FarweU  v.  Boston 
and  Worcester  Rd,  Corporation  the  servants,  though  employed  by  the 
same  company,  were  to  perform  separate  duties,  but  which  tended  to 
fulfil  a  common  purpose. 

The  reasoning  of  the  Court  is  as  follows  :  Where  a  servant  injures 
a  stranger  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  and  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority,  the  master  is  liable  in  a  civil  action.  Where, 
however,  the  servant  is  injured  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  and 
while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  the  master  is  not  liable, 
for  the  risks  and  perils  the  servant  and  the  employer  respectively 
intend  to  assume  may  be  regulated  by  express  or  implied  contract 
between  them.  Thus,  the  maxim  of  Respondeat  superior,  which  binds 
the  master  to  'indemnify  a  stranger  for  damage  caused  by  acts  of 
the  servant  done  in  fulfilling  his  service,  does  not  cover  the  case  of 
injury  done  to  a  servant  in  the  course  of  his  employment.  As 
there  is  no  contract  expressed,  the  right  of  the  servant  to  recover 
must  depend  on  an  implied  contract  of  indenmity.  Now  the  autho- 
rities show  no  such  implication,  and  are  to  that  extent  against  the 
contention. 

To  turn  to  the  question  of  principle.  The  perils  to  which  a  servant 
is  exposed,  while  equally  apparent  to  him  and  his  master,  are  perils 
incident  to  the  service,  which  may,  in  theory  at  any  rate,  be  averted  by 
care  and  forethought.  To  argue  that  the  master  should  be  liable 
because  the  acts  are  caused  by  his  agent  is  the  very  point  to  be  proved. 

1  45  Mass.  (4  Met.)  40  ;  printed  also  3  Maoq.  (H.  L.  So.)  316. 

a  3Maoq.(H.L.Sc.)266. 

s  Per  Sb^w,  C.  J.,  deliTenng  the  Judgment  of  ^be  Court,  316* 
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Servants  are  agents  to  some  extent  and  for  some  purposes,  but  whether 
the  master  is  responsible  in  a  particular  case  is  not  decided  by  showing 
that  for  some  purposes  they  are  his  agents. 

In  the  case  of  fellow  servants  it  has  been  said  that  each  is  an  observer 
of  the  conduct  of  others,  can  give  notice  of  any  misconduct,  incapacity, 
or  neglect  of  duty,  and  leave  the  service  if  the  common  employer  will 
not  take  such  precautions  and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety  of  the 
whole  party  may  require.  By  these  means  the  safety  of  each  will  be 
more  eJSectually  secured  than  by  a  resort  to  the  common  employer  for 
indemnity  in  case  of  loss  by  the  neghgence  of  any  of  them. 

It  is  then  objected  that  the  principle  applies  only  where  servants 
are  employed  in  the  same  department  of  duty.  Such  a  rule  would 
vary  in  each  case.  What  is  to  constitute  a  department  ?  What  a 
distinct  department  of  duty  ?  Further,  the  reason  of  the  rule  is  not 
that  the  servant  has  better  means  of  providing  for  his  safety,  but  that 
the  implied  contract  does  not  extend  to  indenmify  the  servant  against 
the  negligence  of  any  one  except  himself ;  and  there  is  no  tort,  as  the 
relation  is  regulated  by  contract. 

This  case,  therefore,  may  be  cited  as  the  £m3t  reasoned  development 
of  the  proposition  that,  where  a  master  uses  due  diligence  in  the 
selection  of  servants,  he  is  not  answerable  to  one  of  them  for  an  injury 
received  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  carelessness  of  another  while 
both  are  engaged  in  the  same  service. 

In  1850,  the    two  cases  of  Hutchinson  v.    York,  Newcastle,  and  Huichinson  v. 
Berwick  Ry.  Co.^  and  Wigmore  v.  Jay  ^  were  decided  on  the  same  day  Tork,Nevh 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.    Both  were  actions  brought  under  Lord  ^^J^^.^ 
Campbell's  Act  ®  for  deaths  caused  by  the  negligence  of  fellow  servants  jjy.  Co. 
in  the  course  of  their  duty.  Wigmore  v. 

In  Priestley  v.  Fowler  *  the  element  of  neghgence  of  one  servant  Jay, 
causing  danger  to  another  was  entirely  absent.  These  raised  the  same 
question  as  in  Fwrwdl  v.  Boston  and  Worcester  Ri,  Corporation  ;  to 
which  the  facts  in  Hutchinson  v.  York,  Newcastle,  and  Berwick  Ry,  Co.^ 
were  not  dissimilar.  The  Court,  after  consideration,  held  that  there 
was  no  distinction  in  principle  between  the  case  of  an  injury  occasioned 
to  one  servant,  while  discharging  his  duty,  by  the  neghgence  of  another 
servant,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  the  case  of  Priestley  v.  Fowler. 
The  rule  and  the  reasons  for  it  are  thus  enunciated  by  Alderson,  B. :  *  Judgment  of 
"  The  difficulty  is  as  to  the  principle  appUcable  to  the  case  of  several  Alderson,  B. 
servants  employed  by  the  same  master  and  injury  resulting  to  one  of 
them  from  the  neghgence  of  another.  In  such  a  case,  however,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  master  is  not  in  general  responsible,  when  he  has 
selected  persons  of  competent  care  and  skill."  "  They  have  both 
engaged  in  a  common  service,  the  duties  of  which  impose  a  certain  risk 
on  each  of  them ;  and  in  case  of  neghgence  on  the  part  of  the  other, 
the  party  injured  knows  that  the  neghgence  is  that  of  his  fellow  servant 
and  not  of  his  master.  He  knew,  when  he  engaged  in  the  service,  that 
he  was  exposed  to  the  risk  of  injury,  not  only  from  his  own  want  of 
skill  or  care,  but  also  from  the  want  of  it  on  the  part  of  his  fellow 
servant ;  and  he  must  be  supposed  to  have  contracted  on  the  terms 
that,  as  between  himself  and  his  master,  he  would  run  this  risk." 
"  The  principle  is,  that  a  servant,  when  he  engages  to  serve  a  master, 

1  6  Ex.  343.1  a  6  Ex.  354. 

3  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93.  *  3  M.  &  W.  1. 

6  6  Ex.  360. 
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undertakes,  as  between  him  and  his  master,  to  run  all  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  service,  and  this  includes  the  risk  of  negUgence  on  the  part  of 
a  fellow  servant  whenever  he  is  acting  in  discharge  of  his  duty  as 
servant  of  him  who  is  the  common  master  of  both." 

The  English  cases  ^  that  immediately  succeeded  the  decision  of 
Hutchinson  v.  Yorky  Newcastle,  and  Bervkck  Ry.  Co,,  dealt  principally 
with  the  question  of  what  risks  are  incident  to  the  service.  In  Scotland 
a  series  of  decisions  indicated  a  very  strong  disposition  on  the  part  of 
the  Scotch  judges  to  strike  out  an  independent  course.*  But  the  law 
of  the  two  countries  was  declared  to  oe  identical  by  the  House  of 
Lords  in  BartonshiU  Coal  Co,  v.  Reid,^  and  BartonshiU  Coal  Co.  v. 
McOuire  *  two  cases  arising  out  of  the  same  facts.  The  former  was 
heard  before  Lord  Chancellor  Granworth,  sitting  as  the  sole  law  Lord  ; 
the  latter  was  heard  two  years  afterwards  before  Lord  Chancellor 
Chelmsford,  and  Lords  Brougham  and  Cranworth.  Judgment  was 
given  in  both  cases  on  the  same  day.  The  accident  which  resulted 
in  the  death  of  two  miners,  whose  widows  were  respectively  pursuers 
in  the  cases,  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  competent  workman 
in  drawing  them  up  from  the  pit  in  which  they  had  been  working  ;  in 
consequence  of  which  negUgence  the  cage  in  which  they  were  being 
drawn  up  was  upset,  and  they  were  thrown  out  and  killed.  The 
Scotch  judges  approved  a  direction  that,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  on 
the  evidence  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  culpable  negligence 
and  fault  of  the  person  naving  the  management  of  the  machinery, 
the  defendants  were  in  law  hable.  The  appellants  contend^ 
that  this  direction  was  wrong,  and  said  the  proper  direction  was,  if 
the  jury  were  satisfied  on  the  evidence  that  the  defendants  used 
due  and  reasonable  dihgence  in  the  selection  of  the  workman, 
and  that  the  workman  was  fully  quaUfied  for  his  work  and 
furnished  with  proper  machinery,  then  the  defenders  were  not  Uable 
for  his  carelessness. 

It  was  not  alleged  that  the  machinery  was  other  than  sufficient,  and 
the  workman  generally  competent.  The  claim  of  the  pursuers  was 
rested  entirely  on  the  KabiUty  of  the  appellants,  the  defenders,  for 
the  fault  of  their  workman. 

Lord  Cranworth  dehvered  the  leading  opinion  and  stated  the 
general  rule  to  be  that  where  an  injury  is  occasioned  to  any  one  by  the 
negligence  of  another,  in  order  to  charge  any  person  other  than  the 
actual  wrongdoer,  the  person  injured  must  show  that  the  circum- 
stances are  such  as  to  make  some  other  person  responsible.  In  general 
it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  wrongdoer  is  acting  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  as  a  servant ;  when  the  maxim,  Respondeat  superior, 
applies,  and  the  master  is  responsible. 

An  exception  to  this  is  where  a  workman  is  injured  by  the  want  of 
care  of  other  workmen  in  the  same  employment. 

But  when  a  master  employs  a  servant  in  a  work  of  danger  he  is 
bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  order  to  have  his  tackle  and  machinery  in 

1  E.g.,  Seymour  v.  Maddoz,  16  Q.  B.  326 ;  Skipp  v.  Eastern  Counties  Ry.  Co., 
9  Ex.  223  ;  Couch  v.  Steel,  3  E.  &  B.  402. 

a  E.g.,  Dixon  v.  Rankin,  14  Dunlop,  420 ;  Chray  v.  Braseey,  15  Dunlop,  136 ;  Baird 
V.  Addie,  16  Dunlop,  490 ;  Broumlie  v.  Tennant,  16  Dunlop,  998 ;  O'Byme  ▼.  B%tm,  16 
Dunlop,  1025.  r  :,  -^ 

«  (1856)i3  Macq.  (H.  L.  So.)  266 ;  RandaU  v.  BaUimore  and  Ohio  Rd,  Co,,  109  U.  S. 
(2  Davis)  478. 

*  (1858)  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  So.)  300. 
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a  safe  and  proper  condition,  so  as  to  protect  the  servant  against 
unnecessary  risks. 

Again,  the  master  may  be  responsible  for  a  defective  system  of 
working  which  does  not  adequately  protect  the  workman.  A  further 
limitation  is,  that  the  servant  injured  and  the  servant  injuring  must 
be  employed  on  the  same  work.  If,  for  example,  a  gentleman's 
coachman  were  to  drive  over  his  gamekeeper,  the  master  would  be  just 
as  responsible  as  if  the  coachman  had  driven  over  a  stranger.^ 

To  constitute  employment  on  the  same  work,  it  is  not  necessary  Workmen 
that  the  workman  causing,  and  the  workman  sustaining,  the  injury  l^^^^^"^ 
should  be  engaged  in  performing  the  same,  or  similar,  acts.     "  The  ^ork. 
driver  and  the  guard  of  a  stage-coach,  the  steersman  and  the  rowers 
of  a  boat,  the  workman  who  draws  the  red-hot  iron  from  the  forge, 
and  those  who  hammer  it  into  shape,  the  engineman  who  conducts  a 
train,  and  the  man  who  regulates  the  switches  or  the  signals,  are  all 
engaged  in  a  common  work.    And  so  in  this  case.    The  man  who 
lets  the  miners  down  into  the  mine  .  .  .  and  afterwards  brings  them 
up  ...  is  certainly  engaged   in  a  common  work  with  the  miners 
themselves."  ^ 

Lords  Chelmsford  and  Brougham  assented  to  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Cranworth.    Lord  Chelmsford  suggests  for  a  test  of  common  employ-  Suggested 
ment,  the  consideration  of  "what  the  servant  must  have  known  or^^^^^ 
expected  to  have  been  involved  in  the  service  which  he  undertakes  ; "  employment 
all  such  risks  as  these  he  undertakes  by  his  contract.*  p^  i  "^  ^ 

BartonshiU  Coed  Co.  v.  Reid  is  the  starting-point  of  a  number  of  Chelmsford, 
decisions.    Their  general  effect  is  indefinitely  to  extend  the  appUcation 
of  the  term  "  common  employment "  ;   which  rapidly  came  to  cover  Common 
the  most  dissimilar  occupations.    Thus  it  was  decided  that  a  labourer  employment, 
is  the  fellow  servant  with  an  engine-driver,*  a  third  engineer  with  a 
chief  engineer,*  a  ganger  of  platelayers  with  the  guard  of  a  train,*  a 
platelayer  with  one  whose  duty  it  was  to  assist  in  pushing  the  trucks,' 
a  scafEolder  with  a  builder's  manager,®  a  miner  with  an  underlooker 
of  the  mine,*  the  manager  of  a  lucifer  manufactory  with  a  boy  about 
sxiteen  years  of  age  engaged  in  the  manufactory,^®  a  carpenter  engaged 
in  mending  the  roof  of  a  station  with  the  men  engaged  in  shifting  a 
locomotive  engine  on  a  turn-table  in  the  station,^^  a  labourer  employed 

1  The  principle  is  illustrated  by  a  curious  American  case,  Oannon  ▼.  HotucUonie 
Bd.  Co.,  17  Am.  R.  82,  where,  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  it  was  contended  in  the  Supreme 
-         -  "       ddi  "  ■  " 


argument  that  sought  to  maintain  the  position 
recover  for  damage  received  to  herself,  and  even  conceded  she  might,  though  the 
injuries  were  caused  by  the  negligence  of  her  husband,  but  urged  that  the  obligation 
on  the  servant  was  to  protect  the  master's  business,  so  far  as  care  and  diligence  could, 
from  liabilities  incidental  to  his  business.  The  Court,  however,  adhered  to  the 
English  rule,  that  the  servant  is  only  precluded  from  an  action  against  the  master  in 
the  case  of  "  those  direct  injuries  to  which  he  is  exposed  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment." A  laundress  was  held  in  the  same  employment  as  her  employer's  coachman, 
in  McOuirk  v.  ShaUuck,  160  Mass.  45. 

2  3Macq.  (H.L.So.)295. 

3  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc. )  308.     See  The  Petrel,  (1893)  P.  320. 

4  M'Sniry  v.  Waterford  and  Kilkenny  By,  Co.,  (1858)  8  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  312. 
&  SearU  v.  Lindsay,  ( 1861)  1 1  C.  B.  N.  S.  429. 

6  Waller  v.  8.  JE.  My.  Co.,  (1863)  2  H.  &  C.  102. 

7  Lovegrove  v.  L.  B.  db  S.  C.  By.  Co.,  (1864)  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  669. 

8  Oailagher  v.  Piper,  16  0.  B.  N.  S.  669. 

9  HqUy.  Johnwn,  3  H.  &  C.  689. 

10  Murphy  v.  Smith,  (1865)  19  C.  B.  N.  8.  361. 

11  Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Neath  By.  Co.,  (1864)  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  149. 
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by  a  railway  company  in  loading  waggons  with  ballast  and  the  guard  of 
a  train  by  which  he  was  returning  from  his  work,^  a  workman  in  the 
employment  of  a  maker  of  locomotive  engines  with  the  foreman  of  the 
workshop,*  a  railway  labourer  with  an  inspector,'  an  engine-driver 
with  a  labourer  uncoupling  waggons,*  and  the  porter  and  carpenter 
with  the  stewardess  of  a  steam- vessel.*  These  are  mere  illustrations  of 
a  principle  the  examples  of  which  are  multitudinous.* 

Their  tendency  is  strongly  towards  including  all  grades  of  service, 
to  the  very  highest,  within  the  principle  of  non-Uability  in  the  case 
of  common  employment.  In  several  of  the  cases  allusion  was  made 
to  a  possible  exception  in  the  case  of  an  aUer  ego,  or  vice-principal ; 
yet  in  none  were  the  prescribed  constituents  met  with ; '  till  the  possi- 
bility of  such  a  case  existing  was  denied  by  the  decision  in  Wilson  v. 
Merry, 

Wilson  V.  Merry  ®  marks  the  complete  development  of  the  principle 
adopted  in  BartonshiU  Coal  Co,  v.  Reid.  That  case  gave  the  ultimate 
judicial  sanction  to  the  position  that  one  of  the  incidents  of  a  common 
employment  is  the  undertaking  all  the  risks  known  or  involved  in  the 
service ;  but  there  it  was  not  necessary  to  define  the  term  "  fellow 
servants."  Such  a  definition  had,  however,  to  be  given  in  the  case  of 
Wilson  V.  Merry,  where  the  negligence  was  imputable  to  the  pit  manager, 
and  Lord  Cairns,  C,  thus  indicates  it:*  "What  the  master  is,  in 
my  opinion,  bound  to  his  servant  to  do,  in  the  event  of  his  not  personally 
superintending  and  directing  the  work,  is  to  select  proper  and  com- 
petent persons  to  do  so,  and  to  furnish  them  with  adequate  materials 
and  resources  for  the  work.  When  he  has  done  this  he  has,  in  my 
opinion,  done  all  that  he  is  bound  to  do.  And  if  the  persons  so  selected 
are  guilty  of  negligence  this  is  not  the  negligence  of  the  master  ;  and 
if  an  accident  occurs  to  a  workman  to-day  in  consequence  of  the 
negligence  of  another  workman,  skilful  and  competent,  who  was 
formerly,  but  is  no  longer,  in  the  employment  of  the  master,  the 
master  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  hable,  although  the  two  workmen  cannot 
technically  be  described  as  fellow  workmen."  Lord  Cranworth  said :  ^^ 
"  Workmen  do  not  cease  to  be  fellow  workmen  because  they  are  not 
all  equal  in  point  of  station  or  authority."  Lord  Colonsay  added  :  ^^ 
The  terms  '*  fellow  workman  "  and  "  coUaborateur  "  "  are  not  ex- 
pressions well  suited  to  indicate  the  relation  on  which  the  liability  or 
non-liability  of  a  master  depends,  especially  with  reference  to  the 
great  systems  of  organisation  that  now  exist.  And  these  expressions, 
if  taken  in  a  strict  or  limited  sense,  are  calculated  to  mislead.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  such  words  as  '  foreman '  or  '  manager.'  We 
must  look  to  the  functions  the  party  discharges,  and  his  position  in 
the  organism  of  the  force  employed,  and  of  which  he  forms  a  constituent 

1  Tunney  v.  Midland  Ihj.  Co.,  (1865)  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  291. 

2  Feltham  v.  England,  (1866)  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  33. 

3  Macfarlane  v.  Caledonian  By.  Co.,  (1867)  6  Macph.  102. 

4  Robertson  v.  Linlithgow  Oil  Co.,  18  Rettie,  1221. 

6  Quebec  Shipping  Co.  v.  MercharU,  133  U.  S.  (26  Davis)  375. 

6  There  are  twenty-eight  pages  with  double  columns  in  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant, 
1360-1377,  and  1405-1415,  wherein  are  collected  the  cases  affirmative  and  negative 
of  the  existence  of  common  employment,  and  one  hundred  and  five  pages  in  Thompson, 
Negligence,  §§  5014-5270. 

7  Cp.  Feltham  v.  England,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  33.  Mr.  Labatt  ti-eata  of  Vice-Principal- 
ship,  Master  and{Servant,  1416-1573. 

8  (1868)  L.  R.  1  Sc,  App.  326.     See  Wright  v.  Durdop,  20  Rettie,  363. 

9  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  332.  lo  L.c,  334.  "  L.c.  345. 
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part.  Nor  is  it  of  any  consequence  that  the  position  he  occupies  in 
such  organism  implies  some  special  authority,  or  duty,  or  charge,  for 
that  is  of  the  essence  of  such  organisations." 

The  effect  of  this  decision  was  :  "  First,  to  reject  the  view  that  the  Effect  of  the 
foreman  might  be  considered  the  delegate  of  his  employer,  or  that  the  decision^ 
question  of  his  position  might  be  left  to  the  jury  ;  secondly,  to  enforce 
the  wide  meaning  which  the  EngUsh  judges  had  given  to  the  term 
'  common  employment '  "  ;  '*  and,  lastly,  to  place  the  doctrine  of  the 
master's  inmiimity  on  broader  grounds,  and  to  show  that  the  true 
criterion  is,  not  whether  the  person  causing,  and  the  person  suffering  from 
the  accident  are  fellow  workmen  in  any  strict  sense  of  the  word,  but 
whether  the  damage  was  within  the  risk  incident  to  the  service  under- 
taken for  reward  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  rule  is  based,  not  on  the  phrase 
'  common  employment,'  but  on  the  meaning  of  the  contract ;  on  the 
terms  expressed  or  implied  in  the  contract  between  the  employer  and 
the  person  employed."  ^ 

A  "  conmion  employment "  is  thus  defined  in  an  American  case  :  ^  Definition  in 
"  All  who  are  engaged  in  accompUshing  the  ultimate  purpose  in  view  "  a^^  Amencan 
"  must  be  regarded  as  engaged  in  the  same  general  business  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule."  To  make  this  a  strictly  accurate  guide  in 
practice,  some  stricter  limitations  than  those  suggested  by  the  phrase 
"  engaged  in  accomplishing  "  seem  advisable  ;  since  in  its  present  form 
the  definition  covers  all  the  different  stages  of  a  manufacture  carried 
on,  not  only  at  different  times  and  places,  but  also  under  several  in- 
dependent controls  ;  whereas  the  fundamental  notion  to  be  expressed 
is,  co-operation  under  one  control. 

A  question  not  decided  in  terms  in  Wilson  v.  Merry,  came  up  for 
decision  in  HovjeUs  v.   Landore  Siemens  Steel  Co.,^    There  it  was  HoiveUsv, 
conceded  in  argument  that  the  liability  of  the  master  for  the  acts  of  a  ;^^^ 
person  whom  he  leaves,  as  it  were,  as  his  vice- principal,  in  the  manage-  suelCo, 
ment  of  the  concern  was  exploded  ;   but  it  was  contended — first,  that 
the  defendants,  as  a  corporation,  could  only  act  by  their  manager,  for 
whom,  therefore,  they  were  liable.     On  Blackburn,  J.,  saying,  "  that 
cannot  make  any  difference  ;  in  Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Neath  Ry.  Co,  the 
defendants  were  a  corporation,  and  nobody  thought  of  suggesting  any 
distinction  on  that  ground,"  the  contention  was  abandoned,  and  a 
second  point  argued — ^that  under  s.  26  of  the  Coal  Mines  Regulations 
Act,  1872,*  by  which  the  owner  of  a  coal  mine  was  obliged  to  appoint  a 
certified  manager,  the  manager  so  appointed  was  in  a  different  position 
from  an  ordinary  manager.    The  Court,  however,  would  not  even 
grant  a  rule  on  the  point,  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  saying  :  "  I  cannot  say  that 

1  Evidence  of  Mr.  C.  P.  Ilbert  before  the  House  of  Commons  Committee  on 
Employers'  Liability,  Parliamentary  Papers,  1876,  vol.  ix.  quest.  296. 

a  Hard  v.  Vermont  and  Canada  Ry.  Co.,  32  Vt.  473,  cited  Shearman  and  Redfield, 
Negligence,  §  239,  note  3. 

3  (1874)  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  62.  In  Conway  v.  Bdjasl  and  Northern  Counlieji  Ry.  Co., 
Ir.  R.  9  C.  L.  601  (n),  the  report  of  this  case  in  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  25  is  noticed  aa  being 
"  a  materially  different  report  of  this  case  "  from  that  in  the  Law  Reports.  This,  on 
examination,  does  not  appear  to  be  so.  The  Law  Journal  report  is  very  much  shorter 
but  to  precisely  the  same  effect  as  the  Law  Report.  From  that  report  it  would  seem 
that  the  very  point  of  the  distinction  between  a  manager  and  an  alter  ego  was  taken. 
The  effect  of  the  Employers*  Liability  Act  is  to  make  the  manager  a  principal,  and  not  a 
servant  under  the  control  of  the  owner.  Lord  Watson,  'm  Johnson  v.  Lindaay,  (1891) 
A.  C.  387,  adopts  '"  the  compendious  deiinition  of  the  principle  upon  which  the  ma.Htcr*8 
non-liability  rests,"  given  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Hot^dls  v.  Landore  Steel  Co.,  L.  R.  10 
Q.  B.  64.  4  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  76,  repealed  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  58,  s.  84. 
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Thomas  here  was  anything  more  than  a  vice-principal,  or  manager, 
and  he  was,  therefore,  a  fellow  servant." 

Almost  at  the  same  time  as  this  case  an  attempt  was  made  in  the 
Scotch  Courts  to  except  the  captain  of  a  ship  from  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Wilson  v.  Merry.^  A  sailor  sued  the  owners  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  captain's  negUgence  during  the  voyage.*  The  Lord 
Ordinary  dismissed  the  summons,  on  the  authority  of  Lord  Cranworth's 
dictum  in  WUsan  v.  Merry,  that  "  workmen  do  not  cease  to  be  fellow 
workmen  because  they  are  not  all  equal  in  point  of  station  or  authority. 
A  gang  of  labourers  employed  in  making  an  excavation,  and  their 
captain,  whose  directions  the  labourers  are  bound  to  follow,  are  all 
fellow  labourers  under  a  common  master,  as  has  been  more  than  once 
decided  in  England,  and  on  this  subject  there  is  no  difEerence  between 
the  laws  of  England  and  Scotland."  On  appeal  it  was  argued  that 
there  was  no  analogy  between  such  a  case  as  WiUon  v.  Merry  and  the 
present ;  that  the  captain  was,  in  all  matters  connected  with  the 
management  of  the  ship,  absolute  master  of  the  sailors,  so  that  even 
the  owners  themselves  could  not  interfere.  The  Lord  Ordinary's 
decision  was,  however,  unanimously  affirmed  ;  and  the  Court  pointed 
out  that  if  an  injury  be  done  to  third  persons  the  owners  would  be 
liable,  because  the  captain  is  the  servant  of  the  owner  ;  and  that  if  he 
is  the  servant  of  the  owner,  then  the  owners  are  not  hable,  because  the 
captain  and  crew  are  fellow  servants  according  to  any  recognised 
test,  as  they  are  "  all  equally  and  wholly  interested  in  the  navigation 
of  their  vessel,  and  in  the  safe  prosecution  of  its  voyage."  ' 

Shortly  afterwards  a  very  similar  case  came  before  the  Irish  Court 
of  ^Common  Pleas  on  demurrer.^  The  negligence  alleged  was  that  the 
captain  of  a  ship  ^'so  unskilfully  and  improperly  ordered  the  said 
John  Ramsay  "  ''  to  abandon  the  said  ship,"  that  the  said  John  Ramsay 
was  drowned.  The  demurrer  raised  the  point  that  the  captain  was 
a  fellow  servant.  The  Court  (Monahan,  C.J.,  and  Morris,  J.)  over- 
ruled the  demurrer ;  Morris,  J.,  on  the  ground  that  there  as  no 
necessary  conflict  between  WUsan  v.  Merry  and  Murphy  v.  Smiih: 
which  latter  case  recognised  the  principle  "  that  where  an  employer 
has  an  agent  or  representative,  held  to  be  so  by  the  jury,  and  who  is 
not  merely  a  fellow  workman  of  the  party  sustaining  the  injury,  the 
employer  is  Uable  for  an  injury  to  his  servant  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence or  unsldlfulness  of  his  agent  or  representative."  "  Under  which 
category,  then,"  says  Morris,  J.,  "is  the  captain  or  master  of  the 
vessel  in  this  case  to  be  placed  ?  Are  we  to  regard  him  merely  as  a 
fellow  servant  of  the  deceased,  or  as  the  agent  and  representative  of 
the  defendants  ?  In  my  opinion  he  comes  within  the  latter  description, 
and,  if  so, — ccul^it  qucestio.  He  is  the  agent  and  representative  of  the 
owners  during  the  voyage."  "  He  has  authority  to  bind  the  owners  for 
repairs  and  necessaries.  He  can  even  settle  claims  for  demurrage." 
Monahan,  C.J.,  concurred,  but  preferred  to  rest  his  decision  on  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  plaint,  "  that  the  deceased  was  bound  to  obey  the 
orders  of  the  captain,  independently  of  any  authority  which  the 
latter  would,  from  his  position  as  captain  or  master  of  the  vessel, 


1  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  326. 
s  Leddy  ▼.  Gibson,  (1873)  11  Macph.  304. 
8  Per  Lord  Cowan,  11  Macph.  308.1 
4  Bamsayy.  Quinn,  Ir.  R.  8a  L.  322. 
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The  decision  in  Ramsay  v.  Quinn^  was  much  pressed  on  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Hedley  v.  Pinkney  and  Sons  Steamship  Co.^  where  the  Hedleyv. 
negUgence  of  the  captain,  in  leaving  an  opening  in  the  ship's  bulwarks  Pinkney  and 
unprotected  by  a  rail  during  a  storm,  was  the  cause  of  the  loss  of  life  ^^q^^ 
of  the  plaintiS's  husband.  The  Court  held  the  negUgence  to  be  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant.  "  I  must  decUne,"  said  Lord  Esher, 
M.II.,  ''to  accept  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Ramsay  v.  Quinn  as 
authority  with  regard  to  the  EngUsh  law  on  the  subject,  and  if  the 
Court  in  that  case  meant  to  hold  that  what  they  were  deciding  was  the 
English  law  on  the  subject,  I  must  say  that  I  cannot  agree  with  them. 
To  my  mind,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintifE  cannot  rely  on  the  negUgence 
of  the  captain,  because  he  was  the  feUow  servant  of  the  deceased 
man."  The  Lords  Justices  concurred..  In  the  House  of  Lords  it  was 
again  urged  that  the  master  of  a  vessel,  although  in  some  respects  the 
servant  of  the  shipowner,  possesses  in  relation  to  the  crew  powers  and 
duties  independent  of  him,  so  that  the  exemption  of  the  master  from 
habiUty  to  his  servant  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case.  Lord  Herschell, 
C,  thus  disposes  of  the  point : '  ''  The  only  authority  cited  for  this 
proposition  was  a  case  of  Ramsay  v.  Quinn,  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  (Ireland).*  But  in  view  of  the  judgment  of^this  House  in  Wilson 
V.  Merry, ^  which  was  recently  considered  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v. 
Lindsay,^  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to  give  effect  to  the  contention  of 
the  appellant."  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  consequently 
affirmed. 

The  captain  is  the  servant  of  the  owner  if  the  owner  appoints  him  Position  of 
and  exercises  authority  over  him,  or  has  a  right  as  between  themselves  the  captain  ot 
to  exercise  the  authority  which  an  owner  usually  exercises  over  his*     P* 
captain.    He  ceases  to  be  his  servant  where  there  is  a  charter  parting 
with  the  whole  possession  and  control  of  the  ship  under  which  the 
charterer  has  authority  to  do  what  he  pleases  with  regard  to  the 
captain,  the  crew,  and  the  general  management  of  the  ship,  even 
though  the  owner  is  still  on  the  register  as  ''  managing  owner."  '    The 
charterer  then  becomes  in  the  place  of  the  owner,  the  owner's  responsi- 
biUty  does  not  arise  and  the  charterer  is  not  Uable  for  injury  caused 
by  the  captain  to  the  crew,  his  feUow  servants. 

The  case  of  a  seaman  on  board  ship  is  difEerent  from  that  of  a  Position  of  a 
workman  on  land,  since  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  can  apply  to  seaman  on    ^ 
him,  if  at  all,  in  only  a  qualified  manner.    For  example,  if  a  seaman  is  *>oa«l8*"P* 
told  to  perform  some  duty  while  at  sea  because  something  is  manifestly 
wrong  with  the  gear  of  the  ship,  and  refuses  to  obey  orders,  the  loss 
of  the  Uves  of  all  on  board  may  be  the  result  of  his  conduct.    Since, 
then,  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  strike  work,  so  also  it  would  be  against 

1  It  R.  8  C.  L.  322. 

a  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  68,  afiEd.  in  H.  of  L.,  (1894)  A.  C.  222.  Gordon[r.  Pyper,  20 
Rettie  (H.  L.),  23,  was  an  action  for  damages  against  the  owner  of  a  steam  trawler  by 
one  of  the  seamen,  who  averred  that  while  engaged  with  other  seamen  in  raising  the 
trawl  he  received  an  injury  in  consequence  of  the  defective  splicing  of  two  ropes.  The 
House  of  Lords  held  that  as  the  purser  did  not  aver  that  the  splicing  was  defective  at 
the  time  the  vessel  was  equipped,  the  action  was  not  relevant.  Lord  Watson  said, 
at  27  :  "I  should  not  have  been  prepared  to  hold  that  a  mere  defect  in  the  splicing  of 
the  tackle,  which  is  obvious,  constitutes  any  default  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  ship- 
owner if  he  provides  the  master  and  crew  with  the  proper  materials  for  correcting  the 
defect  in  the  course  of  the  voyage." 

3  (1894)  A.  a  226.  4  Lr.  R.  8  a  L.  322. 

6  L.  R.  1  So.  App.  326.  e  (1891)' A.  a  371. 

7  BaumvfoU  Manufacivr  van  ScheibUr  v.  Gikhrest,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  263,  in  H.  L., 
( 1893)  A.  C.  8,  Mf6  nam.  BaumwoU  Manujactur  von  Carl  ScheibUr  v.  Fumess. 
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the  very  rudiments  of  justice  to  allow  his  employers  to  escape  liabiUty 
in  the  event  of  his  sustaining  injury,  by  the  plea  that  he,  knowing  and 
appreciating  the  risk,  entered  on  the  employment ;  and  this  has  been 
in  terms  laid  down  in  Scotland.^ 

With  these  cases  should  be  noticed  Smith  v.  Stede*  There  the 
question  arose  whether  a  compulsory  pilot  under  the  then  Merchant 
Shipping  Acts  is  a  fellow  servant  within  the  rule  excluding  such  from 
recovering  from  their  masters,  on  the  ground  of  a  common  employment. 
The  answer  is :  ^  By  35  and  36  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  9,*  power  is  given  "  to 
allow  any  pilot  or  class  of  pilots  any  rate  less  than  the  rate  for  the  time 
being  demandable  by  law  ;  but  no  power  is  given  to  enable  a  pilot  to 
demand  more.  He  cannot,  therefore,  make  any  special  bargain  to 
receive  larger  pay  in  consideration  of  his  taking  the  risk  upon  him.  An 
ordinary  servant  has,  as  Lord  Cairns  points  out  *  (at  least  theoretically) 
the  power  of  choosing  whether  he  will  enter  into  the  employment  of  a 
master  who  does  not  agree  to  act  personally  in  the  management  of  his 
business,  or,  as  an  alternative,  to  be  responsible  for  the  negligence  of 
those  he  employs.  The  pilot  has  no  such  choice  :  he  must  conduct 
the  ship  on  the  terms  fixed  by  the  statutes  which  regulate  pilotage ; 
and  we  can  find  nothing  in  those  statutes  to  justify  the  conclusion  that 
the  pilot  is  to  take  upon  himself  the  risk."  The  result  is  that  an 
action  Ues  by  the  pilot  against  the  shipowners  for  injuries  caused  to 
him  while  acting  on  the  defendants'  vessel,  by  the  negUgence  of  their 
servants. 

In  the  Irish  Courts,  in  Conway  v.  Belfast  and  Northern  Counties 
By.  Co.,^  another  attempt  was  made  to  set  up  the  doctrine  of  a  special 
liabiUty  for  the  acts  of  an  alter  ego,  on  the  authority  of  dicta  in  Murphy 
V.  Smith,''  and  FeUham  v.  England,^  The  action  was  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act  for  damages  for  the  death  of  Conway,  a  workman  on 
the  defendants'  line,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  through  the  negligence 
of  the  traffic  manager.  The  defendants  contended  that  the  traffic 
manager  was  not  a  fellow  servant  with  a  milesman,  but  was  a  vice- 
principal  or  representative.  The  Common  Pleas,  in  giving  judgment, 
cited  the  cases  of  Wilson  v.  Merry,  and  Hou>eUs  v.  Landore  Siemens 
Steel  Co.,  and  decided  that  they  weie,  "  therefore,  obUged  to  hold  that 
the  defendants  are  not  liable  for  the  neglect  of  their  manager  Cotton."  • 

1  Bothwell  Y.  HutcJtison,  13  Rettie,  4C3.     AnU,  618. 

2  (1875)  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  125.  In  the  Ex.  Ch.  in  The  General  Steam  NavigtUum  Co. 
V.  British  and  Colonial  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  L.  B.  4  Ex.  238,  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  was  held  not  to  exist  between  the  owner  of  a  vessel  and  the  compulsory 
pilot.  Cp.  The  Stettin,  B.  &  L.  (Adm.)  199,  where  the  vessel  was  within  her  port  and 
exempt  from  compulsory  pilotage.     Bowcher  v.  Noidstrom,  1  Taunt.  568. 

3  L.  R.  lOQ.  B.  129. 

i      4  Now  57  &  58  Vict.  c.  60,  s.  626  (2). 

6  Referring  to  Wilson  v.  Merry ^  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  326. 
I    t6  ( 1875)  Ir.  R.  9  C.  L.  498 ;  Ir.  R.  1 1  C.  L.  345. 

(  7  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  361.  Erie,  C.J.,  is  rei)orted  at  366  as  saying  :  "  The  question  is, 
whether  Dehor  is  to  be  considered  as  the  vice-principal  of  the  factory.  I  avoid  the 
word  manager,  which  is  an  ambiguous  one,  and  may  mean  either  a  person  retained 
generally  to  represent  the  principal  in  his  absence,  or  one  who  has  the  superintendence 
of  a  particular  contract  or  job,  in  which  latter  case  he  would  be  in  no  different  positaoo 
from  that  of  a  fellow  workman." 

8  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  36,  where  Mellor,  J.,  says  :  "  We  think  that  the  foreman  or  monagt^r 
was  not,  in  the  sense  contended  for,  the  representative  of  the  master.  The  master 
still  retained  the  control  of  the  establishment,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the 
manager  or  foreman  was  other  than  a  fellow  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  though  he  was  a 
servant  having  greater  authority.  As  was  said  by  Willes,  J.,  in  Gallagher  v.  Piftr^ 
33  L.  J.  (C.  P.)  335,  *  A  foreman  is  a  servant  as  much  as  the  other  servants  whew 
work  he  sup«»rintcnds.*  "  »  Ir.  R,  9  a  L.  504. 
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The  case  was  then  taken  to  the  Irish  Exchequer  Chamber.  Palles,  Judgment  of 
C.B.,  in  his  judgment  cites  the  Ust  of  cases  from  Clarke  v.  Holmes  to  ?"j^J^^*^" 
Murphy  v.  Smith  and  Wilson  v.  Merry,  and  draws  two  conclusions :  ^  Exchequer 

"  First — ^that  there  is  no  distinction  as  to  the  exemption  of  a  common  Chamber, 
employer  from  liability  to  answer  for  an  injury  to  one  of  his  workmen 
from  the  negligence  of  another  in  the  same  employment,  in  consequence 
of  their  being  workmen  of  different  classes  :  But, 

"  Secondly — ^that  a  master  may  so  depute  to  another  the  entire 
control  of  his  estabUshment  as  to  constitute  such  other  person,  as 
between  himself  and  the  workmen  in  .the  establishment,  not  a  fellow 
servant  having  greater  authority,  but  the  alter  ego  or  representative 
of  the  master ;  and  that  for  the  acts  of  such  a  person  the  master 
would  be  responsible  to  a  fellow-servant."  The  Chief  Baron  then 
proceeds  :  ^'  I  cannot  find  in  any  of  the  cases  an  attempt  to  define, 
with  any  degree  of  strictness,  when  the  character  of  *  servant  having 
greater  authority  than  others  '  ceases,  and  that  of  representative,  vice- 
principal,  or  aUer  ego  of  the  master  is  acquired.  Possibly  it  may  here- 
after be  held  that  it  is  essential  to  the  latter  character  that  he  should 
have  been  invested  by  the  master  with  such  authority  that,  as  between 
him  and  the  master,  nothing  done  by  him  in  relation  to  the  business  of 
which  he  has  control  would  be  an  act  unauthorised  by  the  master. 
It  is,  however,  unnecessary  for  us  to  draw  this  line.  The  application  to 
the  case  before  us,  of  conceded  principles  is,  in  our  view,  sufficient  for 
our  decision."  The  Irish  Exchequer  Chamber  therefore  draw  the 
primd  facie  inference  that  those  employed  by  the  company  are  fellow 
servants,  and  permit  the  plaintiff  to  rebut  the  inference  by  showing 
the  status  of  the  negligent  person  to  be  that  of  vice-principal  or 
representative. 

If  the  case  of  Hotvells  v.  Landore  Siemens  Steel  Co,  had  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Irish  Exchequer  Chamber  it  is  difficult  to  under- 
stand how  that  Court  could  have  avoided  noticing  it ;  and  as  the  case 
was  distinctly  referred  to  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  it  is 
equally  difficult  to  see  how  it  could  fail  to  be  brought  to  their  notice.^ 

There  is  a  distinct  divergence  of  opinion  between  the  Irish  Ex-  Discussed, 
chequer  Chamber  and  the  English  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the 
point.  This  difference  must  be  referred  to  the  authority  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Wilson  v.  Merry, ^  There  the  Lord  Chancellor  says  : 
"  What  the  master  is,  in  my  opinion,  bound  to  his  servant  to  do,  in  the 
event  of  his  not  personally  superintending  and  directing  the  work,  is 
to  select  proper  and  competent  persons  to  do  so,  and  to  furnish  them 
with  adequate  materials  and  resources  for  the  work.  When  he  has 
done  this  he  has,  in  my  opinion,  done  all  he  is  bound  to  do.  And  if  the 
persons  so  selected  are  guilty  of  negligence,  this  is  not  the  negligence 
of  the  master."  This  opinion  does  not  seem  to  have  been  excepted 
to  by  any  of  the  other  Law  Lords  ;  and  if  Blackburn,  J.,  is  right  in  the 
concluding  sentence  of  his  judgment  in  HotueUs  v.  Landore  Siemens 
Steel  Co.,  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  is  distinct,  at  least  so  far 

1  Ir.R.  11C.L.363. 

a  The  reporter  in  Ir.  R.  9  C.  L.  601  n,  alleges  a  "  materially  dififerent  report "  of 
HowdU  V.  Landore  Siemens  Steel  Co.,  to  have  heea  given  in  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  25,  from  that 
in  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  62,  but,  whatever  the  terms  of  the  report,  it  is  incontestable  that  in 
that  case  the  certificated  manager  by  stcUute  was  to  have  "  the  control  "  of  the  mine. 
Notwithstanding  this  the  Coiprt  hold  that  he  did  not  \\q\d  a  position  di^erent  from  that 
of  a  fellow  workman. 

3  L.  R.  I  So.  App.  332. 
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Sneddon  Y. 
Moss  End 
Iron  Co. 
Loid 

Ardmillan's 
interpreta- 
tion of  the 
decision  in 
Wilson  Y. 
Merry 


Conclusion. 


Formula  of 
Brett,  L.  J. 


Warburton  v. 
O.  W.  By.  Co, 


as  this,  that  the  fact  that  the  servant  holds  the  position  of  vice-principal 
does  not  aiSect  the  non-IiabiUty  of  the  master  for  his  negligence  as 
regards  a  fellow  servant.  The  case  of  Conway  v.  Belfast  and  Northern 
CoufUies  Ry.  Co,,  then,  so  far  as  it  draws  a  distinction  between  a  "  \ice- 
principal  "  and  a  manager  and  foreman,  runs  comiter  to  authority. 

The  Scotch  Courts  at  once  accepted  the  full  eiSect  of  Lord  Caims's 
judgment.  This  is  clear  from  Sneddon  v.  Moss  End  Iron  Co.,^  where 
Lord  Ardmillan  says :  *  "  In  that  case  "  {Wilson  v.  Merry)  "  I  then 
attempted,  as  I  had  done  on  previous  occasions,  to  make  a  distinction 
and  exception  in  regard  to  the  position  of  a  superior  manager  with 
general  superintendence,  whom  I  was  disposed  to  regard  as  the  re- 
presentative of  the  master  rather  than  as  a  feUow  workman  of  the  man 
injured.  This  distinction  was  not  accepted.  The  House  of  Lords,  in 
affirming  the  judgment,  placed  the  case  on  the  broader  ground  that  in 
a  question  of  damages  for  injury  inflicted  by  the  fault  of  one  servant 
on  another,  down  through  the  whole  gradation  of  servants,  the  employer 
is  not  responsible,  unless  personal  fault  on  his  part  is  instructed.  The 
opinion  of  Lord  Chancellor  Cairns  leaves  no  doubt  on  this  matter." 
''To  a  certain  extent  it  is  true,  as  has  been  remarked,  that  these 
observations  were  not  absolutely  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case 
inmiediately  before  the  House.  But  they  were  the  natural  supplement 
and  corollary  of  the  views  which  he  had  previously  expressed  ;  and 
it  is  vain  to  contend  against  the  conviction  that  the  law  is  now  as 
Lord  Cairns  has  declared  it." 

The  conclusion  is,  therefore,  inevitable  that  persons  in  all  grades  of 
employment  that  can  be  comprehended  as  "  common,"  are  included 
within  the  disability  to  recover  against  the  employer  for  injuries 
sustained  from  the  negligence  of  persons  of  any  grades  whatever  in  the 
same  employment.* 

In  Charles  v.  Tayhr,^  Brett,  L.J.,  reduced  this  principle  to  the 
following  formula  :  "  When  the  two  servants  are  servants  of  the  same 
master,  and  where  the  service  of  each  will  bring  them  so  far  to  work  in 
the  same  place  and  at  the  same  time  that  the  negligence  of  one  in 
what  he  is  doing  as  part  of  the  work  which  he  is  bound  to  do  may  injure 
the  other  whilst  doing  the  work  which  he  is  bound  to  do,  the  master  is 
not  liable  to  the  one  servant  for  the  negligence  of  the  other." 

This  follows  the  language  of  Kelly,  C.B.,  in  an  earlier  case,*  argued 

by  the  Lord  Justice  when  at  the  bar,  and  which  marks  a  class  of  cases 

wanting  the  element  of  a  common  master,  though  the  employment  is  a 

common  employment.    The  plaintifl,  in  the  employment  of  the  London 

and  North- Western  By.  Co.,  was  at  work  in  Manchester  at  the  '^^ctoria 

Station  which  was  used  under  an  agreement  in  conmion  by  the  plaintiff's 

employers  and  the  defendants.    An  engine-driver  in  the  employment 

1  (1876)  3  Rettie,  868.  In  WrigU  v.  Dunlop,  20  Bettie,  363,  however,  there  an 
expressionB  inconsistent  with  what  has  been  regaitLed  as  the  settied  law :  see  mr  Loid 
Trayner,  at  369.  The  concluding  paragraph  of  the  head-note  is  in  distinct  conflict  with 
the  rule  laid  down  in  HoiveUs  v.  Landore  Siemens  Steel  Co.,  L.  B.  10  Q.  |B.  62  (see  mUe, 
665),  and  can  only  be  explained  by  Blackburn,  J.'s,  remark  at  66 :  "In  Scotland  it 
seems  that  a  yice-principal  had  been  held  to  be  in  a  different  position  from  an  ardinmrj 
fellow  servant."  See,  however,  per  Lord  Granworth,  BartonshUl  Coal  Co.  v.  Beta, 
3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  286,  cited,  post,  678.  «  3  Bettie,  874. 

3  Cribb  V.  Kynoch,  The  Times  Newspaper,  18th  May,  1907. 

4  3  C.  P.  D.  496  ;  c^.  Sweeney  v.  Duncan,  19  Bettie,  870. 

6  Warburton  v.  O.  W.  By.  Co.,  L.  B.  2  Ex.  30 ;  also  Vose  v.  Lanes.  A  T.  By.  Co., 
2  H.  ft  N.  728,  where  a  blacksmith,  working  for  the  East  Lancashire  By.  Ca,  was 
killed  through  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  Lanes.  &  T.  By.  Co.,  working  under 
joint  rules  ;^also  Oraham  y.  ^.  ^.  By.  Co.,  18  C-  3.  N.  S.  229. 
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of  the  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.  shunted  a  train  belonging  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  in  doing  so,  was  guilty  of  the  negligence  complained  of. 
Brett,  Q.C.,  argued  that  the  test  of  fellow  service  was  not  the  doing 
work  for  a  common  object  or  being  engaged  in  a  conmion  work  ; 
neither  was  it  being  paid  by  the  same  person,  as  was  shown  by  the  case 
of  Degg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co, ;  ^  for  there  the  volunteer  who  was  paid 
nothing  was  considered  as  on  the  same  footing  as  the  defendants'  paid 
servants  ;  but  it  was  the  working  subject  to  a  common  direction  and 
control.  Both  the  plaintifE  and  the  defendants'  servants  were  bound 
to  work  according  to  the  regulations  of  the  London  and  North-Western 
Ry.  Co.,  and  under  the  control  of  their  station-master.  Kelly,  C.B.,  Formula  of 
states  the  rule  of  law  appUcable  as  follows :  "  Where  two  or  more  ^oily.  C.B. 
persons  are  the  servants  of  one  master,  and  engaged  in  one  common 
employment,  the  master  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  any  injury 
sustained  by  one  servant  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  another,  in 
the  work  or  employment  which  is  common  to  both,  or  incidental  to 
the  carrying  on  of  the  general  business  or  the  operations  in  which 
the  one  and  the  other  are  engaged."  Having  thus  enunciated  the 
proposition,  the  Chief  Baron  comments  on  it  thus  :  "  The  ground  His  comment 
upon  which  these  decisions  have  been  pronounced  is,  that  it  must  be  ^^^*- 
presumed  that  a  servant  takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of  any  injury  he 
may  sustain  by  the  neghgence  of  another  servant,  under  the  same 
master  and  in  the  same  emplo3mient,  and  that  such  risk  is  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  wages  which  he  is  entitled  to  receive.  This 
proposition,  to  the  extent  to  which  I  have  stated  it,  and  which  is  to 
be  deduced  from  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Neath  Ry.  Co.,^  and 
many  other  authorities,  has  now  become  established  law.  But  we 
are  of  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiiS 
was  occasioned  by  the  servant  of  the  defendants,  not  in  the  course  of 
any  common  employment  or  operations  under  the  same  master,  but  by 
negligence  in  the  discharge  of  his  ordinary  duty  to  the  defendants 
alone,  this  case  is  distinguishable  from  all  which  have  been  decided  in 
relation  to  the  above  doctrine  of  exemption,  and  that  therefore  the 
action  is  maintainable."  ' 

Suxiinson  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.^  is  a  similar  case,  taken  to  the  Court  of  SwairuoriT. 
Appeal  a  few  months  previously  to  the  decision  in  Charles  v.  Taylor. ^  ^'  ^'  ^^'  ^^' 
Bramwell,  L.J.,  there  says  the  test*  is  whether  "  a  relation  has  been  Toatsug- 
established  between  the  person  who  complains  and  the  master  of  the  SfJ^oTi 
person  who  does  the  mjury     ;   Brett,  L. J.,  anticipatmg  the  formula  l.j. 
which  he  framed  in  Charles  v.  Taylor, ^  said :  "  I  think  that  the  authorities 
bear  out  the  proposition,"  "  that  in  order  to  give  rise  to  the  exemption 
there  must  be  a  common  employment  and  a  conmion  master ;   it  is 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  common  service  for  a  definite 
time  or  at  fixed  wages ;  for  the  exemption  exists  in  the  case  of  volunteers 
and  of  other  persons,  where  plainly  there  has  been  no  contract  for 
payment ;    a  volunteer  puts  himself  under  the  control  of  another 
person,  and  in  respect  of  that  other  person  he  is  for  the  time  being  in 
the  position  of  a  servant.  .  .  .  The  question  is,  Did  the  deceased 
adopt  such  terms  of  service  as  placed  him  under  the  orders  of  the 

1  1  H.  &N.  773.  a  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  149. 

»  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  Huard,  36  Can.  S.  C.  R.  656. 

♦  3  Ex.  D.  341  ;  Page  v.  MeiropoliUin  Ry.  Co.,  4  Times  L.  R.  103. 

6  3  Ex.  D.  348.  «  L.C.  349. 

7  3  C.  P.  D.  492. 
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defendants  ?     If  he  did,  I  think  that  would  be  sufficient  to  exempt 
them  from  liability." 

These  later  cases  of  Stuainson  v.  N.  E.  Ry,  Co}  and  Charles  v. 
Taylor  *  are,  however,  only  important  as  showing  the  working  out  in 
practice  of  the  principle  formulated  by  Lord  Cairns,  and  not  as  marking 
any  further  development  of  legal  principle. 


Work  done 
under  a  sub- 
contract. 


WiggeU  v. 
Fox. 


Abraham  v. 
Reynolds, 


Compared. 


Combined  WoRKma. 

We  have  seen  that  though  various  employments  may  be  so  im- 
plicated in  their  various  stages  that  they  become  in  eiSect  one  combined 
operation,  yet  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  habiUty  in  the  event  of 
accident  arising  from  negligence,  each  is  held  to  remain  distinct,  if 
only  the  different  portions  of  the  work  are  carried  on  by  independent 
contractors.  We  now  come  to  consider  whether  the  fact  of  the  one 
employer  being  dependent  on  the  other — ^the  work  being  done  under 
a  sub-contract — ^makes  any  difference  in  the  Uability.  WiggeU  v. 
Fox^  is  the  first  case  raising  this  point.  The  deceased  had  been  a 
workman  employed  under  a  sub-contractor.  The  death  arose  from 
the  carelessness  or  neghgence  of  another  workman  engaged  in  doing 
work  for  the  defendants,  who  were  the  general  contractors  for  the  whole, 
and  under  whom  the  sub-contractor,  whose  servant  the  deceased  was, 
had  been  engaged  to  perform  a  definite  part  of  the  whole  contract. 
The  jury  found  that  the  deceased  was  employed  by  the  sub-contractor, 
and  was  not  directly  employed  by  the  defendants. 

On  this  finding  the  Court  nonsuited :  a  master  is  not  in  general 
responsible  to  one  servant  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  a  fellow  servant  whilst  acting  in  one  common  service.  "  We  think," 
it  was  added,^  ''  that  the  sub-contractor  and  all  his  servants  must  be 
considered  as  being,  for  this  purpose,  the  servants  of  the  defendants 
whilst  engaged  in  doing  work,  each  devoting  his  attention  to  the  work 
necessary  for  the  completion  of  the  whole,  and  working  together  for 
that  purpose." 

WiggeU  v.  Foa^  was  followed  by  Abraham  v.  Reynolds,^  The 
plaintiff,  a  servant  of  persons  employed  by  the  defendants  to  carry 
cotton  from  a  warehouse,  was  receiving  the  cotton  into  his  lorry,  when 
in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendants'  porters,  a  bale  fell 
upon  him.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiiS  and  the  defendants'  servants 
not  being  under  the  same  control  or  forming  part  of  the  same  establish- 
ment, were  not  so  employed  upon  a  common  object  as  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  a  right  of  action  against  the  defendants  for  such  negligence. 

These  cases  have  sometimes  been  treated  as  not  reconcilable.  In 
fact  they  proceed  upon  distinctive  principles.  Even  without  Channell, 
B.'s,*  gloss  on  WiggeU  v.  Fox,  in  Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  it  may  be  noted 
that  in  WiggeU  v.  Fox  the  injured  and  the  injuring  persons  were  members 

1  3  Ex.  D.  341  ;  Page  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  4  Times  L.  R.  103. 

a  3  C.  P.  D.  492.  s  (1856)  11  Ex.  832.  ♦  11  Ex.  888. 

5  6  H.  &  N.  143 ;  Wyllie  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,  9  Macph.  463,  is  a  Scotch  case. 
very  similar  in  principle,  and  decided  upon  similar  principles.  Cp.  Colder  v.  Caledonian 
Ry.  Co.,  9  Macph.  833,  and  Gorman  v.  Morrison,  12  Rettie,  1073.  WiggeU  v.  Fox  was 
followed  in  Johnson  v.  City  of  Boston,  118  Mass.  114. 

6  Channel],  B.,  was  counsel  for  Fox  in  WiggeU  ▼.  Fox.  See,  too,  the  case  as 
reported.  25  L.  J.  Ex.  188  ;  and  remarks  of  Qockbum,  C.J.,  in  Rourke  t.  Wh%U  Mom 
Colliery  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  207,  208. 
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of  the  same  establishment — ^that  is,  were  working  under  the  same 
direction  and  under  the  same  rules,  and  were  also  working  jointly  for 
a  common  object ;  while  in  Abraham  v.  Reynolds  they  were  not  members 
of  the  same  estabUshment,  and  there  was  mere  contact  in  work,  not 
co-operation  in  a  common  scheme.  As  Watson,  B.,  points  out :  ^  "It  Watson,  B., 
is  not  a  joint  operation.  Suppose  a  woman  went  to  a  grocer's  shop  t^p^cl^^o^^**^^ 
to  buy  vinegar,  and  the  grocer's  boy,  in  giving  what  he  supposed  to 
be  vinegar,  poured  oil  of  vitriol  over  her  hands,  could  she  be  said  to 
be  the  servant  of  the  master  of  the  shop,  because  in  one  sense  assisting 
in  the  operation  ?  "  Abraham  v.  Reynolds  can  in  no  sense  be  said  to 
be  the  case  where  two  persons  serve  the  same  master,  since  there  exists 
no  subordination  between  them.  The  contract  to  carry  bales  is 
independent  work,  complete  in  itself,  and  distinct ;  while  the  sub- 
contract to  build  the  CSystal  Palace  was  a  step  in  the  co-operation 
towards  the  completion  of  a  general  scheme  of  work  in  which  each 
portion  was  in  subordination  to  the  carrying  out  of  the  general  design, 
and  the  whole  was  under  a  paramount  direction.  The  gloss  of  Channell,  Gloss  of 
B.,*  accentuates  the  principle,  which  even  without  these  additional  ^*^*'^°'^*'^^»  ^• 
circumstances  is  an  inteUigible  one.  His  words  are  :  "  It  was  proved 
that  the  deceased  was  paid  by  the  defendants,  and  it  further  appeared 
by  the  printed  rules  which  were  given  in  evidence,  and  by  the  evidence 
of  Moss,  one  of  the  sub-contractors,  that  the  defendants  had  a  control 
over,  and  a  power  to  dismiss,  Wiggett,  though  engaged  by  the  con- 
tractors." '  When  the  relation  between  the  employed  is  that  of  supe- 
riority and  inferiority  in  carrying  out  a  conmion  scheme  of  work — 
that  is,  when  the  general  control  of  work  and  the  arrangements  for  its 
progress  are  in  the  hands  of  one  contractor,  while  the  carrying  out  of 
some  portion  of  the  details  of  the  work  is  in  the  hands  of  another — ^then 
the  servant  of  the  inferior  is  not  to  recover  against  the  superior ; 
but  where  there  is  no  relation  of  superiority  or  inferiority  in  the  carrying 
out  a  conmion  scheme  of  work,  but  the  relation  is  a  mere  relationship  of 
co-operation,  then  the  employments  are  distinct,  and  the  servant 
of  the  one  can  recover  against  the  servant  of  the  other. 

Murray  v.  Currie  *  is  consistent  with  this  distinction.    The  servant  Murray  v. 
of  a  stevedore,  while  engaged  in  unloading  a  ship,  was  injured  by  the  ^^^^^ 
negligence  of  one  of  the  ship's  crew,  who  had  been  temporarily  engaged 
for  the  same  purpose.     The  injured  man  sued  the  shipowner  in  whose 
general  employment  the  injuring  man  was.    Willes,  J.,  points  out  that 
the  stevedore  and  his  men  were  acting  altogether  independently  of  the 
shipowner's  control.     Bovill,  C.  J.,  takes  the  same  view :  The  stevedore 
"  had  entire  control  over  the  work,  and  employed  such  persons  as  he 
thought  proper  to  act  under  him."     "  The  defendant  did  not  stand 
in  the  relation  of  a  superior."    And  Turner  v.  G.  E,  Ry.  Co} — a  case,  Turrier  v. 
according  to  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,   "exceedingly  near  the  hne  " — O.E.Ry.Co. 
recognises   a   similar   principle.     The   defendants   employed   a   con- 
tractor to  unload  coal  trucks.    The  contractor  engaged  his  own  men, 
and  had  entire  control  over  them.    The  plaintiff,  while  working  for 
the  contractor,  was  injured  by  the  negUgent  shunting  of  one  of  the 
defendants'  engines  bringing  coal  trucks  to  the  sidings.    This  was 

1  6  H.  &  N.  146.  2  5  H.  &  N.  150. 

3  See  the  case  as  reported,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  188. 

4  (1870)  L  R.  6  C.  P.  24,  which  is  distinguished  in  Oldfidd  v.  Furnesfi,  Withy  and 
Co.,  9  Times  L.  R.  515 ;  Manning  v.  Adams,  32  W.  R.  430.  See  also  Cunninghame 
V.  Orand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  31  Upp.  Can.  Q.  B.  350. 

6  (1875)33L.  T.  (N.  8.)431. 
VOL.  I.  2  U 


674 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  IV. 


Discussed. 


Ihurke  V. 
While  Moss 
CoUiery  Co, 


held  to  be  within  the  principle  of  Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  and  not  within 
the  principle  of  Wiggett  v.  Fox  ;  for  "  the  defendants  did  not  pay  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  no  control  over  him  so  as  to  be  able  to  engage  or 
dismiss  him."  Grove,  J.,  says  :  "  No  doubt  the  cases  do  run  into 
fine  distinctions,  but  there  is  sufficient  breadth  of  distinction  here,  in 
my  opinion,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  our  judgment." 

This  distinction,  though  not  thus  expressed  by  the  Court,  may 
perhaps  be  described  as  that  between  a  "  sub -contractor  "  and  an 
"independent  contractor,"  where  the  relation  is  one  of  contact  in 
independent  work,  and  not  of  co-operation  in  common  work.  The 
Court,  on  the  facts  of  the  case,  held,  that  the  work  of  the  contractor 
was  independent,  and  not  a  portion  of  a  scheme,  Lord  Coleridge,  C  J., 
using  the  caution  :  "  The  case  is  a  difficult  one,  as  I  have  said,  because 
it  is  so  near  the  line ;  and  the  hne  to  be  drawn  is  one  which  is  not  easy 
to  state  in  language,  and  I  will  not  attempt  to  give  a  definition  cal- 
culated to  meet  all  cases.  Each  case  must  depend  upon  its  particular 
circumstances,  and  no  single  circumstance  can  be  stated  as  being  a 
certain  and  single  test  of  general  application  ;  but  several  circum- 
stances may,  at  any  rate,  be  remarked  upon,  all  or  some  of  which, 
when  they  occur,  may  show  what  is  on  one  side  or  the  other  of  the  hne 
which  is  not  itself  easy  to  be  drawn." 

Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co}  was  decided  on  the  following 
facts  :  The  defendants  were  the  proprietors  of  a  coal  mine,  who  com- 
menced sinking  a  shaft  themselves,  and  ultimately  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  one  Whittle  to  continue  the  work  ;  the  plaintiff  then  became 
the  servant  of  Whittle,  and  was  paid  by  him.  The  injury  sued  on 
arose  from  the  negligence  of  one  Lawrence,  an  engineer,  appointed 
by  the  defendants  to  work  a  steam-engine,  which,  imder  the  contract 
with  Whittle,  was  provided  by  the  defendants  to  faciUtate  the  work. 
Lawrence,  though  employed  and  paid  by  the  defendants,  was,  with 
the  engine,  placed  imder  the  sole  orders  and  control  of  Whittle.  "  If, 
under  these  circumstances,"  says  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  "  the  plaintiff 
and  Lawrence  were  both  in  the  employ  of  Whittle,  the  plaintiff  is, 
upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  Priestley  v.  Fowler,^  and  several  sub- 
sequent cases,  debarred  of  remedy  against  the  defendants.  If  Law- 
rence was  not  in  Whittle's  employ,  then  the  defendants  are  liable." 
His  conclusion  is  that  the  case  fell  within  Priestley  v.  Fowler.  In  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  MelUsh,  L.J.,  guards  against  an  adoption  of  Lord 
Coleridge,  C.J.'s,  opinion,  that,  "if  Lawrence  was  not  in  Whittle's 
employ,  then  the  defendants  were  Uable."  He  states  the  point  thus : 
"  There  are  two  questions — first,  whether  Lawrence,  in  doing  the  act 
complained  of,  was  acting  as  the  servant  of  the  defendants  or  of  Whittle. 
If  he  was  not  acting  as  the  defendants'  servant  they  would  not  be 
Uable  ;  but  if  he  was  acting  as  the  servant  of  the  defendants  they 
might  be  Uable.  But  then  the  second  question  would  arise,  whether  or 
not  the  plaintiff  was  his  fellow  servant."  In  the  result,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  affirmed  the  Common  Pleas  Division,  on  the  narrow  ground 
"  that  Lawrence  was  practicaUy  in  Whittle's  service  at  the  time  he 
was  guilty  of  the  negUgence  complained  of."  * 

1  (1876)  1  C.  P.  D.  556,  2  C.  P.  D.  205. 

2  3  M.  &  W.  1. 

3  Per  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  2  C.  P.  D.  209  This  case  is  noteworthy  from  the  fact  that 
in  the  Divisional  Court,  the  judges,  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  Archibald  and  Idndley,  JJ., 
express  doubt  about  the  decision  of  Abraham  v.  Reynolds  ;  while  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  doubts  as  to  WiggcU  v.  Fox  :  "  It  is  quite  unnecessary  to  say  whetiier 
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Rourke  v.   White  Moss  Colliery  Co.  was  approved  and  followed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Donovan  v.  Laing,  Wharton,  and  Down  Donovan  v. 
Constracticm  Syndicate,^  where  the  facts  were  very  similar.    Defendants  ^^»         ,; 
selected  the  man  whose  negligence  was  the  cause  of  the  injury,  and  DoumCon-    ' 
paid  him,  but  lent  him  to  another  firm  to  work  a  crane,  in  negligently  atruction 
doing  which  the  accident  happened  ;  and  since  this  other  firm  had  the  Syndicate, 
control  of  him  while  working  the  crane  and  might  discharge  him,  during 
his  occupation  he  ceased  to  be  the  defendants'  servant.     "  We  have 
only  to  consider,"  said  Bowen,  L.J.,*  "  in  whose  employment  the  man 
was  at  the  time  when  the  acts  complained  of  were  done,  in  this  sense, 
that  by  the  employer  is  meant  the  person  who  has  a  right  at  the 
moment  to  control  the  doing  of  the  act,"  or  as  the  same  learned  judge 
said  in  Moore  v.  Pahner:^  "The  tests  were,  who  had  the  power  of 
selecting,  of    controlling,    and    of    dismissing  ?  .  .  .  The  great  test 
was  this,  whether  the  servant  was  transferred,  or  only  the  use  and 
benefit  of  his  work." 

Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co.*  was  distinguished  in  Claridge  v.  Claridgev, 
Union  Steamship  Co.,^  a  New  Zealand  case.  Plaintiff,  who  was  em-  Union  Steam- 
ployed  as  a  labourer  by  stevedores,  was  injured  while  discharging  a  *  *^ 
cargo  of  coal  from  one  of  the  respondent  company's  steamers,  through 
the  negligence  of  a  winch-driver  provided  by  the  defendants,  and  who 
was  one  of  the  crew  of  the  steamer.  The  cargo  was  being  discharged 
under  a  contract  between  the  stevedores  and  the  defendants,  by  which 
defendants  provided  the  winch-driver.  The  Court  considered  the 
case  to  differ  from  Rourke's  in  that  there  the  contract  expressly  pro- 
vided that  the  engineers  and  engine  should  be  under  the  control  of  the 
contractor ;  while  in  the  case  before  the  Court  "  from  the  terms  of 
the  contract  between  the  defendant  company  and  the  Stevedores 
Association  it  is  a  natural  inference  that  the  seamen  employed  were 
to  remain  under  the  orders  of  their  own  officers."  "  The  maintenance 
of  discipline  amongst  a  crew  and  the  general  economy  of  a  ship  required 
that  the  direct  control  of  the  seamen  should  not  be  parted  with  by 
the  defendant  company.  The  decision  in  Rourke^s  case  is  founded  on 
the  conclusion  at  which  the  Court  arrived — ^that  the  engineer  had  been 
put  under  the  control  of  the  contractor.  The  present  case,  in  our 
opinion,  belongs  to  the  class  referred  to  by  Cockbum,  C.J.,  in  which  the 
defendants  have  undertaken  to  do  part  of  the  work  themselves  by 
means  of  their  machinery  and  servants."  The  decision  of  the  New 
Zealand  Court  was  affirmed  by  the  Privy  Council.  Lord  Watson 
observed  :^'  '*  That  the  servant  of  A  may,  on  a  particular  occasion,  and 
for  a  particular  purpose,  become  the  servant  of  B,  notwithstanding 
that  he  continues  in  A's  service,  and  is  paid  by  him,  is  a  rule  recognised 

the  case  of  Wiggett  v.  Fox,  1 1  Ex.  S32,  which  was  relied  on  for  the  defendants,  was  rightly 
decided.  My  own  view  is  that  it  was  not ;  though  I  might  agree  with  the  decision 
if  I  could  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  facts  were  what  Qianoell,  B.,  appears  to  have 
thought  they  were,  in  the  explanation  he  gives  of  that  case  in  Abraham  v.  Meynolds," 
at  2<%.  The  other  judges  refrain  from  comment  on  either  of  the  cases.  Wiggett  v. 
Fox  was  much  canvassed  in  the  various  stages  of  Johnson  v.  Lindsay,  particularly  in 
the  Ck>urt  of  Appeal,  23  Q.  B.  D.  512,  515.  ik  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Herschell  said 
of  it,  (1891)  A.  C.  379:  "  If  the  law  there  laid  down  would  determine  the  present 
case  in  favour  of  the  respondents,  I  should  feel  bound  to  reject  it  as  inconsistent  with 
all  the  other  Eii^lish  authorities."  See  also  per  Lord  Watson,  383.  Roberts  v. 
Tottenham  Lager  Beer  Brewery  Co.,  6  Times  L.  B.  4. 

1  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  629.  a  L.c.  633. 

3  2  Times  L.  R.  781  (C.  A.).  4  2  C.  P.  D.  205. 

6  11 N.  Z.  L.  R.  294,  affirmed  by  the  Privy  Council,  (1894)  A.  C.  185. 

«  lJni<m  Steamship  Co.  v.  Claridge,  (1894)  A.  C.  188. 
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by  a  series  of  decisions  "  ;  but  the  case  did  not  call  for  any  discussion 
of  legal  principles,  and  was  determined  exclusively  on  its  facts. 

The  principle  appUcable  in  this  class  of  case  was  exhaustively 
discussed  by  the  Scotch  judges  in  Woodhead  v.  Gartness  Mineral  Co} 
Two  miners  contracted  with  the  defenders  to  drive  a  level  in  a  mine. 
They  engaged  other  miners  to  do  the  work,  amongst  whom  was  Wood- 
head.  At  the  time  of  the  accident  there  were  two  sets  of  workmen 
engaged  in  the  mine — one  in  sinking,  the  other,  under  the  contract,  in 
driving  the  level.  A  servant  of  the  defenders,  imconnected  with 
either  of  the  working  sets  of  servants,  was  underground  manager. 
He  had  entire  control  of  the  ventilation,  and  was  charged  with  the  duty 
of  keeping  the  pit  safe,  under  special  rules  made  by  virtue  of  the  Coal 
Mines  Regulation  Act,*  s.  62.  The  defenders  did  not  approve  the 
employment  of  Woodhead  further  than  by  allowing  him  to  work ; 
they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  wages,  either  as  to  amount  or  as  to 
conditions  of  payment ;  and  he  might  have  been  dismissed  by  the 
contractors  without  the  consent  or  even  against  the  will  of  the  defenders. 
The  imderground  manager  might  also  have  dismissed  Woodhead 
under  special  rules  made  for  the  conduct  and  guidance  of  the  persons 
acting  in  the  management  of  this  mine,  or  employed  in  or  about  the 
same,  "  to  prevent  dangerous  accidents,  and  to  provide  for  the  safety 
and  proper  discipUne  of  the  persons  employed  in  or  about  the  mine," 
which  Woodhead  had  signed.®  The  death  of  Woodhead  was  caused 
by  the  negUgence  of  the  underground  manager  in  having  incautiously 
removed  a  plank  while  making  an  alteration  in  the  arrangement  for 
the  ventilation  of  that  part  of  the  mine  which  was  at  the  time  occupied 
by  the  sinkers. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer.  The  judges  of  the  Inner 
House  of  the  Court  of  Session,  by  a  majority  of  six  to  one,  the  Lord 
Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff)  being  the  sole  dissentient,  entered  judgment 
for  the  defendants  on  the  ground  that  "  the  mineowner  is  free  from 
responsibility,  not  because  the  injured  and  the  injurer  are  both  his 
own  hired  and  paid  servants,  but  because  he  is  not  personally  in 
fault,  and  has  not  warranted  the  injured  workman  against  the  perils 
of  the  work."  * 

Three  more  of  the  Scotch  judges  ^  concurred  in  the  decision  in  Wood- 
heads  cOrse,  in  Wingate  v.  Monkland  Iron  Co.y^  which  was  decided  on 
almost  identical  facts,  and  in  Maguire  v.  RusseW^  a  further  extension 
of  the  rule  was  made.  One  tradesman  had  contracted  to  execute 
plumber's  work  and  another  to  lay  asphalte  paving  in  the  same  build- 
ing. They  worked  imder  independent  contracts,  and  while  so  engaged 
a  workman  employed  in  asphalting  was  injured  by  a  hammer  which  fell 
through  a  skylight  by  reason  of  the  negUgence  of  one  of  the  plumber's 
servants.  The  injured  man  brought  an  action  against  the  plumber ; 
and  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  held  it  indistinguishable 
from  Woodhead  v.  Gartness  Mineral  Co,^ 

1  '4  Rettie,  469. 

2  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  76,  now  superseded  by  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  58. 

3  By  the  same  rule  it  was  provided  that  miners  and  other  workmen  should  b^ 
subject  to  the  control  and  orders  of  the  agent,  where  one  had  been  appointed,  and  of 
the  manager  and  overman. 

4  Per  Lord  President  Inglis,  4  Rettie,  478. 

6  Lords  Young,  Craighill,  and  Rutherfurd  Clark.  «  12^Rettie,^91. 

7  12  Rettie,  1071.  CongleUm  v.  Angw,  14  Rettie,  309,  which  was  questioned  in 
Smyth  v.  TurnbuU,  17  Rettie,  877.  «  4  Rettie,  469. 
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Finally  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Johnson  v.  Lindsay,^  reviewed  the  Johnaonr, 
decisions  and  fixed  the  law.  Builders  contracted  to  erect  a  block  ^"»^«y- 
of  houses  under  a  specification  prepared  by  the  owner's  architect. 
Certain  fire-proof  portions  of  the  house  were  to  be  executed  by  the 
respondents.  The  respondents  dealt  directly  with  the  architect,  and 
were  not  in  any  way  under  the  direction  or  control  of  the  builders. 
During  the  progress  of  the  work,  a  workman  of  the  builders  was  injured 
by  the  negligence  of  one  of  the  respondents'  workmen.  A  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  was  set  aside  and  judgment  ordered  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendants  by  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  accident  was  engaged  in  a 
common  employment  with  the  servants  of  the  defendants,  whose 
negligence  caused  his  injury.  This  judgment  was  aflSrmed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  whose  decision  was  reversed  by  the  House  of 
Lords. 

It  was  considered  that  on  the  facts  the  plaintiff,  the  appellant,  was  Judgment  of 
in  no  sense  a  servant  of  the  respondents ;  and  since  to  sustain  the  ^^°"^°^ 
immunity  claimed  it  is  essential  that  the  person  suing  should  himself 
be  the  servant  of  the  master  by  whose  servant's  negligence  the  injury 
is  caused,  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict.  "  It 
must  be  remembered,"  said  Lord  Herschell,*  "  that  whilst  a  servant 
contracts  with  his  master  to  bear  the  risks  of  the  negligence  of  his  fellow 
servants,  there  is,  as  has  been  more  than  once  laid  down,  a  corresponding 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  employer  to  take  due  care  to  select  competent 
servants.  And  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  hold  that  he  is 
exempt  from  liability  for  his  servants'  negligence  in  any  case  where  he 
is  not  under  this  obligation.  But  I  do  not  see  how  such  an  obligation 
can  arise  otherwise  than  from  some  contractual  relation.  The  obliga- 
tion and  the  exemption  appear  to  me  to  be  correlative  and  to  be 
implied  from  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  created  between  the 
parties."  So  far  as  Wiggett  v.  Fox  was  contrary  to  the  view  ex- 
pressed in  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  rejected  "  as  inconsistent  with 
all  the  other  English  authorities  " ;  ^  it  was,  however,  said  *  that,  as 
explained  by  Channell,  B.,  in  Abraham  v.  Reynolds,^  "it  does  not 
support  the  argument  of  the  respondents,  and  comes  within  the  rule 
enunciated  by  Lord  Cranworth."  * 

The  result  of  the  decision  is  that,  to  exclude  the  liability  of  one  Considered, 
person  for  injury  occasioned  by  his  workman's  fault  to  the  workman  of 
another,  while  engaged  in  a  conmion  work,  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
workman  at  the  time  of  doing  the  negligent  act  had  submitted  himself 
to  the  control  of  some  other  person  than  his  proper  master,  and  either 
expressly  or  impliedly  consented  to  accept  that  other  person  as  his 
master  for  the  purposes  of  the  common  employment.'    The  enunciation 

1  (1891)  A.  C.  371.     Camertm  v.  Nysirom,  (1893)  A.  C.  308. 

2  ( 1891 )  A.  C.  378.  3  L.C.,  per  Lord  Herschell,  379. 

4  Per  Lord  Watson,  ( 1891)  A.  C.  383,  384.  / 

5  6  H.  &  N.  150. 

6  BartonshiU  Coal  Co.  v.  Beid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  So.)  266. 

7  In  Ruth  V.  Surrey  Commercial  Dock  Co.,  8  Times  L.  R.  116  (C.  A.),  Lord  Esher, 
M.R.,  says  :  "  It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  Dock  (Company  did  not 
reserve  to  themselves  the  power  of  interfering  with  the  manner  in  which  the  work  was 
done.  If  they  had  reserved  that  power,  then  although  the  work  was  done  through 
contractors,  and  although  the  accident  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  man  employed 
by  those  contractors,  yet  the  defendants  were  responsible,  because  the  contractors  were 
not  independent  contractors  and  their  servant  through  whose  negUeence  the  accident 
happened  was  also  the  servant  of  defendants." 
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of  this  principle  destroys  the  authority  of  Woodhead  v.  Gartness  Mineral 
Co.,^  which,  in  the  opinion  of  Lord  Watson,*  "  goes  the  full  length  of 
aflSrming  that,  in  cases  of  common  employment  under  difEerent  masters, 
each  master  is  freed  from  responsibility  for  injuries  inflicted  upon  the 
workmen  of  other  masters  by  the  negligence  of  his  servants."  "1 
have  therefore,"  he  adds,  "  no  hesitation  in  alBBrming  that  it  is  not  the 
law  of  England."  But  if  not  the  law  of  England,  neither  is  it  the  law 
of  Scotland.  For,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Cranworth,  in  a  case  '  not  a 
little  quoted  in  Johnson  v  Lindsay*  and  with  reference  to  a  very 
cognate  matter,  "  if  such  be  the  law  of  England,  on  what  ground  can 
it  be  argued  not  to  be  the  law  of  Scotland  ?  The  law,  as  established  in 
England,  is  founded  on  principles  of  universal  appUcation,  not  of  any 
peculiarities  of  EngUsh  jurisprudence ;  and  imless,  therefore,  there 
has  been  a  settled  course  of  decision  to  the  contrary,  I  think  it  would 
be  most  inexpedient  to  sanction  a  different  rule  to  the  North  of  the 
Tweed  from  that  which  prevails  to  the  South." 

The  case  of  Woodhead  v.  Gartness  Mineral  Co.,^  was  decided  on  a 
misapprehension  of  a  passage  in  Lord  Caims's  opinion  in  Wilson  v. 
Merry. ^  "  I  do  not  think,"  that  learned  lord  is  reported  to  have  said, 
"the  liabiUty,  or  nonhabiUty,  of  the  master  to  his  workmen  can 
depend  upon  the  question  whether  the  author  of  the  accident  is  not  or 
is,  in  any  technical  sense,  the  fellow  workman  or  coUaborateur  of  the 
sufferer.  In  the  majority  of  cases  in  which  accidents  have  occurred, 
the  negUgence  has,  no  doubt,  been  the  negligence  of  a  fellow- workman  ; 
but  the  case  of  the  fellow  workman  appears  to  me  to  be  an  example  of 
the  rule,  and  not  the  rule  itself."  Hence,  it  was  argued  that  the  test 
of  inmiunity  for  the  master  is  not  service  imder  a  common  employer, 
but  service  at  a  common  work.  Lord  Watson,  however,  shows  '  that 
this  was  not  Lord  Caims's  meaning,  and  by  a  review  of  the  authorities 
at  the  time  of  the  deUvery  of  the  opinions  in  Wilson  v.  Merry,  he 
makes  it  clear  that  Lord  Cairns's  expression  was  directed  to  correct  a 
current  interpretation  of  the  word  "  coUaborateur  "  that  restricted  its 
appUcation  to  fellow  servants  labouring  with  their  hands,  so  as  to 
adjust  its  use  to  the  comprehension  of  all  grades  of  service  up  to  that  of 
the  general  manager,  and  not  to  stretch  its  application  to  include  those 
who  are  not  servants.® 

Subsequently  to  the  decision  of  Johthson  v.  Lindsay  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  and  while  the  case  was  waiting  for  decision  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  New  Zealand,  in  Nystrom  v.  Cameron,^ 
refused  to  follow  the  English  Court  of  Appeal,  regarding  it  as  a  decision 
"  not  justified  by  the  previously  decided  cases,"  and  as  introducing 
"  a  new  rule  of  law  foreign  to  the  rule  on  which  the  earlier  cases  were 
decided,  and  which  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  legitimate  development  of 
that  rule."  ^^ 

The  decision  of  the  majority  of  the  New  Zealand  Court  of  Appeal, 
as  stated  by  WilUams,  J.,^^  not  only  anticipated,  but  forcibly  expresses 
the  conclusion  of  the  House  of  Lords.  "  In  all  the  previous  cases  the 
defendant  was  in  some  sense  the  master  of  the  injured  man,  and  it  will 

a  (1891)  A.  a  384. 


1  4Rettie,469. 

3  BartonahiU  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  285. 

4  (1891)A.  C.  371. 
6  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  331,  332. 
8  See  (1891)  A.  C.,  per  Lord  Wat8on/385j386. 

io  L.C.,  per  Williams,  J.,  426.  j^}  The  ^judgment 'of  this  learned f| judge  contains 
a  discussion  of  the  authorities.  '  it  L.c,  427, 


5  4  Rettie,  469. 
7  (1891)A.  C.  386. 
»  9N.Z.L.R.413. 
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be  found  that  the  exemption  of  the  defendant  from  liability  was  strictly 
based  upon  the  fact  that  this  relation  was  shown  to  have  existed 
between  them.  I  think  it  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  judgments 
that  had  no  such  relation  been  estabhshed,  the  ordinary  rule  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  for  the  negligent  acts  of  his  servants  in  the  course 
of  their  business  would  have  been  appUed  by  the  Courts."  The  Afl^med  by 
Privy  Council  affirmed  this  decision/  and  Lord  Herschell,  C,  thus  ^^J^J^^ 
formulates^  the  decision  in  Johnson  v.  Lindsay — ^that  "where  the 
person  sued  has  committed  negligence  by  one  of  his  servants,  the 
defence  of  common  employment  is  only  available  to  him  where  he  can 
show  that  the  person  suing  was  also  his  servant  at  the  time  of  the 
occurrence  of  the  injury." 

In   M'Callum  v.  Ncyrth  British  Ry,  Co,,^  the  Court  of  Session  M*CaUumy, 
followed    Johnson    v.   Lindsay,    definitely   stating   that   since    that  ^or^^rUish 
decision  the  law  of  Scotland  as  expressed  in  Woodhead's  case  had    ^' 
been  changed. 

Some  of  the  considerations  applicable  to  determining  the  liabiUty  Occurrences 
of  the  master  for  occurrences  in  the  course  of  carrying  out  work,  are  0^^^?^^^® 
indicated  by  an  American  case  of  the  highest  authority.*    The  case  out  work, 
was  decided  under  a  law  similar  to  the  English  Employers'  Liability  Coyne  v. 
Act.    A  workman  was  injured  by  the  fall  of  steel  rails  which  he  and  Union  Pacific 
other  labourers  were  trying  to  load  from  the  ground  upon  a  flat  car.    ^'   ^' 
A  rail  while  being  raised  struck  the  side  of  the  car  and  fell  back.    The 
plaintiff  was  injured.    The  negligence  alleged  was  that  the  foreman, 
one  McCormick,  moved  out  the  construction  train  to  which  the  flat 
car  belonged  in  the  face  of  an  approaching  regular  freight  train,  to 
avoid  which  the  labourers  were  hurrying  to  load  the  rails.     It  was 
charged  that  the  foreman  failed  to  give  the  customary  word  of  command 
to  lift  the  rail  in  concert ;   but  with  the  approaching  freight  train  in 
sight,  and  with  oaths  and  imprecations  ordered  the  men  to  get  the  rail 
on  in  any  way  they  could  ;  they  lifted  it  without  concert ;  hence  the 
accident.    The  Court  were  unanimous  that  no  case  was  shown.     "  The 
fact  that  McCormick  hurried  the  men  does  not  show  any  negligence  on 
his  part  or  excuse  any  negligence  on  theirs.     The  necessity  of  keeping 
the  construction  train  out  of  the  way  of  the  freight  train  was  one  of  the 
risks  of  the  employment.    The  use  of  oaths  and  imprecations  by 
McCormick  was  not  an  element  of  negligence.    The  fact  that  McCor- 
mick urged  the  men  to  hasten,  even  if,  as  a  consequence,  the  plaintifE 
and  his  fellow  workmen  became  confused  dnd  failed  to  act  in  concert, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  fault  or  negligence  in  McCormick.    Whatever 
negligence  there  was,  was  the  negligence  either  of  the  plaintifE  himself 
or  of  his  fellow  servants,  who,  with  him,  had  hold  of  the  rail."  ^ 

Position  of  Volunteers. 

Degg  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co.^  has  already  been  cited  as  an  authority  Dcgg  v.  Mid- 
for  the  proposition  that  the  legal  conception  of  fellow  servants,  ^olandRy-Co. 
far  as  the  master's  immunity  for  their  negligence  amongst  themselves 

1  (1893)  A.  C.  308.  »  L.c.  311.  3  20  Rettie,  385. 

4  Coyne  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  133  U.  S.  (26  Davis)  370. 

6.133U.S.  (26  Davis)  374. 
'      «,  (1857)  1  H.  &  N".  773.     A  passer-by  casually  appealed  to  by  a  workman  for 
information,  does  not  make  himself  a  volunteer  by  affording  it.     Cleveland  v.  Spier, 
16  C.  B.  N.  S.  39P,  "^ 
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goes,  is  not  limited  by  the  fact  of  his  payment  and  their  receipt  of 
wages.  We  are  now  to  consider  the  class  of  cases,  of  which  it  is  the 
leading  authority,  where  persons  unsoUcited,  and  as  volunteers, 
place  themselves  in  the  position  of  servants  for  the  benefit  of  other 
persons. 

A  volunteer  has  been  defined  by  Lord  Herschell :  ^  "  A  person  who 
is  not  under  any  paid  contract  of  service  "  but  who  "  may  nevertheless 
have  put  himself  under  the  control  of  an  employer  to  act  in  the  capacity 
of  servant,  so  as  to  be  regarded  as  such."  The  legal  reason  at  the 
bottom  of  the  considerations  that  detennine  the  status  of  a  volunteer 
is  that  the  intermeddler  with  the  employer's  work  has  associated 
himself  with  it  without  the  knowledge  or  consent — ^whether  explicit 
or  impUcit  of  the  master,  and  so  can  acquire  no  better  position  than 
if  he  were  properly  appointed  to  the  post,  whose  duties  he  chooses  to 
assume. 

Degg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co,  was  an  action  under  Lord  Campbell's 
Act.  A  widow  sued  for  damage  caused  by  the  death  of  her  husband 
while  assisting  in  the  turning  of  a  railway  truck  of  the  defendants. 
The  deceased  was  engaged  in  unloading  a  truck  upon  a  siding.  Next 
to  the  truck  was  a  turn-table,  at  which  servants  of  the  Company  were 
attempting  to  turn  a  truck.  The  deceased,  who  was  not  in  the  employ 
of  the  Railway  Company,  went  to  their  aid.  Whilst  he  was  there  a 
steam-engine  came  into  a  siding,  where  the  turn-table  was,  for  the 
purpose  of  shuting  some  empty  trucks.  The  deceased  was  struck, 
injured,  and  ultimately  died  from  the  efEects  of  the  injuries  he  received. 
Bramwell,  B.,  drew  a  distinction  between  injuries  deliberately  inflicted 
on  trespassers  ^  and  injuries  consequentially  arising  to  them  from  their 
trespass.  For  instance,  if  a  man  steps  on  the  rotten  cover  of  a  well 
while  trespassing  on  another  person's  property  and  falls  in,*  no  action 
would  lie  against  the  owner  for  having  a  rotten  cover  to  his  well.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  a  trespasser  is  walking  in  a  park  where  the  owner  is 
driving,  who,  though  seeing  him,  yet  recklessly  drives  over  him, 
despite  his  being  a  trespasser,  the  person  injured  could  recover.  "  No 
man,  by  his  wrongful  act,  can  impose  a  duty,  and  as  a  direction  by  the 
master  to  drive  furiously,  or  in  any  way  called  carelessly,  in  his  park, 
would  not  be  wrong  in  the  master,  it  cannot  be  made  so  by  a  trespasser 
getting  there  and  being  hurt,  so  that  quoad  the  master  it  is  damnum 
ahsque  injuria  ;  and  if  not  a  wrong  in  the  master  when  expressly 
ordered,  it  cannot  be  if  done  by  the  servant  against  his  orders."*  The 
defendants  might  have  directed  their  servants  to  act  in  the  way  they 
were  doing,  when  the  accident  happened,  without  violating  any  duty, 
and  the  coming  there  of  the  deceased  could  not  constitute  a  duty,  so 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable. 

Poii^  V.  Faulhner,^  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  distinctly  afi&nns 
the  principle  of  Degg  v.  Midland  Ry,  Co,     Potter  v.  Faulkner  was 

1  Johnson  v.  Lindsay,  (1891)  A.  C.  377. 

2  Deane  v.  Clayton,  7  Taunt.  489  ;  IloU  v.  Wilkes,  3  B.  &  Aid.  304  ;  Bird  v.  lid- 
brook,  4  Bing.  628 ;  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  1  Q.  B.  29.  As  to  this  case,  Erie,  C.J.,  in 
Potter  V.  Faulkner,  infra,  note  4,  said  :  "  The  law  of  England,  In  its  care  for  human 
life,  requires  consummate  caution  ih  the  person  who  deals  with  dangerous  weapons. 
You  may  put  aside  that  class  of  cases."     Cp.  ante,  424. 

3  1  H.  &  N.  777.  4  L.C.  782. 

5  (1861)  1  B.  &  S.  800  ;  KeUy  v.  Johnson,  128  Mass.  630 ;  a  Scotch  case,  jCtttfe  v. 
Summcrlee  Iron  and  Coal  Co.,  17  Dunlop,  310 ;  and  an  Irish  case,  O'SvUivan  ▼.  O'Connor, 
22  L.  R.  Ir.  467,  in  the  C.  A.  476.  See  also  per  Lord  GifFord  in  Woodhead  v.  Cfartnest 
Mineral  Co.,  4  Rettie,  603  ;  and  Lunnie  v.  Glasgow  de  S.  W,  Ry,  Co.,  (1906)  8  Fraser,  646. 
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decided  on  a  special  case.  The  plaintiff  had  been  injured  by  the  fall 
of  a  bale  of  cotton  in  the  course  of  removing  cotton  from  the  defendant's 
warehouse.  Some  of  the  defendant's  servants  were  employed  in 
lowering  bales  of  cotton  from  the  warehouse,  and  another  was  receiving 
them  into  the  defendant's  cart.  The  plaintiff  was  waiting  on  the 
premises  for  his  turn  to  load  his  cart.  He  intervened  to  assist  the 
servant  who  was  in  the  cart,  and,  so  far  as  the  master  was  concerned, 
made  himself  a  volunteer.  A  bale  fell  and  injured  him.  The  Queen's 
Bench,  on  the  authority  of  Degg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  and  without  hear- 
ing argument,  held  that  the  judge  at  the  trial  was  bound  to  nonsuit, 
and  suggested  that  the  case  should  go  to  a  court  of  error.  In  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  Erie,  C.J.,  formulated  the  principle  that,  in 
circumstances  such  as  those  proved,  no  one  can  ^'  stand  in  a  better 
position  than  those  with  whom  he  associates  himself  in  respect  of  his 
master's  liability;  he  can  impose  no  greater  obligation  upon  the 
master  than  that  to  which  he  was  subject  in  respect  of  a  servant  in 
his  actual  employ." 

In  Holmes  v.  N.  E,  Ry.  Co.,^  however,  a  limitation  of  the  rule  in  Limitation  on 
Degg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.  was  imposed  in  favour  of  those  with  a  personal  ^^^®j^,-^. 
interest  in  the  work  at  which  they  assist.  It  was  the  custom  for^^^y  (7^^' 
waggons  consigned  to  a  certain  station  on  the  defendants'  line,  and  j7o;me«v. 
containing  coal  or  lime,  to  be  shunted  into  a  siding,  and  there  unloaded  N.  S.  Ry.  Co. 
by  means  of  drops  or  cells  into  which  the  contents  of  the  waggons  were 
shot.  It  was  also  customary  for  the  consignees  of  goods,  or  their 
servants,  to  assist  in  unloading  ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  pass  along  a 
flagged  way,  which  was  by  the  side  of  the  shunted  waggons  and  above 
the  cells  into  which  they  were  unloaded.  A  coal  waggon  consigned 
to  the  plaintiff  was  shunted,  but  could  not  be  immediately  unloaded, 
as  no  drop  was  vacant.  The  plaintiff,  being  in  want  of  coal,  went  to.  the 
station,  and  was  told  by  the  station-master  that  he  could  not  get 
delivery  till  some  lime  was  removed.  Plaintiff  said  he  must  have  the 
coal,  and  would  get  on  the  waggon  and  take  what  he  needed  thence. 
The  station-master  made  no  reply,  and  the  plaintiff,  with  his  servant, 
proceeded  towards  the  waggon,  got  upon  the  buffer,  took  some  coal,  and 
descended  on  the  flagged  way.  The  flag  being  worn,  broke ;  the 
plaintiff  was  thrown  to  the  bottom  of  the  cell  and  injured.  A  verdict 
was  given  in  his  favour  and  a  rule  to  enter  it  for  the  defendants  was 
discharged  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a 
duty  on  the  defendants  to  keep  the  way  in  such  a  condition  as  to 
enable  persons  coming  to  assist  in  unloading  the  waggons  in  the 
ordinary  way  to  pass  safely ;  and  that  they  were  Uable  to  such  persons 
for  the  consequences  of  the  insecurity,  of  the  flags  ;  and  further  they 
were  under  a  duty  to  the  plaintiff  when,  instead  of  his  unloading  his 
waggon  by  tipping,  he  did  the  same  thing  by  transferring  the  coals 
by  hand  from  the  waggon  into  his  own  cart.  The  Exchequer  Chamber 
affirmed  the  Court  of  Exchequer  without  comment. 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Bramwell  and  Channell,  B.B.,  drew "  Licensees " 
a  distinction  similar  to  that  drawn  by  Willes,  J.,  in  Indermaur  v.  ^^ "  ^^^ 
DameSy  between  "  licensees  "  and  "  mere  licensees."    By  a  "  mere  "^®**"®^- 
licensee  "  it  appears  is  to  be  understood  a  person  who  has  permission 
to  go  upon  ground  for  his  own  purposes  without  any  relation  to  tho 
occupier,  and  who  goes  taking  all  the  risks  attending  his  so  doing,  and 

1  (1869)  L.  R.  4  Ex.  264 ;  L.  R.  6  Ex.  123.     Cp.  CarroU  v.  FreMimn,  23  Out  R.  283  ; 
Rogtra  v.  Toronto  Public  School  Board,  27  Can.  S.  C.  R.  448. 
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not  imposing  any  liability  on  his  licensor ;  ^  by  a  **  licensee  "  is  to  be 
understood  one  who  is  invited  on  land  by  the  occupier  for  some  purpose 
in  which  he  and  the  occupier  have  some  common  interest.  The  two 
learned  judges  acquiesced  in  the  decision  of  the  Court  with  some  little 
difficulty,  not  from  dissent  to  the  principle  asserted,  yet  having  doubts 
as  to  the  correct  appKcation  of  the  principle  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 
The  principle  may  be  stated  thus  :  Where  a  person  is  on  premises  of 
others,  with  their  assent,  engaged  in  a  transaction  of  common  interest 
to  both  parties,  the  owners  of  the  premises  are  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  their  servants  in  the  course  of  the  transaction. 

The  Scotch  case  of  WyUie  v.  Caledonian  Ry.  Co.,^  which  was  decided 
almost  at  the  same  time,  was  somewhat  similar  in  its  facts.  A 
drover  in  the  employment  of  a  cattle-dealer  was  engaged  along  with 
the  company's  servants  in  trucking  his  master's  cattle,  when  an 
engine,  negligently  driven  by  one  of  the  company's  servants,  entered 
the  siding  where  plaintifE  was  engaged,  and  injured  him.  The  Lord 
President  (Inglis)  held,  that  the  true  effect  of  what  was  being  done, 
taking  into  account  the  difficulty  involved  in  driving  cattle,  was  that 
the  railway  company's  servants  were  taking  delivery  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract  of  carriage,  and  the  servants  of  the  cattle-dealer  were 
engaged  in  giving  dehvery ;  consequently  a  duty  to  take  care  was 
owing.  This  ratio  decidendi  seems  satisfactory.  Although  the  other 
English  cases  were  cited  in  the  argument,  no  mention  appears  to  have 
been  made  of  Holmes  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  nor  of  the  wider  principle  laid 
down  in  the  Exchequer.  The  case  clearly  comes  under  the  principle 
there  advanced,  of  co-operation  joined  with  an  interest  in  the  work. 

Next  came  the  case  of  Wright  v.  L.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.^  Plaintiff 
sent  a  heifer  by  defendants'  train.  On  the  arrival  of  the  heifer  at  her 
destination  there  were  not  sufficient  porters  to  shimt  the  box,  in  which 
the  heifer  had  been  carried,  to  a  siding,  from  which  only  she  could  be 
delivered.  The  plaintifE  went  to  assist,  and  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants'  servants  he  was  injured.  The  judgment  of  Mellish,  L.J., 
varies,  and  in  so  doing  explains,  the  phrase  **  a  mere  licensee,"  used  by 
Channell,  B.,  in  Holmes  v.  N.  E.  Ry,  Co.  "  The  plaintiff,"  he  says,"^ 
I  "  was  not  a  mere  volunteer,  but  was  assisting  to  get  his  own  heifer."  The 
distinction  to  be  drawn  is,  that  where  the  company  is  doing  its  own 
work  in  its  own  way,  and  some  bjrstander  is  prompted  to  interfere 
from  a  motive  peculiar  to  himself  and  not  importing  a  duty,  he  does 
so  at  his  own  risk  ;  if,  however,  a  company  allows  persons  to  do  what 
they  ought  to  have  an  efficient  staff  to  do,  they  must  take  the  con- 
sequences if  the  person  so  interfering — supposing  him  to  have  an  interest 
in  the  work — is  injured  through  default  in  their  method  of  working. 

The  Scotch  decision  would  seem  in  point  here  also,  with  the  dfffer- 
ence  that  there  the  drover  was  giving,  here  he  was  taldng,  delivery. 

In  the  Scotch  case  of  Little  v.  Neilson,^  defendant's  manager 
asked  the  pursuer  to  turn  out  of  the  road  and  assist  him,  which  he  did, 
and,  while  rendering  the  aid  asked,  was  injured ;  the  Lord  Justice- 
Clerk  (Hope)  found  the  claim  relevant,  on  the  ground  that  the  manager 
was  authorised  to  make  the  request.  This  was  before  the  decision  in 
BartonshiU  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid.  Since,  then,  it  would  seem  that,  where 
such  assistance  is  given  at  the  request  of  the  serv'^ants,  the  volunteer  would 

iJBolch  V.  Smith,  7  H.  &  N.  736.  2  9  Macph.  463  ;  anit,  672. 

3  Wright  V.  L.  cfe  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  (1875)  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  298 ;  1  Q.  B.  D.  252. 

4  1  Q.  B,  D.  256  '  5  17  Dunlop,  310. 
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by  acting  be  constituted  a  fellow  servant,  unless  he  acts  in  pursuance 
of  an  interest ;  and  if  he  does  not  assist  at  the  request  of  the  servants, 
but  from  his  own  meddlesomeness  only,  his  rights  are  no  greater  than 
a  servant's. 

A  distinction  must,  nevertheless,  be  drawn  between  acts  done  with  Furtherl 
a  view  to  assist,  and  acts  done  the  effect  of  which  is  to  assist,  though  distinction. 
no  such  object  originally  prompted  them.  The  one  class  renders  the 
persons  acting  a  volunteer,  the  othef  does  not.  Thus  it  is  pointed 
out  ^  that  if  a  runaway  horse  is  stopped  by  a  perlon  whose  safety  is 
jeopardised  by  its  course,  such  person  does  ncfe,  by  stopping  the 
horse,  become  the  servant  of  the  owner.  Nor,  when  a  house  is  burning, 
does  an  imperilled  neighbour  lose  his  rights  as  a  stranger  by  assisting 
to  put  out  the  fire. 

Actions  done  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  person  or  property  will 
not  be  construed  as  done  with  any  object  inconsistent  with  that 
purpose.  Difficulty,  however,  exists  in  determining  the  motive  to 
action  in  these  cases.  The  learned  authors  just  cited  suggest  as  one 
test — "  to  inquire  whether  the  person  rendering  the  assistance  would 
probably  have  done  so  if  the  property  with  which  he  interfered  had 
no  owner."  The  test  seems  an  imnecessary  complication  of  the 
proposition  that  each  case  must  be  decided,  as  it  arises,  on  its  own 
facts,  in  the  light  of  the  principles  we  have  been  discussing. 

An  American  case,^  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  Flower  v. 
forcibly  sets  out  the  considerations  on  which  the  law  on  the  point  we  Pennsylvania 
have  been  considering  is  based.    A  boy  of  ten  was  asked  by  a  foreman     '   ^" 
watering  an  engine  to  fix  the  hose  on  the  boiler  while  he  cleaned  out  the 
ash-pan.    Some  trucks  without  a  breaksman  ran  against  the  engine, 
threw  the  boy  off,  and  killed  him.     Agnew,  J.,  giving  the  judgment  of  Judgment  of 
the  Court,  said :    "  Here  the  boy  was  voluntarily  where  he  had  no  Ag^®w»  J- 
right  to  be,  and  where  he  had  no  right  to  claim  protection  ;  where  the 
company  was  in  the  use  of  its  private  ground,  and  was  not  abusing  its 
privileges,  or  trespassing  on  the  rights  or  inmiunities  of  the  public. 
The  only  apology  for  his  presence  there,  is  the  imauthorised  request 
of  one  who  could  not  delegate  his  duty,  and  had  no  excuse  for  visiting 
his  principal  with  his  own  thoughtless  and  fooUsh  act.    Nor  can  the 
mere  youth  of  the  boy  change  the  relations  of  the  case.     That  might 
excuse  him  from  concurring  negUgence,  but  cannot  supply  the  place  of 
negUgence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  or  confer  an  authority  on  one 
who  has  none.    It  may  excite  our  S3nnpathy,  but  cannot  create  rights  or 
duties  which  have  no  other  foundation." 

This  obviously  just  conclusion  has  been  cavilled  at,  and  the  doctrine 
of  care  towards  young  children  has  been  vouched  as  warranting  a 
conclusion  of  liability  in  the  railway  company.  If  any  neghgence 
can  be  shown  in  the  company  this  would  be  so.  Failing  negligence, 
there  is  no  case  against  them.  The  only  negligence  the  case  seems  to 
suggest  is  their  selection  of  an  incompetent  servant,  and  doing  this 
would  assuredly  not  operate  to  clothe  him  with  powers  greater  than 
tho<»e  of  a  competent  servant.  If  the  servant  were  competent  he 
had  no  authority  to  delegate  his  duties  or  to  engage  an  assistant. 

1  Shearman  and  Redfield,  Negligence,  §  183. 

2  Flower  v.  Pennsylvania  Rd.  Co.,  (1871)  69  Pa.  St.  210  ;  Holmes  v.  Cromwell  de  S, 
Lumber  Co.,  61  La.  Ann.  362. 


684 


NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW. 


[book  IV. 


Murray  v, 
Currte, 


Woody,  CM, 


Principle 
expressed  in 
Kimball  v. 
Cushman. 


Effect  of 
there  being 
an  inter- 
mediate party 
between  the 
servant  and 
the  person 
sued  as  special 
master. 


Lending  Servants. 

Murray  v.  Ciirrie  ^  has  already  been  treated  in  another  connection. 
It  is  also  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that,  "if  I  lend  my 
servant  to  a  contractor  who  is  to  have  the  sole  control  and  super- 
intendence of  the  work  contracted  for,  the  independent  contractor  is 
alone  liable  for  any  wrongful  act  done  by  the  servant  while  so  em- 
ployed. The  servant  is  doing,  liot  my  work,  but  the  work  of  the  in- 
dependent contractor."  ^  This  proposition  was  subsequently  aflBrmed 
in  Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co.^ 

The  principle  is  well  illustrated  by  a  Massachusetts  case.*  Plaintiff 
was  injured  by  a  boy  in  the  general  employment  of  the  defendants. 
It  was  proved  that  defendants,  fish  dealers,  employed  a  "  truckman  " 
to  deliver  their  parcels  once  a  week.  He,  being  ill  and  unable  to  drive, 
sent  up  his  team,  and  told  the  defendants  they  could  have  it  if  they 
wanted  it,  and  would  let  their  boy,  the  general  servant  of  the  fish 
dealers,  drive  for  him.  The  boy,  on  being  asked,  said  he  must  ask 
the  defendants,  and  the  defendants  said  he  might  drive.  Bigelow,  C.J., 
on  these  facts,  held,  that  at  the  time  the  injury  was  done  to  the  plaintifi 
the  person  in  charge  of  the  horse  and  waggon  "  was  not  in  the  employ- , 
ment  or  service  of  the  defendants,  but  was  acting  as  the  servant  of  a 
third  person,  who  exercised  an  independent  employment  in  no  way 
subject  to  the  command  or  control  of  the  defendants  as  to  the  mode 
in  which  it  should  be  carried  on.  It  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of 
debate  that  imder  such  circumstances  no  liabihty  for  the  acts  done 
attached  to  the  defendants." 

This  case  is  thus  generalised  in  the  subsequent  Massachusetts  case 
of  Kimball  v.  Cushman :  ^  "  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  (the  plaintiff) 
should  be  shown  to  have  been  in  the  general  employment  of  the 
defendant  [in  that  case  the  special  master  was  being  sued],  nor  that  he 
should  be  under  any  special  engagement  of  service  to  him,  or  entitled 
to  receive  compensation  from  him  directly.  It  is  enough  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  he  was  in  charge  of  the  defendant's  property,  by 
his  assent  and  authority,  engaged  in  his  business,  and,  in  respect  of  that 
property  and  business,  under  his  control." 

Thus,  as  was  said  in  Jones  v.  ScuUard,*  a  man  may  at  the  same  time 
in  law  serve  two  masters,  while  that  one  alone  will  be  answerable  for  his 
neglects  in  whose  service  he  was  acting  at  the  time  of  the  default,  and 
to  whose  control  he  was  then  subject.  If  he  was  in  a  joint  service  the 
injured  person  has  the  option  to  sue  all,  or  any,  of  the  masters. 

Kimball  v.  Cushman  may  be  cited  also  for  the  further  proposition  : 
"  The  fact  that  there  is  an  intermediate  party  in  whose  general  em- 
ployment the  person  whose  acts  are  in  question  is  engaged,  does  not 
prevent  the  principal  from  being  held  liable  for  the  neghgent  conduct 
of  the  sub-agent  or  under-servant,  unless  the  relation  of  such  inter- 
mediate party  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  business  in  which  the 
under-servant  is  engaged  be  such  as  to  give  him  exclusive  control 
of  the  means  and  manner  of  its  accompUshment  and  exclusive  direction 
of  the  persons  employed  therefor." 

1  (1870)  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  24.  a  L.e„  per  Brett,  J.,  28. 

3  2  C.  P.  D.  205.      Cp.  Moore  v.  Palmer,  2  ^Times  L.  R.  781  (C.  A.) ;    WaHis  v. 
IJine,  4  Times  L.  R.  472  (C.  A.).  4  Wood  v.  Cobb,  95  Mass.  58. 

5  103  Mass.  198.     See  also  Hasly  v.  Sears,  157  Mass.  123. 

6  (1898)2Q.  B.  56.5. 
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LiABiuTY  OF  Servants. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  the  responsibilities  incurred  by  Liability  of 
servants  either  to  strangers  or  one  to  another.     Those  obligations  »®>T^*«- 
which  the  law  imposes  on  all  persons  independently  of  contract  can  ^  gto^^ra.^ 
manifestly  not  be  affected  by  the  constitution  of  relations  to  which  the 
injured  person  is  not  a  consenting  party  ;  and  as  the  servant  is  liable 
for  any  injury  he  may  do  to  the  person  or  property  of  another  by  force 
of  his  position  as  a  member  of  the  conmaimity  and  subject  to  its  laws  ; 
so  his  own  act  in  putting  himself  in  relations  of  isubordination  to 
another  will  not  excuse  him  from  answering  for  the  consequences  of 
acts  or  omissions  he  would  otherwise  have  been  bound  to. 

The  same  considerations  apply  in  the  case  of  fellow  servants,  and  n.  To  follow 
would  need  no  exposition  save  for  the  decision  of  a  well-known  Massa-  servants, 
chusetts  case,  Albro  v.  Jaquiih,^  and  for  a  dictum  of  Pollock,  C.B.,  in 
SotUhcote  V.  StarUey,^ 

In  the  former,  the  Court  held  that  the  considerations  that  led  to  the 
adoption  of  the  rule,  "  that  a  party  who  employs  several  persons  in  the 
conduct  of  some  conmion  enterprise  or  undertaking  is  not  responsible 
'  to  any  of  them  for  the  injurious  consequences  of  the  mere  negligence 
or  carelessness  of  the  others  in  the  performance  of  their  respective 
duties,  have  an  equal  significancy  and  force  when  applied  to  actions 
brought  for  like  causes  by  one  servant  against  another."     In  the 
latter  case,^  Pollock,  C.B.,  says:    "The  rule  [i.c.,  that  the  servant  Pollock,  C.B., 
undertakes  to  nm  all  the  ordinary  risks  of  service,  including  those  J^  Souikcote  v. 
arising  from  the  negligence  of  fellow  servants]  applies  to  all  the  members    ^"^• 
of  a  domestic  estabUshment,  so  that  the  master  is  not  in  general  liable 
to  a  servant  for  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant ; 
neither  can  one  servant  maintain  an  action  against  another  for  negli- 
gence whilst  engaged  in  their  common  employment." 

These  expressions  of  opinion  have  caused  uncertainty  where  else, 
both  on  principle  and  on  authority,  there  is  no  room  for  doubt.     On  Principle  of 
principle,  the  injuring  servant  can  claim  no  greater  rights  under  the  the  servant's 
contract  than  the  master  and  the  injured  servant  between  whom  the  hj*  own^ts. 
contract  is  made,  yet  for  his  own  personal  negUgence  the  master  is 
liable  to  the  servant,*  while  the  negligent  servant  is  liable  to  an  action 
in  respect  of  his  negligence  by  his  employer.*    If  the  law  were  otherwise 
the  principle  would  cover  most  cases  of  personal  injury,  since  the 
person  injured  walks  the  streets,  frequents  pubUc  or  private  places, 
or  does  his  work  or  takes  his  pleasure  mainly  in  circumstances  where 
he  well  knows  that  he  is  exposed  to  indefinite  risks.    The  differentia  is 
that  he  has  not,  Uke  the  master  with  his  servant,  any  contract  which 
has  been  interpreted  to  expose  him  to  those  risks  without  recourse  in 
the  event  of  injury. 

A  paid  servant  or  a  volunteer  is  in  similar  case.  The  principle  of 
law  is  "  that,  if  a  man  has  a  pecuUar  knowledge,  and  he  offers  his 
services  to. another  person,  he  is  liable  for  gross  negUgence  whilst 

1  70  Mass.  99.  This  decision  has  since  been  overruled  in  the  same  State,  Osborne  v. 
Morgatiy  130  Mass.  102»  where  numerous  authorities  are  cited.  Kalleck  v.  Deering, 
169  Mass.  200. 

2  1  H.  &  N.  247.  Authority  seems  always  to  have  been  onjthe  other  side. 
Thus  so  early  as  Y  B.  2  Hen.  VII.  11,  pi.  9,  a  shepherd  is  held  liable  in  east  for 
negligence]  in  care  of  sheep.  3  Southcote  v.  Stanley,  1  H.  &  N.  247, 250. 

4  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  C,  in  Brydon  v.  Stewart,  2  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  37 ;  Boberts 
v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  213.  *  Qreen  v.  New  Biver  Co,,  4  T.  R.  589. 
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performing  his  undertaking."  Sir  J.  Hannen  thus  illustrates  the 
principle  in  giving  judgment  in  The  Rhosina}  "  Suppose  one  coach- 
man driving  allows  another  coachman,  whom  he  thinks  knows  the 
road  perfectly  well,  to  drive ;  he  is  a  volunteer  in  that  sense,  and 
suppose  he  wishes  to  go  at  a  greater  speed  than  some  other  vehicle  on 
the  road,  and  in  attempting  to  get  past  drives  over  a  heap  of  stones 
and  upsets  the  coach,  he  will  not  be  excused  by  saying,  '  I  was  only  a 
volunteer.'  " 

Note  may  be  taken  of  the  use  by  Sir  J.  Hannen  of  the  phrase  "  gross 
negligence."  This  cannot  be  taken  to  imply  any  difference  in  degree 
between  the  negligence  which  would  suffice  to  charge  the  man  if 
driving  on  his  own  account  and  his  negligence  when  volunteering  for 
another,  so  far,  that  is,  as  any  third  person  injured  is  concerned.  The 
character  of  his  liability  to  the  coachman  for  whom  he  imdertook  to 
drive  would  vary  with  the  different  aspect  the  circumstances  might 
bear.  If  the  supposition  that  he  knew  the  road  "perfectly  well" 
were  gratuitous,  then  the  test  of  Uabihty  would  be  "  gross  negligence  " 
— the  negUgence  of  an  unskilled  person — qua  knowledge  of  the  road,  but 
the  negligence  of  a  skilled  person  qua  the  fact  that  he  was  a  coachman. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  had  represented  that  he  knew  the  road 
"  perfectly  well,"  then  Spondet  peritiam  artis,^  he  would  be  liable  for 
slight  negligence — want  of  the  skill  of  an  expert  whether  the  service 
he  professed  to  render  were  gratuitous  or  remunerated  is  altogether 
immaterial  to  the  founding  of  UabiUty.* 

►  The  authorities  on  the  point  of  the  servant's  liabihty  for  his  own 
negligence  are,  moreover,  both  numerous  and  conclusive.  It  will 
suffice  to  call  special  attention  to  one  of  the  earUest :  Lord  Eenyon  in 
Stone  V.  CartwrigM :  *  "  There  is  no  pretence  whatever  for  imputing 
Hability  to  the  defendant  in  this  action ;  it  might  as  well  be  con- 
tended that  a  similar  action  would  lie  against  the  steward  of  another 
for  all  the  defaults  of  improper  conduct  of  the  men  employed  under 
him  by  which  any  other  person  received  damage.  In  all  these  cases 
I  have  ever  understood  that  the  action  must  be  brought  either  against 
the  hand  committing  the  injury,  or  against  the  owner  for  whom  the 
act  was  done  "  ;  and  to  one  of  the  most  emphatic,  when  Bramwell, 
L.J.,  giving  evidence  before  the  House  of  Commons  Committee  on 
the  Employers'  Liability,  said:*^  A  "workman  would  undoubtedly 
be  able  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  fellow  workman  who  had 
done  the  mischief  if  he  were  worth  suing."  • 

1  10  P.  D.  29,  affirmed  131.  a  Ante,  643. 

3  ShieUs  V.  Blackbume,  1  H.  Bl.  161. 

4  6  T.  R.  412.  See  Weir  v.  BameU,  3  Ex.  D.,  per  Kelly,  C.B.,  40,  and  WiUtm  ▼. 
Peto,  6  Moore  (C.  P. )  47,  as  to  the  limitation  of  the  principle. 

6  Parliamentary  Papers,  1877,  vol.  x.  quest.  1166. 

6  For  other  authorities  see  Laugher  v.  PointeTf  5  B.  &  C,  per  Littledale,  J.,  558 ; 
Wiggett  v.  Fox,  11  Ex.,  per  Alderson,  B.,  839;  Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Neaih  Ry,  Co., 
6  B.  &  S.,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  678  ;  in  Ex.  Ch.  736 ;  Swainson  v.  N.  E.  By.  Co.,  3  Ex.  D, 
per  Pollock,  B.,  344 ;   Wharton,  Negligence,  §  245 ;   Shearman  and  Eedfield,  Negli- 

fence,  §  245 ;    the  judgment  of  Gray,  C.J.,  in  Osborne  t.  Morgan,  130  Mas&  1& ; 
lare  v.  McIrUire,  82  Me.  240,  17  Am.  St.  R.  476;  and  Mackenzie  y.  Ooldie^  4  Miicpb. 
277. 


CHAPTER  VL 

THE  EMPLOYERS'  LIABILITY  ACT,  1880. 
(43  &  44  Vict.  c.  42.) 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  at  common  law,  as  developed  in  the  Proposition 
preceding  chapters,  may  be  stated  in  the  following  proposition:  A®****"**?*^® 
master  is  not  liable  to  any  servant  for  any  injury  which  arises  from 
the  act  or  default  of  any  fellow  servant,  whether  that  fellow  servant 
be  in  a  position  of  authority  or  not ;  and,  in  ascertaining  whether 
the  person  to  whose  act  or  default  the  injury  is  due  is  a  fellow  servant, 
the  widest  possible  construction  is  given  to  the  term  "  common  employ- 
ment." ^  To  this  there  are  certain  exceptions.  The  servant  is  saved 
from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule,  and  held  to  have  his  action, 
if  he  shows  either  : 

First,  that  the  master  has  omitted  to  provide  suitable  materials  Exceptions, 
and  facilities  for  the  work  ;  or. 

Secondly,  that  the  master  has  been  in  default  in  engaging  incom- 
petent workmen  through  whose  incompetence  the  injury  happens  ;  or, 

Thirdly,  that  the  master  has  personally  been  guilty  of  the  negligence 
that  causes  the  injury. 

In  1876  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  was  appointed 
to  in(juire  into  the  legal  relations  of  master  and  servant  with  regard  House  of 
to  injuries  sufiered  by  servants  in  the  course  of  their  employment.  p^°^°^?x^ 
The  Committee  was  reappointed  in  the  following  session,  and  ultimately  Employers'^'* 
reported  in  favour  of  amending  the  conmaon  law  in  two  particulars  :       Liability. 

First,  in  order  to  render  the  master  Uable  in  cases  where  he  has 
delegated  his  authority. 

Secondly,  in  order  to  narrow  the  doctrine  of  common  employment 
to  those  cases  where  each  servant  is  an  observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  Amendments 
other,  and  can  give  notice  of  any  misconduct,  incapacity,  or  neglect  of  ?^^^^  ^^ 
duty,  and  leave  the  service  if  the  common  employer  will  not  take  such     ^"     ^^^  ' 
precautions  and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety  of  the  whole  party 
may  require. 

The  outcome  of  this  Report  was  the  Employers'  Liabihty  Act, 
1880,  which  we  are  now  to  consider.* 

1  Report  of  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  Employers*  Liability,  Parliamentary 
Papers,  1877,  vol.  x.  iii. 

a  43  &  44  Vict.  c.  42.  The  Colonies  have  generally  adopted  similar  legislation. 
In  Newfoundland  the  British  Act  is  followed  verbatim.  ;  In  New  South  Wales  ,the 
existing  Act  is  one  of  the  yearj  189/^(61  Vict.  No.  28);  in  the  Queensland  Act,  60 
Vict.  No.  24,  there  is  a  provision  forbidding  contractfi  to  exclude  the  Act ;  in  Victoria, 
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Fry,  L.J.*8,  Fry,  LJ.'s,  criticism  of  the  Act  in  Whatley  v.  HoUoway^  is  in- 

criticism.        dubitably  just :  "  It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  piece  of  legislation  which  does 

not  carry  into  effect  any  one  simple  idea,  but  is,  on  the  contrary,  a 

compromise,  so  to  speak,  between  two  contending  scKemes  of  l^is- 

lation  or  Unes  of  thought  on  the  subject  of  the  liability  of  a  master  to 

an  employed.    Every  word  of  it  represents  the  result  of  a  conflict  or 

struggle  of  thought."    Its  main  object,  according  to  Lord  Watson,* 

was  '"  to  place  masters  who  do  not  upon  the  same  footing  of  responsi- 

bihty  with  those  who  do  personally  superintend  their  works  and 

workmen  by  making  them  answerable  for  the  neghgence  of  those 

persons  to  whom  they  entrust  the  duty  of  superintendence,  as  if  it 

were  their  own." 

Governing']  The  governing  principle  of  the  Act  is  that,  in  certain  circumstances, 

P™^^P'®°^     presently  to  be  considered,  a  workman*  "shall  have  the  same  right 

plovers'  o^  compensation  and  remedies  against  the  employer  as  if  the  workman 

Liability  Act.  had  not  been  a  workman  of,  nor  in  the  service  of,  the  employer,  nor 

1880.  engaged  in  his  work." 

It  has  been  decided,  and  perhaps  somewhat  superfluously  reported, 

that  *'  the  relation  of  employer  and  employed  "  must  exist,  and  be 

set  forth  by  the  pursuer,  to  warrant  action  under  the  Act ;  *  and  further, 

"  that  the  Act  has  no  appUcation  where  a  man  is  conducting  his  own 

business,  and  where  the  fault,  if  any,  is  imputable  to  himself  " ;  *  or 

where  the  injury  arises  from  pure  accident,*  even  though  the  possibility 

of  the  occurrence  of  such  an  injury  might  be  obviated  by  extreme 

precautions.'^ 

Objects  of  the       The  object  of  the  statute  has  been  most  diversely  regarded.     The 

t^ti  V  ™^*  accurate  estimate  of  its  scope  is  that  of  Lord  Young  in  Morrison 

U^M^^    V.  Baird  d  Co.,^  where  he  says  that  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  "  does 

y.Baird.        no  more  than  remove  a  defence,  in  the  class  of  actions  to  which  it 

50  Vict.  No.  894,  in  terms  almost  identical  with  the  Act  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
is  amended  by  The  Employers  and  Employes  Act,  1890,  No.  1087,  and  this 
is  amended  in  1891,  No.  1219.  In  Ontario  the  statute  in  force  is  65  Vict.  c.  90 
(Ont.  Rev.  Stat.  1897,  c.  160),  which,  while  adopting  the  essential  features  of  the 
English  Act,  makes  considerable  additions.  In  New  Zealand  the  Act  is  46  Vict. 
No.  20,  and  applies  to  Grown  servants.  In  Quebec,  the  doctrine  of  common  employ- 
ment, I  am  informed  by  a  kind  correspondent,  has  never  been  a  part  of  the  law  oi  that 
province.  Mr.  Justice  Burbidge,  of  the  Exchequer  Court  of  Canada,  has  so  decided 
in  Filian  v.  The  Queen,  4  Ex.  C.  B.  134  ;  Grenier  v.  The  Queen,  6  Ex.  C.  B.  276.  See 
also  Mobinson  v.  Canada  Pacific  Ry,  Co,,  (1892)  A.  C.  481.  In  Nova  Scotia  *'  The 
Employers'  Liability  Act  "  was  passed  in  1900.  In  Massachusetts  too  the  Act  is  a  close 
copy  of  the  British  Act,  and  this  has  been  the  occasion  of  a  special  rule  of  interpreta- 
tion, that  the  Massachusetts  Courts  must  assume  that  the  Legislature  with  the  words 
of  the  English  Act  accepted  the  interpretation  placed  on  them  :  MyaUs  v.  Mechanics 
Mills,  150  Mass.  190 ;  and  this  canon  has  been  accepted  by  several  other  States.  Labatt, 
Master  and  Servant,  1930;  where  the  Acts  in  force  in  different  States  are  given 
textually. 

1  62L.T.639,640. 

a  Smith  V.  Baker,  ( 1891 )  A.  C.  364. 

3  Section  1.    Thomas  v.  The  Great  Western  CoUiery  Co,,  10  Times  L.  R.  244. 

4  Nicolson  V.  Maoandrew,  15  Bettie,  854  ;  Sweeney  v.  Duncan,  19  Rettie,  870. 

6  Bruce  v.  Barclay,  17  Bettie,  811 ;  per  Lord  Young,  814. 

e  Callender  v.  The  CarUonlron  Co., 9Times  L  R.  646;  (C.  A.),  10  Times  L.  R.  366 
(H.  L.).    ^n/€,  541,  658.. 

7  Thomson  v.  Dick,  19  Rettie,  804. 

8  10  Rettie,  278;  M'Avoy  v.  Young's  Paraffin  Co.,  9  Rettie,  100;  DaHl^  v. 
Beattie,  20  Sc.  L.  R.  92.  Morrison  v.  ScoUish  Employers*  Liability  and  Acetdemt 
Assurance  Co,,  16  Rettie,  212,  where  a  policy  to  indemni^  an  employer  for  **  all  suhib 
which  such  employer  shaU  become  liable  for,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  Employers' 
Liability  Aot^  1880»"  was  held  not  to  render  the  insurer  liable  for  damages  lecovered 
in  a  common  law  action,  though  the  circumstances  were  such  that  damages  might 
have  been  recovered  under  the  Act. 
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refers,  which  was  theretofore  competent,  by  providing  that  an  employer 
against  whom  such  action  is  raised  shall  not,  in  certain  circumstances 
specified  in  the  statute,  be  entitled  to  plead  what  the  common  law 
entitled  him  to  plead — that  he  is  not  responsible  to  one  employee  for 
the  fault  of  others.  The  statute  does  no  more  than  remove  that 
defence  in  certain  specified  circumstances  "  ;  or,  as  it  is  put  by  Smith, 
J.,  in  Weblin  v.  BaUard,^  "  That  the  workman,  when  he  sues  his  master  Weblin  v. 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for  any  of  the  five  matters  designated  ^«^'"^- 
in  it,  shall  be  in  the  position  of  one  of  the  public  suing,  and  shall  not 
be  in  the  position  a  servant  theretofore  was  when  he  sued  his  master  ; 
in  other  words,  that  the  master  shall  have  all  the  defences  he  theretofore 
had  against  any  one  of  the  pubUc  suing  him,  but  shall  not  have  the 
special  defences  he  theretofore  had  when  sued  by  his  servant."  The 
same  learned  judge,  in  the  same  judgment,^  states  that  he  regards  the 
result  of  this  to  be  that  "  the  defence  of  common  employment,  and 
also  the  defence  that  the  servant  had  contracted  to  take  upon  himself 
the  known  risks  attending  upon  the  engagement  are  taken  away  from 
him  [the  employer]  when  sued  by  a  workman  under  the  Act."  To 
the  same  efEect  is  Lord  Esher,  M.R.  :^  "It  has  been  suggested  that  LordEaher, 
this  Act  has  only  the  efEect  of  doing  away  with  the  doctrine  of  the  ^^-^  '^^ 
immunity  of  the  master  from  damage  arising  from  the  negligence  of  Quc^rnaine. 
another  servant  in  the  common  employment  of  the  master.  To  my 
mind  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  has  taken  away  from  the  master 
another  defence  " — ^that  the  servant  undertook  to  take  all  the  ordinary 
risks  incident  to  the  employment,  unless  they  were  concealed  or  known 
to  the  master  and  not  to  the  servant.*  It  is  apparent,  notwithstanding, 
on  consideration  that  the  Act  has  not  "  the  efEect  of  doing  away  with 
the  doctrine  of  the  immunity  of  the  master  for  damage  arising  from 
the  negligence  of  another  servant,"  otherwise  the  hmitations  in  sub- 
sections 2,  3,  4,  and  5  of  section  1  would  be  unnecessary ;  ®  while 
the  operation  of  the  sub-sections  is  to  do  away  with  so  much  of  the 
"  doctrine,"  &c.,  as  is  included  within  their  scope,  and  the  absence 
of  any  other  legislation  leaves  what  is  not  included  within  them 
still  subsisting. 

As  to  the  second  alleged  operation  of  the  Act,  that  "  it  has  taken  Effect  on  the 
away  the  defence  from  the  master  that  the  man  undertook  to  take  all  defence  that 
the  ordinary  risks  incident  thereto,"  on  the  assumption  that  this  is  so,  it  undertoo'k^'^ 
is  curious  to  note  that  the  objects  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Commons  the  risks  of 
Committee's  Report  on  the  Employers'  LiabiUty  specifically  exclude  tli©  employ- 
this.    The  suggestion  was  to  narrow  the  doctrine  of  common  employ-  ™®^  * 
ment  to  those  cases  where  each  servant  "  is  an  observer  of  the  conduct 
of  the  other,  can  give  notice  of  any  misconduct,  incapacity,  or  neglect 
of  duty,  and  leave  the  service  if  the  common  employer  will  not  take 
such  precaution  and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety  of  the  whole 
party  may  require."  • 

1  17  Q.  B.  D.  126.        a  L.c,  125.        3  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  688. 

4  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  in  Yarmouth  v.  France,  19  Q.  B.  D.  653,  654,  says :  "  I 
never  entertained  a  doubt  that  the  Employers*  Liability  Act  does  not  prevent  the  proper 
apphcation  of  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  ;  and  I  can  only  say,  as  an  excuse  for 
the  part  I  took  in  Thomas  v.  Quarlermaine,  that  that  doctrine  had  never  been  mentioned 
on  tne  argument  of  that  case,  but  was  for  the  first  time  suggested  in  the  judgment  of 
my  brother  Bo  wen." 

6  McOifjin  v.  Palmer's  Shipbuilding  Co.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  6  :  Shaffers  v.  General  Steam 
Navigation  Co.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  356  ;  Kellard  v.  Rooke,  19  Q.  B.  D.  585 ;  21  Q.  B.  D.  367. 

0  These  words  are  adopted  by  the  Committee  from  the  judgment  of  Shaw,  C.J.,  in 
FarweU  v.  Bosttm  Ed.  Corporation,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  319. 
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View  of  the 
majority  of 
the  Court  of 
Appeal  in 
Thomcuv. 


Bo  wen,  L.  J. 


Moreover,  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  in  Thomas  v. 
Qtmrtermaine^  establishes  that  the  view  of  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  is  not  a 
correct  reading  of  the  Act.  "  An  enactment,"  says  Bowen,  L.J.,* 
quoting  the  first  section,  "  which  distinctly  declares  that  the  workman  is 
Ti^Z^^^iT  ^  ^^^^  *he  same  rights  as  if  he  were  not  a  workman,  caimot,  except 
r.^««  by  violent  distention  of  its  terms,  be  strained  into  an  enactment  that 

the  workman  is  to  have  the  same  rights  as  if  he  were  not  a  workman 
and  other  rights  in  addition.  It  cannot  in  the  case  of  a  defect  in  the 
employer's  works  be  distorted  into  the  meaning  that  a  new  standard  of 
duty  is  to  be  imposed  on  the  employer  as  regards  a  workman  which 
would  not  exist  as  regards  anybody  else.  If  the  language  of  the 
section  were  not  even  so  precise,  the  point  would  be  concluded,  one 
might  well  think,  by  the  observation  that  if  the  Act  had  intended  to 
prescribe  some  new  measure  of  duty  the  least  one  might  expect  would 
be  that  it  should  define  it."  Fry,  L.  J.,  adds  :  ^  "  If  the  workman  is  to 
have  the  same  rights  as  if  he  were  not  a  workman,  whose  rights  is  he  to 
have  ?  Who  are  we  to  suppose  him  to  be  ?  I  think  that  we  ought 
to  consider  him  to  be  a  member  of  the  public  entering  on  the  defendant's 
property  by  his  invitation.  Can  such  a  person  maintain  an  action  in 
respect  of  an  injury  arising  from  a  defect,  of  which  defect  and  of  the 
resulting  damage  he  was  as  well  informed  as  the  defendant  ?  I  think 
not.  To  such  a  person  it  appears  to  me  that  the  maxim  Volenti  non 
fit  injuria  appUes."  * 

The  common  law  doctrine  may  be  taken  from  the  statement  of 
Lord  Esher,  M.R. :  *  "  Before  the  Employers'  Liabihty  Act  there  was 
this  condition  in  the  contract  of  hiring,  that,  if  there  was  a  defect 
in  the  premises  or  machinery  which  was  open  and  palpable,  whether  the 
servant  actually  knew  it  or  not,  he  accepted  the  employment  subject 
to  the  risk."  There  are,  doubtless,  expressions  by  other  judges,  and 
by  the  same  judge  in  other  cases,  superficially  at  variance  with  this, 
which  have  been  elsewhere  collected  and  considered,®  but  subject  to 
the  minuter  distinction  there  considered  in  full  the  outcome  of  the 
principle  is  as  thus  stated.  What,  then,  is  the  effect  worked  by  the 
Employers'  Liability  Act  on  the  principles  of  the  common  law  ? 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  central  conception  of  the  Employers' 
Liability  Act,  1880,  is  to  place  the  workman  in  the  same  position  with 
regard  to  the  employer,  in  certain  enumerated  circumstances,  as  would 
be  held  by  any  person  not  in  the  employment  suffering  injury. 

The  consideration  of  the  definition  of  a  workman  under  the  Act, 
will  for  the  present  be  deferred  ;  and  we  shall  now  proceed  to  consider 
the  way  in  which  the  common  law  is  affected  by  the  Act. 


Scope  of  the 
Act, 


I.  Workman 
to  recover 
where  the 
injury  is 
caused  by 
defect  in  the 
condition  of 
ways,  works, 
machinery,  or 
plant,  &c. 


I.  Defect  in  Condition. 

The  workman  is  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  "  if  the  workman 
had  not  been  a  workman  of,  nor  in  the  service  of,  the  employer,  nor 

1  18  Q.  B.  D.  685.  2  18  Q.  B.  D.  692.  3  L.c,  700.' 

4  The  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria  had  previously  arrived  at  the  same  concIuEian : 
Davidson  v.  Wright,  13  Vict.  L.  R.  351.  The  New  South  Wales  case  of  Simat  v.  SUva, 
8  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  415,  is  at  common  law,  and  holds  that,  where  a  jdaintifTs  know- 
ledge is  equal  to  the  defendant's,  the  rule  involved  in  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  applies 
There  the  plaintiflf  was  the  engineer  of  a  steam-tug.  See,  too,  the  Scotch  cases, 
M'Avoy  V.  Young's  Paraffin  Co.,  9  Rettie,  100  ;  Morrison  v.  Baird^  10  Rettie,  271 ; 
Robertson  v.  Russell,  12  Rettie,  634. 

6 .  Yarmouth  v.  France,  19  Q.  B.  D.  653.  «  AnU,  632-046, 
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engaged  in  his  work  "  ^ — in  other  words,  he  is  to  be  in  the  same  position 
as  if  he  were  a  licensee  * — where  the  injury  is  caused  by  reason  of  any 
defect  in  the  condition  of  the  ways,  worla,  machinery,  or  plant  con- 
nected with  or  used  in  the  business  of  the  employer,  where  the  defect 
arose  from  or  had  not  been  discovered  or  remedied  owing  to  : 

1.  The  neghgence  of  the  employer.^ 

2.  The  negUgence  of  some  person  in  the  service  of  the  employer, 
and  entrusted  by  him  with  the  duty  of  seeing  that  the  ways,  works, 
machinery,  or  plant,  were  in  proper  condition.* 

To  give  a  right  of  action  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  show  a  defect  Defect, 
in  some  of  the  specified  appliances.  In  Heske  v.  Samuelson,^  Lord 
Coleridge,  C.J.,  suggests,  as  a  test  of  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  the 
thing  complained  of,  the  question  whether  it  "  was  not  in  a  proper 
condition  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  applied."  This  was  adopted 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Cripps  v.  Jtidge,^  Thus,  where  a  crane  was 
used  to  tear  up  sleepers,  and  injury  resulted,  there  was  held  to  be 
defect  in  the  condition  of  the  machine.'' 

In  Walsh  v.  Whiteley^^  the  county  court  judge  had  left  it  to  the  jury  Walsh  v. 
to  say  whether  there  was  in  fact  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  machine  Whitdey. 
— ^a  carding  machine,  the  disc  of  the  wheel  of  which  was  not  solid 
throughout  (had  the  disc  been  solid  the  accident  would  not  have 
happened) — ^telling  them  that  to  be  defective  it  must  be  such  as  a 
reasonable,  carefid,  experienced  man,  reasonably  careful  of  the  safety 
of  his  workmen,  would  not  use.    The  jury  found  a  defect,  and  on 
appeal,  the  Divisional  Court  were  divided.  In  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Lord  View  of  Lord 
Esher,  M.R.'s,  view  was :  •  "  The  true  question  seems  to  me  to  be  Esher,  M.R. 
whether  the  machine  is  dangerous,  and  whether  a  careful  consideration 
would  show  it  to  be  dangerous  to  the  workmen  using  it.     I  am  pre- 
pared to  say  that  if  a  careful  consideration  would  show  a  master  that 
the  machine  was  dangerous  to  the  workman  using  it,  even  although  that 
machine  could  not  be  improved  upon,  it  is  negUgence  on  the  part  of  the 
master  to  use  for  his  profit  a  machine  which  is  dangerous  to  his  work- 
man, and,  if  he  does  use  it,  he  can  only  do  so  upon  the  terms  of  being 
liable  to  pay  compensation  to  the  workman,  if  he  is  thereby  injured.'* 

1  Sec.  1,  sub-sec.  1. 

2  ThonuM  V.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Bowen,  L.  J.,  693. 

3  In  Roberts  and  Wallace's  Employers' Liability  (3rd  ed.),  208,  it  is  po'nted  out 
that  the  Act  **  makes  no  pretence  to  deal  with  the  employer's  own  personal  liability," 
and  the  suggestion  is  made  that  probably  these  woids  were  inserted  to  enable  the 
workman  to  recover  more  than  £50  asainst  the  employer  in  a  county  court,  and  not 
drive  him  to  a  second  action  in  the  High  Court,  if  at  the  trial  the  fact  showed  a  common 
law  liability  merely.  Messrs.  Spens  and  Younger's  national  feeling  will  not  admit 
this  suggestion,  since  the  reason  for  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  Sheriff  Courts  of  Scot- 
land :  i^w  of  Employer  and  Employed,  183.  Their  alternative  suggestion  seems 
intrinsically  the  more  probable  one. 

4  Sec,  2,  sub-sec.  1.  See  Thomas  v.  The  Great  Wesiem  Colliery  Co.,  10  Times 
L.  R.  244. 

fi  12  Q.  B.  D.  30.  The  facts  in  Murray  v.  Merry,  17  Rettie,  816,  are  somewhat 
similar,  though  the  conclusion  is  different.  Corcoran  v.  East  Surrey  Iron  Works,  5 
Times  L.  R.  103,  where  a  trolley  "  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  it  was  admitted  that  there 
was  no  danger  if  the  stanchions  were  packed  as  usual."  Hamilton  Bridge  Co,  v. 
O'Connor,  24  Can.  S.  C.  R.  598 ;    Finlay  v.  Miscampbell,  20  Ont.  R.  29. 

«  13  Q.  B.  D.  583. 

7  Welsh  V.  Moir,  12  Rettie,  590.     Cp.  Bacon  v.  Dawes,  3  Times  L.  R.  557. 

8  21  Q.  B.  D.  371.  Smiih  v.  Harrison,  5  Times  L.  R.  406.  Cp.  Morgan  v.  Hutchings, 
6  Times  L.  R.  219,  and  the  comment  on  the  decision,  post,  694,  697.  In  Scotland 
the  pursuer  must  aver  specifically  in  what  respect  the  ways,  works,  &c.,  are  insufficient 
or  defective :  Waterson  v.  Murray,  21  Sc.  L.  R.  696.  Cp.  McCloherty  v.  The  Oale 
Manufacturing  Co.,  19  Ont.  App.  117 ;  Southern  Pacific  Co,  v.  Seley,  152  U.  S.  (46 
Davis)  145.  »  21  Q.  B.  D.  376. 
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The  majority  of  the  Court  (Lindley  and  Lopes,  L. JJ.)  held  that :  * 
"  There  must  be  a  defect  impljring  negligence  in  the  employer.  The 
negligence  of  the  employer  appears  to  be  a  necessary  element  without 
which  the  workman  is  not  to  be  entitled  to  any  compensation  or 
remedy.  It  must  be  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  machine,  having 
regard  to  the  use  to  which  it  is  to  be  apphed  or  to  the  mode  in  which 
it  is  to  be  used.  It  may  be  a  defect  either  in  the  original  construction 
of  the  machine,  or  a  defect  arising  from  its  not  being  kept  up  to  the 
mark,^  but  it  is  essential  that  there  should  be  evidence  of  negligence 
of  the  employer,  or  some  person  in  his  service  entrusted  with  the  duty 
of  seeing  that  the  machine  is  in  proper  condition." 

The  effect  of  adopting  the  principle  contended  for  by  Lord  Esher, 
M.R.,  would,  using  an  illustration  given  by  Lopes,  L.J.,^  involve  the 
consequence  that  giving  a  workman  "  an  ordinary  sharp  knife  "  with 
which  he  managed  to  cut  himself  would  import  liability.  Apart 
altogether  from  the  argument  by  reductio  ad  absurdum,  the  Act,  as  we 
have  seen,  requires  neghgence  either  of  the  employer  or  of  a  supervisor 
in  his  emplojment.*  In  the  opinion  of  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  the  use  of 
a  dangerous  machine  is  equivalent  to  neghgence,  and  the  question  of 
neghgence  is  for  the  jury.  This,  at  least,  is  not  the  common  law,  by 
which,  "  all  that  the  master  is  bound  to  do  is  to  provide  machinery  fit 
and  proper  for  the  work,  and  to  take  care  to  have  it  superintended  by 
himself  or  by  his  workmen  in  a  fit  and  proper  manner."  *  The  matter 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  is  not  whether  the  machinery  is 
dangerous,  and  therefore  defective,  but  whether  the  machinery,  even  if 
dangerous,  is  "  fit  and  proper  for  the  work,"  and  is  properly  super- 
intended. "  Defective  "  is  not  inclusive  of  "  dangerous  "  at  common  law. 
What  ground,  then,  exists  for  putting  a  different  meaning  on  the  term 
imder  the  Act  ?  for  nowhere  is  there  any  different  meaning  given 
to  it  by  the  Act,  and  nowhere  in  the  Act  is  the  word  used  in  a  sense 
inconsistent  with  its  accustomed  usage. 

In  McGiffin  v.  Palmer's  Shipbuilding  Co.^  the  question  arose  whether 
the  Act  drew  a  distinction  between  a  "  defect  "  merely  and  a  "  defect  in 
the  condition  "  of  the  ways,  &c.  A  workman  was  employed  in  the 
defendants'  ironworks,  to  take  puddled  iron,  while  at  a  white  heat, 
upon  a  two- wheeled  hand-car,  along  an  iron-plate  roadway  to  a  steam- 

1  L.  e.  378. 

3  As  an  instcmce  how  judicial  interpretation  differs  sometimes  from  the  legislative 
conception  of  a  measure,  the  following  quotation  from  the  Times  newspaper  report  ol 
the  discussion  in  the  House  of  Commons  Committee  on  the  Employers*  Inability  Bill, 
under  date  August  4,  1880,  may  be  noted :  "  Lord  R.  Churchill  asked  wheUier  a 
farmer  would  be  liable  if  his  servant  were  injured  while  riding  a  horse  which,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  owner,  was  afflicted  with  nervous  disease,  or  disease  in  the  foot.  The 
Solicitor-General  (Sir  F.  Herschell)  said  the  emplover  in  that  case  would  not  be  liable, 
as  the  disease  would  nol  have  arisen  from  his  neglect. 

3  21  Q.  B.  D.  379.  This  consequence  is  accepted  by  Wills  and  Wright,  JJ.,  HinJU 
V.  BirttoisUe,  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  192,  interpreting  the  words  "  all  dangerous  parta  of  the 
machinery  "  in  sec.  6,  sub-sec.  2,  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act,  1891  (54  &  55 
Vict.  c.  75).  4  Sec.  2,  sub-sec.  1. 

6  Per  Lord  Wensleydale,  Weems  v.  Mathieson,  4  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  227  ;  Ovingim 
V.  M' Vicar,  2  Macph.  1066;  Macfarlane  v.  Thompson,  12  Rettie,  232.  Anie,  613. 
In  Howson  v.  Barrett,  4  Times  L.  B.  449  (C.  A.),  the  Lord  Chancellor  propounded 
the  question  whether  machinery  which  had  been  safely  used  for  three  years  could  be 
called  defective.  The  point,  however,  was  not  decided,  the  case  turning  on  the  facts. 
though  an  absolute  obligation  to  have  the  best  machinery  was  negatived.  Absence  of 
an  accident  may  be  equally  consistent  with  fortunate  negligence  as  with  unfortunate 
diligence. 

6  10  Q.  B.  D.  6.  Cp.  Thom>as  v.  Quartermaine,  17  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Wills,  J.,  417; 
also  Pratt  v.  Inhabitants  of  Weymouth,  147  Mass.  246,  9  Am,  St.  E.  691. 
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hammer.  While  so  engaged  the  car  struck  against  a  piece  of  substance, 
used  for  lining  the  furnaces,  which  had  got  upon  the  roadway ;  some 
of  the  iron  fell  upon  the  workman,  who  was  killed.  The  Court  (Field 
and  Stephen,  JJ.)  held  that  there  was  not  "  a  defect  in  the  condition 
of  the  way."  "  A  defect,"  said  Stephen,  J.,^  "  in  the  machinery  would 
be  the  absence  of  some  part  of  the  machinery,  or  a  crack,  or  anything  of 
that  kind.  A  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  way,  or  works,  or  machinery, 
or  plant,  is  certainly  wider,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  very  much  wider. 
It  means,  I  should  be  inclined  to  say,  such  a  state  of  things  that  the 
power  and  quality  of  the  subject  to  which  the  word  '  condition '  is 
appUed  are  for  the  time  being  altered  in  such  a  manner  as  to  interfere 
with  their  use.  For  instance,  if  the  way  is  made  to  be  muddy  by 
water,  or  if  it  is  made  sUppery  by  ice,  in  either  of  these  cases  I  should 
say  that  the  way  itself  is  not  defective,  but  the  condition  of  the  way, 
by  reason  of  the  water  which  is  incorporated  with  it,  or  from  its  being 
in  a  freezing  state,  is  affected."  Or,  as  Field,  J.,  said  with  regard  to 
the  same  illustration  :  ^  "  That  would  be  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  the 
way,  because  tte  way  is  the  thing  which  people  walk  upon,  and  the 
thing  itself  is  actually  altered." 

The  Scotch  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Coats  Iron  and  Steel  Co,,^  in  which  MiuheU  v. 
McGifjirCs  case  was  [cited,  seems  to  lean  to  a  different  view  ;  for  the  ^!^^^q 
employer  was  held  liable  for  an  injury  arising  through  a  bar  of  iron 
projecting  over  the  way  where  the  injured  man  was.     The  Lord 
Justice-Clerk  (Moncreiff),  however,  said :    "  We  have  had  difficulty 
and  some  difference  of  opinion  in  arriving  at  a  decision  in  the  present 
case.    But  on  the  whole  matter  we  are  not  inclined  to  disturb  the 
judgment  of  the  sheriff."    So  that  in  any  view  the  decision  is  not  of 
high  authority.     The  subsequent  case  of  M' Qwode  v.  Dixon  *  leaves  the  M'Quade  v. 
point  open,  for  there  the  decision  is  that  when  an  obstruction  is  taken  J>ixon. 
off  and  put  by  the  side  of  a  way,  and  there  causes  injury,  the  employer 
is  not  liable.^    The  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  that,  in  the 
case  where  liability  was  held  to  exist,  the  obstruction  was  on  the  way  ; 
in  the  other  case  only  by  the  side  of  it.* 

In  England,  McGiffrn's  case  was  followed  in  Pegram  v.  Dixon,''  Pegram  v. 
and  it  must  be  taken  that  the  defect  in  the  condition  of  any  of  the  ^»^w- 
specified  particulars  must  be  of  a  permanent  or  ^tio^-permanent 
nature. 

This  is  pointed  out  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  WiUetts  v.  Watt,^  WiUettsY, 


1  10  Q.  B.  D.  9.  a  L.c.  8.  3  23  Sc.  L.  R.  108. 

*  24  Sc.  L.  R.  727.  6  L.c,  see  per  Lord  Young,  728. 

«  In  the  English  case  of  Wood  v.  DorraU,  2  Times  L.  R.  650,  the  injury  was  caused 
by  the  absence  of  a  rail  to  a  staircase,  which  left  an  opening  through  which  the  plaintiff 
fell ;  this  was  held  to  be  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  way ;  and  rightly,  since  the 
sides  are  as  much  part  of  the  way  as  the  ground.  Spens  and  Younger,  Law  of  Employer 
and  Employed,  200,  are  of  opinion  that  the  decision  in  Mitchell  v.  Coats  Iron  and  Steel 
Co.,  23  Sc.  L,  R.  108,  "  must  be  held  in  Scotland  to  overrule  the  judgment  given  in  the 
case  of  M'Giffen." 

7  55  L.  J.  Q,  B.  447,  the  case  of  a  boy  throwing  a  board  down  an  opening  through 
which  workmen  ascended  to  the  upper  portion  of  a  building,  the  opening  having  been 
previously  used  for  the  purpose.  See  Conway  v.  CUmence,  2  Times  L,  K.  80  ;  Ayres 
V.  BuU,  5  Times  L.  R.  202. 

8  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  92.  Cp.  Moore  v.  Boss,  17  Rettie,  796,  where  Lord  M'Laren,  799, 
speaking  of  "  known  danger,"  says  :  "  One  class  of  cases  of  this  sort  is  where  the  master 
by  the  adoption  of  some  known  and  suitable  appliance  may  diminish  the  danger  to 
his  servants,  and  does  not  adopt  it ;  in  such  cases,  the  rule  of  the  statute  as  to  injuries 
resulting  from  defects  in  the  ways,  works,  or  plant,  will  probably  apply.  But  the 
other  class  of  cases  is  where  the  dtinger  is  one  against  which  it  is  perfectly  in  the  power 
of  the  servant  to  guard  himself,  simply  by  keeping  his  eyes  open.     That  is  the  typical 


WaU.^ 


HiUehins. 


694  NEGLIGENCE  IN  LAW.  [book  iv. 

A  way  was  constructed  to  serve  a  twofold  purpose.  Its  usual  function 
was  to  serve  for  purposes  of  passage  ;  when,  however,  a  lid  was  removed 
in  the  surface  there  was  a  well  or  catch-pit  disclosed.  The  con- 
struction was  proper  for  both  purposes.  It  was  accordingly  held  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal  that  an  accident  arising  from  a  workman  falling 
down  the  well  did  not  arise  from  "  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  way," 
but  rather  from  a  negligent  user  of  it.  "  It  appears  to  me,"  said  Fry, 
L.  J.,^  "  that  the  language  of  sub-sec.  1  points  to  a  defect  of  a  chronic 
character  and  not  to  a  defect  arising  from  negligent  user,  and  that  view 
is  supported  by  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  this  Court  in  Walsh 
V.  Whiteleyy^  where  a  defect  of  condition  is  contrasted  with  negligent 
user."  In  the  particular  case  of  WiUetts  v.  Watt^  the  plaintifE  was 
unable  to  avail  himself  of  this  alternative  stating  of  his  cause  of  action, 
since  the  particulars  were  limited  to  sec.  1,  sub-sec.  1. 
Morgan  v.  Under  sec.  1 ,  sub-sec.  1,  it  was  held,  in  Morgan  v.  Hutckins*  that  the 

fact  that  a  machine  is  dangerous,  that  is  "  defective  with  regard  to  the 
safety  of  the  workman  "  who  uses  it,  is  a  "  defect  in  the  condition  of  the 
machinery  "  which  entitles  the  workman  to  recover  damages  against 
his  employer  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  machine  even  though  it  is 
efiective  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  used.  The  Court  which  decided 
this  protested  that  they  were  not  going  to  act  against  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Walsh  v.  Whitel^  ;  yet  it  is  diflScult  to  reconcile 
their  decision  with  the  decision  of  the  majority  in  that  case,  where 
it  is  said :  ^  ''It  is  said  there  is  evidence  of  the  machine  being  dangerous. 
So  are  most  machines,  so  is  even  an  ordinarily  sharp  knife,  unless  used 
with  care,  but  that  does  not  make  it  defective  in  its  condition,  nor 
does  it  imply  negligence  in  the  employer,  if  an  accident  happens, 
who  furnishes  it  to  his  workman  for  him  to  use  with  reasonable  care." 
The  phrase  of  Fry,  L.J. — "defect  of  a  chronic  character  "—in 
WiUetts  V.  Watt  ®  was  the  subject  of  criticism  in  Tate  v.  Latham.''  A 
movable  guide  necessary  to  protect  a  circular  saw  had  been  removed 
by  a  workman  for  convenience  in  working  "  and  had  been  left  o£E  for 
some  considerable  time."  A  fellow  workman  was  injured  in  con- 
sequence. An  argument  was  addressed  to  the  Court  founded  on  Fry, 
L. J.'s,  expression  that  the  defect  must  be  of  a  "  chronic  character," 
that  the  temporary  removal  of  a  saw-guard  to  faciUtate  working  was 
not  within  the  Act.  Reference  to  Fry,  L.J.'s,  judgment  will  show 
that  such  a  meaning  cannot  fairly  be  attributed  to  his  words.  The 
lid  there  was  properly  removed  to  perform  one  of  the  dual  purposes 
for  which  it  was  constructed.  The  accident  occurred  through  the 
workman  neghgently  using  it  for  the  other.  In  the  present  case  the 
saw  was  being  used  for  its  proper  purpose,  but  without  fitting  an 
adjunct  necessary  for  its  safe  use.* 

case  in  which  the  law  says  the  servant  must  take  the  consequences  of  his  own  neglect  ** : 
Forsyth  v.  Bamage,  18  Kettie,  21 ;  Thomson  v.  SeoU,  25  Rettie,  54  ;   Meicalf  v.  Oreat 
Boulder  Proprietary  Gold  Mines,  (1906)  3  C.  L.  R.  (Australia),  543.     See  ante,  62a 
1  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  100.  a  21  Q.  B.  D.  371. 

3  (1892)2Q.  B.  92. 

4  38  W.  R.  412.  As  to  defect  in  the  condition  of  a  deck,  see  per  Lord  Lee.  Gnnfv. 
Thomson,  17  Rettie,  200.  6  21  Q.  B.  D.  379. 

e  (1892)  2  Q,  B.  100.  7  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  602. 

8  HamtUon  v.  Oroeshech,  19  Ont.  R.  76,  conflicts  with  this.  The  want  of  a  goAid 
was  held  not  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  a  saw,  "  when  such  guard  was  no  part  of  the 
saw,  nor  of  the  machinery  connected  therewith,  nor  at  all  necessary  for  any  proper  or 
reasonable  fitness  of  the  saw  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  used.'*  This  point  was 
not  raised  on  the  Appeil,  18  Ont.  A.  R.  437. 
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The  defect  must  further  be  in  the  condition  of  ways,  &c.,  "con-  Defect  con- 
nected  with  or  used  in  the  business  of  the  employer."    This  is  pointed  ^®***^?^  .^ 
out  in  Howe  v.  'Fincli^  where  it  was  sought  to  recover  for  injury  caused  busines8  of 
by  the  fall  of  a  wall  forming  part  of  the  defendant's  works,  and  which  the  employer, 
wall  at  the  time  of  the  accident  had  not  been  completed,  and  had  ^ptrc  v. 
never  been  used,  though  it  was  intended  to  be  used  for  the  business.  ^*'*^^- 
The  Divisional  Court  held  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover.     "  Ways,"  "  Ways." 
says  Smith,  J.,^  "  means  the  ways  used  in  the  business,  not  partly 
made  ways  not  used.     If  that  is  to  be  so  as  to  '  ways,'  it  is  so  as  to 
'  works,'  I  do  not  agree  that  if  a  whole  structure  fell  or  caused  damage  "  Works." 
to  a  workman  he  would  not  have  a  right  of  action,  for  I  think  that  he 
would.    But  here  it  was  partly  finished.     I  think  '  ways,  works,  &c.,' 
mean  the  existing  and  completed  works."  ® 

This  decision  must  extend  to  the  case  of  "  machinery,"  &c.,  brought  Effect  of  the 
into  a  place  for  the  purpose  of  being  used,  though  not  fixed  for  use.  <l«ii8»on- 
Neither  is  the  employer  liable  where  he  has  put  out  the  work  to  be 
done  by  a  competent  contractor  and  is  not  guilty  of  negligence  ;  and 
where  danger  is  not  apparent ;  *  nor  where  the  very  nature  of  the  work 
manifestly  involves  considerable  risk,  as  in  securing  a  tottering  wall, 
and  the  accident  happens  in  the  circumstances  connoting  the  risk.^ 

Where  a  heavy  machine  had  to  be  moved  over  an  uneven  depression  Bowie  v. 
which  was  filled  in  with  slips  of  wood  covered  by  a  thin  covering  of  ^f^nkin. 
iron,  and  in  moving,  the  slips  of  wood  gave  way,  and  an  accident 
resulted,  the  Second  Division  of  the  Scotch  Court  of  Session  held  that 
there  was  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  a  way.*    In  a  somewhat  similar  Bromley  v. 
case,  where  the  plaintiff  came  out  of  a  mill-yard  where  she  was  engaged,  g^^^co 
and  was  obUged  to  pass  over  a  hole  in  the  ground  where  a  weighing- 
machine  was  being  set  up,  and  over  which  certain  planks  were  placed, 
one  of  which,  being  loose,  tipped  up  as  she  stepped  on  it,  and  caused 
her  injury,  the  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  "  the  place  was  a  '  way ' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  sub-section,  and  the  way  was  defective,  and 
defective  owing  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  and  the  defendants 
were  Uable."  ' 

In  WiUetts  v.  WaU,^  the  Divisional  Court  (Hawkins  and  Wills,  JJ.),  WUleits  w 
put  a  somewhat  forced  construction  on  the  language  of  Field,  J.,  in  W^«^'- 
McGiffm  V.  Palmer's  Shipbuilding  Co.,^  and  held  that  to  constitute  a 
"  way  "  there  must  be  a  "  defined  way,"  and  one  "  habitually  used  " 
as  such.     The   Court  of  Appeal  disagreed  with  this  construction. 

1  17  Q.  B.  D.  187.  Bae  v.  Milne  cfc  Sons,  24  Rottie,  165.  In  Brannigan  v.  Bobinson, 
(1892)  1  Q.  B.,  344,  the  injured  man  was  not  engaged  upon  pulling  down  a  wall,  but 
was  injured  by  an  unsafe  wall  while  he  was  otherwise  employed  than  attending  to  it, 
and  so  the  case  is  within  Smith  v.  Baker,  (1891)  A.  C.  325.  The  work  was  done  in  an 
unsafe  way,  and  was  not  in  its  nature  unsafe.  In  Lynch  v.  AUyn,  160  Mass.  248,  the 
Court  considered  these  cases  to  conflict.  In  Davidson  v.  Stvart,  34  Can.  S.  C.  R.  215, 
the  work  itself  was  dangerous.  Cp.  Nordheimer  v.  Alexander,  19  Can.  S.  C.  R.  248. 
Ante,  626. 

2  17  Q.  B.  D.  190. 

3  See  Contoay  v.  Clemence,  2  Times  L.  R.  80. 

4  Cp.  Kiddle  v.  Lovett,  16  Q.  B.  D.  606  ;  KeUletvell  v.  Paterson,  24  Sc.  L.  R.  95. 

5  See  per  Day,  J.,  in  Griffiths  v.  London  and  St.  Katharine  Docks  Co.,  12  Q.  B.  D. 
493  ;  Ogden  v.  Bummens,  3  F.  &  F.  751.  Also  the  Scotch  cases,  Fraser  v.  Hood, 
15  Rettie,  178,  where  a  stableman,  who  undertook  the  care  of  a  horse  that  he  know  to 
be  vicious,  was  disentitled  to  recover  for  injuries  received  from  it.  As  to  this  queer e 
and  see  ante,  626 ;  and  MvUigan  v.  M* Alpine,  15  Rettie,  789,  a  defective  system  of  blast- 
ing ;  also  EUioU  v.  Tempest,  5  Times  L.  R.  154  ;  Moore  v.  Oimson,  6  Times  L,  R.  177. 

«  Bowie  v.  Bankin,  13  Rettie,  981. 

7  Bromley  v.  Cavendish  Spinning  Co.,  2  Times  L  R.  881  (C.  A.). 

«  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  92.  »  10  Q.  B.  D.  8. 
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"  The  second  of  these  arguments,"  says  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,^  referringtothe 
requirement  of  an  habitual  use,  '^  is  not  tenable,  for  if  it  were  the  Act 
would  not  apply  to  the  first  user  of  a  way,  however  defined  it  might 
be,  but  would  only  apply  after  considerable  user  of  it.  I  cannot 
therefore  regard  habitual  user  as  necessary.  Nor  do  I  think  that  it 
is  necessary  the  way  should  be  marked  out  and  defined.  If  a  way 
passes  where  the  user  would  make  no  mark  and  where  there  are  no 
defined  boundaries,  is  it  to  be  said  that  is  not  a  way  within  the  Act  ? 
Difficulties  in  so  holding  have  been  pointed  out  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  and  I  cannot  come  to  that  conclusion.  The  definition 
which  strikes  me  as  sufficient  for  the  determination  of  this  case  is — 
the  course  which  a  workman  would  in  ordinary  circumstances  take  in 
order  to  go  from  one  part  of  a  shop,  where  a  part  of  the  business  is 
done,  to  another  part  where  business  is  done,  when  the  business  of  the 
employer  requires  him  to  do  so,  must  be  regarded  as  a  '  way '  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute." 

A  temporary  staging  erected  by  the  side  of  a  woodpile  to  enable  the 
workmen  to  place  wood  thereon  and  pile  it  higher  and  so  movable  from 
time  to  time  has  been  held  a  "  way  "  ;  ^  so  has  a  temporary  derrick 
at  a  stone-yard  erected  to  move  stones  from  cars  to  where  stonecutters 
could  use  them ;  ^  and  a  plank  put  down  to  serve  as  the  fulcrum  of  a 
lever  where  it  is  placed  in  such  a  position  that  servants  have  to  pass 
over  it  in  the  course  of  their  duties ;  *  and  a  manhole  on  the  side  of  a 
railway  in  a  mine  so  obstructed  with  rubbish  that  it  cannot  be  resorted 
to  on  the  approach  of  cars.*    But  a  mere  pile  of  boards  is  not.® 

Lord  Watson  in  Smith  v.  Baker  '  refers  to  the  dangerous  arrangement 
of  machinery  and  tackle  in  that  case  as  constituting  a  defect  in  the 
condition  of  the  "  works,"  and  the  phrase  may  be  taken  as  covering 
the  method  of  and  the  appliances  for  working.  It  has  also  been  decided 
that  an  arrangement  of  machinery  not  in  itself  defective,  but  placed  in 
the  hands  of  unskilled  labourers,  must  be  regarded  in  connection  with 
any  obvious  danger  hkely  to  arise  from  their  use  of  it ;  and  in  the 
absence,  in  the  condition  of  the  machinery  taken  as  a  whole,  of  any 
sufficient  safeguard  against  probable  and  obvious  danger  there  is  a 
defect.^ 

The  cases  on  defects  in  the  condition  of  machinery  have  already 
incidentally  been  treated. 

A  machine  has  been  defined  to  include  "  every  mechanical  device 
or  combination  of  mechanical  powers  and  devices  to  perform  some 
function  and  produce  a  certain  effect  or  result."  •  It  is  defective  in  its 
condition  if  it  is  not  in  a  proper  condition  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  is  applied.^®  This  is  well  illustrated  in  the  Scotch  case  of  Johnson 
V.  Mitdiell,^^  which  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 

1  (1892)2Q.  B.  97. 

2  Prendible  v.  Connecticut  River  Manufacturing  Co..,  160  Mass.  131. 

3  McMahon  v.  McHale,  174  Mass.  320.  *  CaldweU  v.  MUU,  24  Ont.  R.  462. 
6  Ferris  v.  Coivdenbeaih  Coal  Co.,  24  Rettie,  616. 

6  Campbell  v.  Dearborn,  175  Mass.  183. 

7  ( 1891 )  A.  C.  354.  8  Stanton  v.  ScruUon,  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  405. 
ft  Cornijvg  v.  Burden,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  267. 

10  Paley  v.  Oarnett,  16  Q.  B.  D.  62.  Cp.  Walsh  v.  WhiteUy,  21  Q,  B.  D.  371  : 
Baxter  v.  Wyman,  4  Times  L.  R.  265.  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  a  marhiDe 
was  the  one  in  general  use,  it  was  held  that  its  particular  construction  was  not  a  defect : 
Claxton  V.  Motdem,  4  Times  L.  R.  766  ;  Bace  v.  Harrison,  9  Times  L.  R  667,  10  Times 
L.  R.  92  (C.  A.) ;  GiU  v.  Thornycroft,  10  Times  L.  R.  316.  Ante,  614. 
11  22  So.  L.  R.  698. 
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sustained  by  crushing  a  hand  while  shutting  a  sUding  door  on  the 
occasion  of  an  alarm  of  fire.  It  was  proved  that  the  door  was  con- 
structed for  the  purpose  of  preventing  fire  communication  from  one 
room  to  another,  and  that,  when  hastily  closed,  it  would  run  on  till 
brought  up  by  the  handle.  The  Court  held  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  recover,  on  the  ground  that  the  door,  if  shut  quietly  and  deliberately, 
could  hurt  no  one,  and  if  plaintiff  had  looked  to  see  how  the  door  shut 
there  would  have  been  no  chance  of  danger ;  yet,  as  the  door  was 
intended  to  be  used  on  the  occasion  of  a  sudden  fire,  when  people  act 
very  hurriedly,  its  construction  was  not  suitable  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  to  be  appUed. 

In  Bcuxm  v.  Dawes  ^  a  difference  was  relied  on  between  a  defect  in  Distinction 
the  condition  of  a  machine  and  a  defective  result  in  working  caused  ^^'^^P^ ., 
by  the  negUgence  of  the  man  in  charge  of  it.    This  may  well  be.    In  condition  o^a 
the  case  in  question,  however,  the  evidence  pointed  to  a  defect  in  the  machine  and 
machine  itself,' which  was  held  to  be  within  the  Act.    The  jury  found  defective 
that  the  injury  was  caused  by  defective  pressure  in  the  machine,  and  working. 
their  finding  was  held  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  a  Canadian  case  *  want  of  a  guard  to  a  saw  was  held  not  a  defect  Defect  in  the 
in  the  condition  of  a  saw,  "  when  such  guard  was  no  part  of  the  saw,  ^i^^^***^'^  ^^ 
nor  of  the  machinery  connected  therewith,  nor  at  all  necessary  for 
any  proper  or  reasonable  fitness  of  the  saw  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  used."  But  Lords  Coleridge  and  Esher,  sitting  as  a  Divisional 
Court,  are  reported  to  have  said,  in  Morgan  v.  HtUchings,^  a  case  which  Morgan  v. 
has  already  been  noticed,  that  all  the  judges  in  WaUh  v.  Whiteley  ^^^^*^^ 
agreed  in  holding  "  that  danger  is  a  defect "  *  within  the  Employers' 
LiabiUty  Act ;  and  to  have  held  that  a  liability  arose  where  a  machine 
was  not  defective  with  reference  to  its  purpose  if  it  was  so  with  re- 
ference to  the  danger  arising  from  its  use.  The  scope  of  this  decision 
must  not,  however,  be  extended  beyond  "  dangerous  machinery  used 
by  children  or  young  persons,"  *  despite  expressions  in  the  report  in 
the  Weekly  Reporter  which  are  apparently  of  a  most  general  appUcation. 
One  of  the  material  facts  in  it  is  that  "  the  inspector  of  factories  had 
warned  defendant  against  employing  young  persons  "  on  the  par- 
ticular machinery  there  called  in  question.  The  probability,  therefore, 
is  that  the  decision  turned  on  these  special  facts,  and  that  the  principle 
in  Waish  v.  Whiteley^  is  in  no  way  involved  in  the  decision;  though 
the  report  in  the  Weekly  Reporter  makes  the  learned  judges  assert  the 
decision  in  Walsh  v.  WhUeley  to  be  the  distinct  contradictory  of  the 
reported  judgment,  which  is  that  evidence  of  a  machine  being  dangerous 
"does  not  make  it  defective  in  its  condition,  nor  does  it  imply 
negligence  in  the  employer  if  an  accident  happens."  ' 

To  decide  what  is  "  plant "  within  the  Act  is  a  matter  of  more  Plant 
difficulty.    Lindley,  L.J.,  in   Yamuyulh  v.  France^  says:    "In  its 

1  3  Times  L.  R.  557. 

a  HamUUm  v.  Oroesbeck,  19  Ont.  R.  76,  affd.  18  Ont.  A.  R.  437,  for  the  reason  that 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  not  the  unguarded  condition  of  the  saw  by 
which  the  plaintiff  was  hurt,  but  the  fact  that  he  tripped  over  a  pile  of  staves. 

3  38  W.  R.  412,  6  Times  L.  R.  219. 

4  L.C.,  per  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  413  :  "  If  the  machine  is  dangerous  to  the  man 
without  whose  assistance  it  cannot  be  worked,  and  that  without  any  fault  of  his  own, 
that  is  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  th&  machinery.  That  was  the  opinion  of  all  the 
judges  in  WaUh  v.  Whiteley,'*  per  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  413.  Mcintosh  v.  Stewart, 
19  N.  Z.  L.  R.  162, 156.  6  6  Times  L.  R.  219. 

6  21  Q.  B.  D.  371.  7  21  Q.  B.  D.  379.     Ante,  691. 

8  19  Q.  B.  D.  658. 
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ordinary  sense,  it  includes  whatever  apparatus  is  used  by  a  business 
man  for  carrying  on  his  business — not  his  stock-in-trade  which  he  buys 
or  makes  for  sale  ;  but  all  goods  and  chattels,  fixed  or  movable,  live 
or  dead,  which  he  keeps  for  permanent  emplojrment  in  his  business."  ^ 
The  question  arose  in  that  case  whether  a  horse  was  plant  within  the 
sub-section.  On  this  the  Lord  Justice  observes  :  "  The  word  '  defect ' 
and  the  words  '  way  and  machinery  '  which  occur  in  the  section,  throw 
some  doubt  on  whether  plant  can  include  horses  ;  but  I  do  not  think 
the  doubt  sufficient  to  require  the  Court  to  hold  that  plant  cannot 
include  horses,  or  to  hold  that  plant  must  be  confined  to  inanimate 
chattels.  The  defendant  in  this  case  has  a  number  of  horses  for  use  in 
his  business ;  they  were  part  of  his  plant,  not  only  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  word,  but  also,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
word  is  used  in  sec.  1,  sub.-sec.  1,  of  the  Employers'  Liability  Act." 
The  horse,  being  vicious,  was  held  to  be  defective  plant,  as  whatever 
renders  plant  unfit  for  the  use  for  which  it  is  intended,  when  used 
in  a  reasonable  way,  and  with  reasonable  care,  is  a  "defect"  in 
the  condition  within  the  Act.  Lord  Esher,  M.S.,  was  of  the  same 
opinion.^ 

In  the  Scotch  case  of  Haston  v.  Edinburgh  Street  Tramway  Co?  the 
sheriff  held  that  the  word  "  plant "  includes  animals  used  for  the  purpose 
of  a  business.  When  the  case  came  before  the  Court  there  appears 
to  have  been  no  argument  on  the  point,  and  Lord  Young  took  it  as 
indisputable  that  horses  are  plant  within  the  Act ;  so  that  permitting 
a  horse  unfit  to  be  used  to  continue  at  work  is  conduct  that  makes  an 
employer  liable  for  a  defect  in  the  condition  of  his  plant.*  In  the 
Victorian  case  of  M(mahan  v.  Moore^  "a  rope,  horse  and  bucket 
connected  together  and  used  to  lower  cement  down  a  sewage  shaft " 
were  held  "  plant "  and  an  insecure  fastening  of  them  a  "  defect." 

Lastly,  the  injury  must  be  "  caused "  by  the  defect ;  for  it  is 
not  enough  that  a  defect  exists  in  some  particular,  and  that  injury 
from  the  works,  ways,  &c.,  occurs  subsequently  to  the  existence  of  the 
defect.  The  relation  of  cause  and  effect  in  natural  and  ordinary 
sequence  is  necessary  before  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  master  can  be 
established.* 

The  workman  cannot  recover  if  the  occurrence  causing  the  injury 
is  pure  accident ;  '^  nor  if  any  appliance  fails  under  some  unexpectedly 
severe  strain ;  ®  nor  if  the  negligence  is  the  work  of  a  fellow  servant 
not  in  the  exercise  of  superintendence.  The  fact  that  a  defect  existed 
in  machinery,  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  told  off  to  remedy,  has  been 
held  not  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  received  by  him  though  a 

,  1  See  Blake  v.  Shaw,  Johns.     (Page  Wood,  V.C),  732. 

2  Per  Lord  Esher,  M.R. :  The  defendant  "  must  use  horses  and  carts  or  waggons. 
They  are  all  necessary  for  the  carrying  on  of  the  business.  It  cannot  be  cod  tended 
that  the  carts  and  waggons  are  not '  plant.'  Can  it  be  said  that  the  horses,  without 
which  the  carts  and  waggons  would  be  useless,  are  not  ?  *'  This  method  of  reascminff 
may  be  yet  further  extended ;  6.(7.,  can  it  be  said  that  driTers,  without  which  horses  and 
carts  and  waggons  would  be  worse  than  useless — positively  injurious — are  not  ? 

3  14  Rettie,  621.     Cp.  Fras&r  v.  Eoody  16  Rettie,  178. 

4  The  subject  was  much  discussed  during  the  passage  of  the  Bill  through  the  House 
of  Commons,  and  an  amendment  was  unsuccessfuuy  proposed  on  the  Report  to  exclude 
horses  from  the  definition  of  plant. 

6  23  v.  L.  R.  230.  6  Martin  v.  Connah's  Quay  Alkali  Co.,  33  W.  R,  216. 

7  Harris  v.  Tinn,  5  Times  L.  R.  221 ;  M'Manua  v.  Hay,  9  Rettie,  425 ;  Welch  v. 
Grace,  167  Mass.  690. 

8  McLean  v.  Cde,  1 75  Mass.  6.  A  scaffold  swung  so  violently  as  to  swing  a  workman 
out,  through  a  gutter  wrenched  from  a  building  coming  off  unexpectedly  easily. 


CHAP.  VI.]    THE  EMPLOYERS'  LIABILITY  ACT,  1880.  699 

fellow  servant  negligently  setting  machinery  in  motion  while  plaintiff 
was  about  the  work.^ 

Perry  v.  Brass  ^  has  been  cited  for  the  proposition  that  the  workman  Perry  v. 
cannot  recover  in  respect  of  defective  plant  unless  the  plant  belongs  to  ^^^^  ^^, 
the  employer.  The  case  does  not  go  so  far  as  this,  but  even  to  the  pUnt."^^'^ 
length  that  it  does,  it  is  scarcely  (as  reported)  in  accord  with  good  sense. 
Defendants  were  employed  by  Government  to  do  repairs  to  Govern- 
ment buildings.  Plaintiff  was  in  their  employ  under  a  foreman,  to 
whom  he  appUed  for  a  ladder  and  was  referred  by  his  foreman  to  the 
Government  foreman  of  the  works.  He  told  plaintiff  he  might  have 
one  which  he  indicated,  and  which  plaintiff  fetched.  It  was  defective, 
broke  as  soon  as  used,  and  caused  injury  to  plaintiff.  The  Divisional 
Court  held  that "  the  ladder  was  not  the  defendants'  so  that  the  accident 
did  not  arise  from  any  defect  in  plant  of  theirs,"  and  as  to  "  their  duty 
to  see  that  it  was  safe  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence."  The 
question  of  the  title  to  the  plant  actually  used  with  the  sanction  of  the 
employer  would  appear  irrelevant.  When  the  foreman  authorises 
the  workman  to  apply  in  a  certain  quarter  for  the  plant  necessary  for 
the  work,  and  which  the  employer  is  bound  to  supply,  and  the  plant 
supplied  breaks  in  using  in  a  way  it  ought  not  if  the  employer  had 
done  his  duty,  a  case  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  appears  to  present  itself.'  The 
principle  at  the  bottom  of  Jones  v.  Burford  *  is  very  different.  A  ladder  Jones  v. 
was  borrowed  and  used  without  the  knowledge  or  authority  of  the^^^f^'^- 
employer  or  his  foreman,  and  proved  defective  and  caused  injury.  The 
ownership  of  the  defective  instrument  is  in  itself  immaterial.  The 
user  in  the  business  with  the  sanction  of  the  employer  is  what  is  to  be 
looked  at.  This  seems  to  be  the  correct  principle  to  refer  to.  Carter  v. 
Clarke,^  which  holds  that  a  ship  belonging  to  a  shipping  company  and 
carrying  coals  for  coal  merchants  is  the  coal  merchants'  plant,  appears 
to  impose  a  non-natural  strain  on  the  word  "  plant,"' which  but  sUghtly 
extended  would  seem  to  cover  the  vehicle  of  the  carrier  where  goods 
are  delivered  at  the  risk  of  the  consignor. 

Holmes,  J.,*  in  discussing  what  is  a  "defect  in  the  condition,"  &c..  Defect  must 
says  that  the  words  imply  that  "  the  defect  must  be  one  which  the  be  one  that 
employer  has  a  right  to  remedy  if  he  discovers  it,  and  of  a  kind  which  i^^  I^FghF^ 
it  is  possible  to  charge  a  servant  with  the  duty  of  setting  right ; "  that  is,  to  remedy, 
the  master  is  not  to  be  put  to  inquire  as  to  things  not  under  his  own 
control."^    Thus  the  defective  condition  of  a  way  used  in  connection 
with  the  employer's  business,  but  not  under  his  control — an  unfenced 
road  at  the  top  of  a  steep  hill  leading  to  the  employer's  premises — carries 
with  it  no  habihty.®    In  this  case  Boyd,  C,  held  that  the  meaning  of 
the  words  of  the  Act  he  was  construing — defect  in  the  condition  of  a  way 
used  in  the  business — "  means  som^  defect  on  his  premises,  or  on  a 

t  Machay  v.  Watson,  24  Rettie,  383 ;    Mulligan  v.  M' Alpine,  15  Bettie,  789. 
3  5  Times  L.  R.  253. 

3  Webb  V.  Rennie,  4  F.  &  F.  608.  Mamey  v.  Scott,  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  986 ;  as  to  the 
authority  of  this  case  on  the  duty  of  examination,  ante,  60. 

4  1  Times  L.  R.  137. 

6  78  L.  T.  76.  Cp.  Simpson  v.  Paton,  23  Rettie,  590 ;  M'Lat^Uan  v.  Steamship 
"  Peveril "  Co.,  23  Rettie,  753.  It  is  also  inconsistent  with  AUmarch  v.  Walker, 
78  Law  Times  newspaper,  391,  that  says  broadly  that  a  defect  in  a  cart  hired  tem- 
porarily to  carry  a  load  is  not  a  defect  in  plant,  but  which  is  wrong  if  the  principle  in 
the  text  holds  good. 

«  Engel  v.  New  York,  Providence  <fe  Boston  By.  Co.,  160  Mass.  260,  261. 

7  Hughes  v.  Maiden,  <C?c  Oas  Light  Co.,  168  Mass.  395. 

8  Stride  v.  Diamond  Glass  Co.,  26  Ont.  R.  270. 
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place  over  which  he  had  control,  that  could  be  made  right  by  the 
employer  " — adopting  in  substance  Holmes,  J.'s,  construction.^ 

Thompson  v.  City  Glass  Bottle  Co.,^  is  a  decision  where  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  however  legally  authoritative,  seem  to  lack 
logical  cogency.  A  machine  broke  down,  an  order  was  given  that  it 
should  "  not  be  used  again,"  and  a  "  new  machine  had  been  ordered." 
The  day  following  the  breakdown — ^a  Sunday — ^the  workmen  were 
removing  the  machine  to  make  ready  apparently  for  the  work  next 
day,  when  the  broken  part  fell  on  the  plaintifi's  toe  and  injured  him. 
The  county  court  judge  found  that  the  machine  "  had  finally  ceased 
to  be  used  in  the  defendants'  business,"  yet  that  it  still  remained 
**  plant."  The  Divisional  Court  held  that  the  words  "  plant  connected 
with  or  used  in  the  business  of  the  employer  "  had  no  "  reference  to 
things  which  have  ceased  to  be  so  connected  or  used."  The  Court  of 
Appeal  reversed  this;*  Collins,  M.R.,  saying  :  "In  the  first  place  he 
[the  county  court  jiidge]  decided  that  the  machine  was,  though  in  a 
defective  condition,  plant  connected  with  or  used  in  the  employer's 
business."*  "On  the  question  whether  there  was  any  evidence  on 
which  the  judge  could  find  that  the  machine  was  plant,  we  have  the 
fact  that  it  was  in  such  physical  contiguity  to  the  rest  of  the  plant 
that  it  had  to  be  removed  out  of  the  way  under  the  orders  of  the  fore- 
man. There  was  no  evidence  so  far  as  I  can  see  of  an  absence  of 
intention  to  mend  the  machine,*  and  it  could  not  be  contended  that 
the  mere  fact  of  its  being  out  of  repair  caused  it  to  cease  to  be  plant.* 
The  words  of  the  section  '  used  in  the  business  of  the  employer '  do 
not,  in  my  opinion,  mean  that  the  plant  must  be  in  use  at  the  moment 
when  the  injury  occurs  to  the  workman,  and  a  machine  does  not  cease 
to  be  plant  in  the  interval  between  the  giving  an  order  that  it  shall  be 
repaired  and  the  completion  of  the  repair." '  Stirhng,  L.J.,  observes : 
"  The  evidence  seems  to  show  that  the  machine  had  ceased  to  be  used 
in  the  business."  This  seems  inconsistent  with  ColUns,  M.R.'s, 
remark.  He  adds  :  "  The  question  arises  whether  it  had  ceased  to 
be  connected  with  the  business."  The  evidence  on  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  hold  that  it  had  not  seems  to  be  that  it  was  physically  where 
it  might  be  expected  to  be,  if  it  were  plant.® 

^  Rcbinson  r.  Watson^  20  Rettie,  144,  is  on  the  same  lines,  and  not  apparently 
reconcilable  with  the  doctrine  of  Carter  v.  Clarke^  78  L,  T.  76.  Cp.  Ndson  v.  Scoti, 
19Rettie,425. 

2  (1901)  2  K.  B.  483.  3  (1902)  1  K.  B.  233. 

4  At  234  the  report  states  that  the  county  court  judge  found  that  the  machina 
"  had  finally  ceased  to  be  used  in  the  defendants'  busiuess.** 

5  If  there  had  been,  the  evidence  would  have  been  irrelevant,  since  the  severing 
from  the  business  was  found  by  the  County  Court  judge  to  be  final.     Supra, 

6  No  suggestion  of  so  futile  a  contention  anywhere  appears  in  the  report.  The 
syllogism  the  M.R.  appears  eager  to  refute  seems  something  as  follows  :  Machinery 
out  of  repair  (t.c,  defective)  is  not  defective  plant.  The  injury  was  caused  by 
machinery  out  of  repair.  Therefore  the  injury  was  not  caused  by  defective  plant.  The 
actual  contention  that  he  does  not  touch  is:  machinery  that  had  *'  finally  ceased  to  be 
used  in  the  business,"  and  which  causes  injury  while  the  business  is  not  being  carried  on. 
is  not  machinery  connected  with  the  business.  Is  a  partner  who  has  finally  severed 
his  interest  in  his  late  firm  still  **  connected  with  "  it  ?  The  case  really  turns  on 
the  meaning  attributable  to  this  last  phrase. 

7  It  should  be  noted  that  the  circumstances  assumed  in  this  passage  have  a  very 
distant,  if  anv,  resemblance  to  the  facts  of  the  case  before  the  Court. 

8  Mr.  Labatt,  Master  and  Servant,  1955-1963,  after  collecting  the  cases  on  the 
words  "  connected  with  or  used  in  the  business  of,"  says  of  Thompson  v.  City  Glast 
Bottle  Co.  :  "  It  is  manifest  that  this  ruling  throws  considerable  doubt  upon  many  of 
the  cases  cited  in  the  last  two  sub-sections.  The  converse  proposition  may  also  with 
plausibility  be  advanced. 
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In  this  connection  we  must  take  sub-section  3  of  section  2,  which  Knowledge. 
provides  that  the  workman  shall  not  be  entitled  to  recover  where  he 
knew  of  the  defect^  or  negUgence  (for  the  sub-section  is  of  general 
application  and  is  to  be  read  into  all  the  provisions  of  the  Act)  which 
caused  the  injury,  and  did  not  within  a  reasonable  time  ^  give,  or 
cause  to  be  given,  information,  either  to  the  employer  or  to  some 
person  superior  to  himself  in  the  service  of  the  employer,  unless  he 
was  aware  that  the  employer  or  such  superior  already  knew  of  the 
defect  or  negUgence. 

This  has  been  described  by  Smith,  J.,^  as  a  "  statutory  defence,"  statutory 
"  which  theretofore  did  not  exist."  Its  effect  is  twofold  :  First,  the  defence. 
workman  who  knows  of  a  defect  or  negligence  has  a  reasonable  time 
in  which  to  communicate  it  to  the  master  or  his  representative  under 
the  section.  If,  before  the  *'  reasonable  time  "  is  elapsed,  an  injury 
happens,  the  workman  has  his  right  of  action  unaffected.  If  the 
"  reasonable  time  "  is  elapsed,  and  no  notice  is  given,  then  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  workman  takes  the  risk  is  raised.  This  is  probably 
no  more  than  the  expression  of  the  workman's  right  at  common  law, 
on  the  assumption  that  the  defect  is  not  plain  and  patent  at  the  time 
when  he  enters  the  service.*  Secondly,  where  the  workman  knows 
that  the  employer  or  the  superior  has  already  knowledge  of  the  defect 
or  negligence,  he  is  not  bound  to  renew  information  of  it.  At  conmion 
law  in  this  case  his  acquiescence  will  be  evidence  of  an  acceptance  of 
the  risk,  unless  he  have,  whether  explicitly  or  implicitly,  the  master's 
assurance  that  the  defect  shall  be  remedied.* 

Contributory  negligence  is  not  affected  by  this  section,*  which  Contributory 
must  be  construed  as  limiting  and  not  as  extending  the  employer's  negligence. 
liabihty.'  Consequently,  it  does  not  affect  the  conditions  in  which 
the  rule  expressed  by  the  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  is  invoked.  It 
appears  rather  to  specify  certain  requisites — viz.,  failure  to  communicate 
defects  or  negUgence  to  the  master,  the  proof  of  which  will  exonerate 
the  master  from  UabiUty,  even  though  at  common  law  similar  proof 
would  not  be  sufficient. 

II.  Negligence  in  Superintendence.  h.  NegU- 

gence  of  any 

Secondly,  the  workman  is  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  a  Ucensee  ®  ^^^  ^^ 
where  he  is  injured  "  by  reason  of  the  negUgence  of  any  person  in  the  ^^ence  en 
service  of  the  employer  who  has  any  superintendence  entrusted  to  trusted  to 
him  whilst  in  the  exercise  of  such  superintendence."  •    The  definition  ^^ 

i  In  Britton  v.  Great  Western  Cotton  Co.,  L.  B.  7  Ex.  130,  it  was  said  that  mere 
knowledge  of  a  defect  does  not  bar  the  servant's  claim.  There  must  be  knowledge 
of  the  danger  consequent  on  the  defect. 

s  "  Reasonable  time  '*  is  a  matter  dependent  upon  the  particular  facts,  and  variable 
according  to  circumstances:  Washburn,  <kc  Co,  v.  Patterson,  29  Ch.  D.  48.  See 
Stroud  Judicial  Dictionary,  sttb  voce  Reasonable. 

3  Weblinv.  Ballard,  17  Q.  B.  D.  126. 

4  Eureka  Go.  v.  Bass,  60  Am.  R.  162. 

6  Holmes  v.  WortkingUm,  2  F.  &  F.  633. 

6  Stuart  V.  Evans,  31  W.  R.  706. 

7  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Bowen,  L.J.,  693 ;  per  Fry,  L.J. 
703  ;  Ayres  v.  Bull,  6  Times  L.  R.  202.  »  Ante,  691,  also  681. 

9  Sec.  1,  sub-sec.  2.  In  the  Ontario,  British  Columbia,  and  Manitoba  Acts  the  defini- 
tion runs :  ""  Superintendence  shall  be  construed  as  meaning  such  general  superin- 
tendence over  workmen  as  is  exercised  by  a  foreman,  or  person  ui  a  like  position  to  a 
foreman,  whether  the  person  exercising  superintendence  is  or  is  not  ordinarily  engaged 
in  manual  labour." 
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clause  limits  those  having  superintendence,  which  entails  chargeability 
of  the  master,  to  persons  whose  sole  or  principal  duty  is  that  of  super- 
intendence, and  who  are  not  ordinarily  engaged  in  manual  labour.^ 

The  negligence  must  also  be  (1)  that  of  a  person  whose  principal 
duty  is  superintendence,  and  (2)  must  be  negUgence  while  in  the 
exercise  of  the  superintendence.  Thus,  as  to  the  first  requisite,  in 
KeUard  v.  Rooke,^  the  injury  was  caused  through  the  foreman  of  a  gang 
of  labourers,  who  was  worlang  with  them,  not  giving  sufficient  warning 
of  the  coming  of  a  bale  of  goods  which  the  gang  was  engaged  in  packing, 
so  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  plaintiff  was  held  disentitled  to 
recover,  because  a  ganger,  the  foreman  of  a  gang  of  labourers,  who  is 
working  with  his  hands  all  the  day,  is  ordinarily  engaged  in  manual 
labour,  and  so  not  a  superintendent  within  the  Act. 

In  this  case  Wright  v.  WaUis  ^  was  mentioned,  in  which  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  apparently  sitting  as  a  Divisional  Court,  set  aside  a  non- 
suit by  the  county  court  judge  where  a  plaintiff  was  injured  by  iron 
thrown  into  a  barge  by  a  person,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff,  "  at  work  on  the  stage,  and  giving  all  orders  at  the  time  of 
the  accident."  The  Court  set  aside  the  nonsuit  without  reference 
to  the  fact  of  the  person  giving  the  order  being  ordinarily  engaged  in 
manual  labour  or  not ;  and  possibly  because  the  injury  was  by  reason  of 
the  act  of  a  person  to  whose  orders  the  workman  at  the  time  of  the 
injury  was  bound  to  conform  and  did  conform  and  in  consequence  of 
which  conformity  the  accident  happened ;  since  Lord  Esher,  M.R., 
said  :  An  argument  addressed  to  the  Court  was  "  that  if  you  ordered 
a  man  to  stand  in  a  certain  place,  and  then  threw  something  at  him  and 
injured  him,  the  injury  was  not  caused  by  his  conforming  to  the  order, 
but  solely  by  the  subsequent  act."  Lindley,  L.  J.,  however,  who  was  a 
member  of  the  Court  in  Wright  v.  WaUiSy  in  KeUard  v.  Rooke  *  explains 
that  decision  to  have  been,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
show  what  was  the  real  position  of  the  person  whose  negligence  caused 
the  injury,  and  as  the  Court  had  not  the  materials  to  decide  it,  they 
sent  the  case  down  for  further  investigation. 

On  the  second  point,  Shaffers  v.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co} 
may  be  referred  to.  The  plaintiff  was  employed  with  other  workmen 
in  loading  corn  on  board  a  ship,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was 
in  the  hold  stowing  away  the  sacks  as  they  were  lowered  by  means 
of  a  steam  crane.  To  control  the  motions  of  the  crane  there  was  a 
"  guy-rope  "  fastened  to  it,  in  charge  of  a  man  whose  duty  it  was  to 
stand  by  the  hatchway  and  to  warn  the  men  working  below  to  stand 
from  under,  to  guide  the  beam  of  the  crane  by  means  of  the  guy-rope, 
and  to  tell  the  man  who  was  actually  working  the  crane  when  to  lower 
and  when  to  hoist.  Through  the  negligence  of  this  man,  who  neglected 
to  check  the  movements  of  the  crane  by  means  of  the  guy-rope,  an 
accident  happened,  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  Court  said 
that,  assuming  the  man  whose  negligence  caused  the  accident  to 
have  been  in  superintendence,  the  accident  did  not  occur  whilst  he  was 
in  the  exercise  of  it.  The  accident  arose  from  his  negligence  as  a 
workman,  and  not  as  superintendent.  However,  in  the  Scotch  case  of 
Sweeney  v.  McOUvray^  the  distinction  between  neghgence  in  super- 

1  Sec.  8.  a  19  Q.  B.  D.  585,  21  Q.  B.  D.  367. 

3  3  Times  L.  R.  779  (C.  A.).  4  21  Q.  B.  D.  370. 

fi  10  Q.  B.  D.  366  ;  Harris  v.  Tinn,  5  Times  L.  R.  221. 
6  24  Sc.  L.  R.  91. 
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intendence  and  negligence  in  manual  labour  did  not  commend  itself 
to  the  judges,  and,  though  urged  in  argument,  is  not  alluded  to  in  the 
judgment.  Shaffers^s  (xise  does  not  seem  to  have  been  cited.  Their 
decision  goes  to  establish  that  in  Scotland  no  distinction  will  be  drawn 
between  negUgent  superintendence  and  negUgence  of  a  superintendent. 

Osborne  v.  Jackson  ^  has  also  been  instanced  as  unfavourable  to  Osborne  v. 
the  distinction.^    There  the  defendant's  foreman  handed  a  scaffold  ^^^^^'^  "'*^ 
plank  to  a  labourer,  and  called  to  him  to  take  it,  but,  though  he 
attempted  to  do  so,  it  proved  too  heavy  for  him  to  hold,  sUpped  and 
knocked  down  a  shoring,  which  fell  upon  the  plaintiff,  who  brought 
his  action  for  the  injury.    The  Court  here  held  that  the  foreman  was 
in  the  exercise  of  superintendence,  and  the  order  to  take  the  plank, 
which  it  was  impossible  to  do  safely,  was  an  order  in  the  exercise  of 
superintendence,  and  not  mere  manual  negligence.    The  facts  suffi-  Distinguinhcd 
ciently  discriminate  the  case  from  Shaffers' s  case,  since  the  injury  was  ^romShafferas 
a  direct  consequence  of  an  improvident  order — viz.,  an  inability  to 
execute  it.    In  Shaffers' s  case  the  negUgence  was  the  result  of  no  order, 
and  was  a  mere  want  of  attention  on  the  part  of  a  manual  labourer 
in  his  sphere  of  work.® 

It  is  not  negUgence  for  a  person  in  superintendence  to  give  an  Obvious 
order  for  the  execution  of  dangerous  work  where  the  nature  of  the  work  danger- 
is  obvious,  though  injury  happens  in  the  course  of  doing  what  is 
enjoined ;  *  nor  is  the  employer  Uable,  where  an  injury  occurs  through 
an  accident  arising  from  the  unsafeness  of  premises,  when  the  person 
in  charge  of  the  work  has  consulted  an  expert,  and  has  been  advised  by 
him  that  they  are  safe — that  is,  where  the  actual  danger  is  not  self- 
evident — before  ordering  his  workman  to  work  upon  them,  even  if, 
through  the  fault  of  the  expert,  they  are  not  in  fact  safe.^ 

The  Scotch  case  of  Cook  v.  Stark,^  goes  too  far.  There  it  was  held  by  Cook  v. 
the  Second  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  that,  though  the  manager  of 'S^^''^- 
a  work  may  delegate  to  others  the  ordinary  operations  in  use  in  the 
work,  yet  it  is  his  duty  to  give  his  personal  superintendence  to  an 
operation  which  is  dangerous  and  unprecedented,  and  that  his  failure 
to  do  so  will,  in  the  event  of  an  accident,  amount  to  such  cidpa  as  will 
render  his  master  liable  in  damages  imder  the  Act.  The  learned 
Lords  who  held  this  seem  to  have  overlooked  the  consideration  pointed 
out  by  Lord  Cairns,  C,  in  Wilson  v.  Merry:''  "The  result  of  an 
obUgation  on  the  master  personally  to  execute  the  work  connected  with 
his  business  in  place  of  being  beneficial  might  be  disastrous  to  his 
servants,  for  the  master  might  be  incompetent  personally  to  perform 
the  work."  In  the  case  in  point  this  view  would  appear  to  have  special 
force,  since  it  would  not  improbably  be  disastrous  for  a  general  manager 
personally  to  have  the  superintendence  of  blasting  operations  ;  which 
would  much  more  efficiently  be  entrusted  to  an  ordinary  engineer,  not 
to  say  to  an  eminent  engineer.  Still  the  case  is  in  accord  with  the 
bulk  of  American  authority. 

To  prove  superintendence,  the  acts  of  one  "  in  putting  persons  out  Superinten- 
dence, how 

1  11Q.B.D.619.  proved. 

2  Spens  and  Younger,  Law  of  Employer  and  Employed,  226. 

3  Cp.  Donnelly  y.  Spencer ,  1  fVaaer,  1107,  where  the  manual  act  which  caused  the 
injury  was  held  to  be  done  as  superintendent. 

4  Booker  v.  Higgs,  3  Times  L,  R.  618. 

6  Moore  v.  Oimson,  6  Times  L.  R.  177  ;  KeUletoell  v.  Pateraon,  24  So.  L.  R.  95. 

6  14  Rettie,  1. 

7  L.  R.  2  Sc.  App.  326, 332. 
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of  the  shop  "  and  what  he  said  while  doing  so  may  be  given  ;  ^  and  the 
question  whether  the  principal  duty  was  superintendence  or  not  is  for 
the  jury.^  The  foreman  of  a  "  section  gang  "  on  a  railway,  who  did 
not  work  himself  but  looked  on  to  see  that  the  work  was  done,  and  who 
gave  warning  of  the  approach  of  trains  to  the  men  working,  has  been 
held  a  person  exercising  superintendence.^  So  has  a  "  walking  foreman  " 
who  interfered  with  work  with  which  it  was  alleged  he  had  nothing 
to  do.^  But  a  workman  who  was  assisting  another  in  unloading  a 
cart  is  only  a  fellow  workman ;  ^  and  so  is  a  ganger  or  gang-foreman 
ordinarily  engaged  in  manual  labour.*  The  superintendence  con- 
templated by  the  statute  is  that  which  is  exercised  over  workmen, 
not  that  over  machinery ;  so  that  an  engineman  engaged  in  hoisting 
the  cage  in  a  mine  from  the  mid-working,  who  started  the  cage  before 
the  indicator  showed  that  the  gate  of  the  shaft  was  shut,  has  been  held 
not  to  be  a  person  having  superintendence  intrusted  to  him,^  and  so 
too  it  has  been  held  in  New  South  Wales  that  one  in  charge  of  the 
lever  working  a  steam-hanmier  is  not  in  superintendence ;  ®  on  the 
other  hand,  the  contrary  was  held  by  Denman,  J.,  in  Kearney  v. 
Nicholls9  at  Nisi  Prius  and  quite  obiter.  The  Massachusetts  Act, 
it  must  be  remembered,  is  in  the  same  words  as  the  EngUsh  Act ;  and 
it  has  been  decided  in  that  State  that  the  employer  is  not  made  answer- 
able "  for  acts  of  superintendence  negligently  performed  in  his  service 
by  an  ordinary  workman,  or  by  one  who  is  both  workman  and  super- 
intendent in  making  declarations  which  may  be  interpreted  either 
as  orders  of  a  superintendent  or  as  assurances  of  a  fellow  workman, 
if  in  fact  they  are  merely  such  assurances  "  ^® 


III.  Where 
the  workraar 
is  injured  by 
reason  of  the 
negligence  of 
some  one  to 
whose  orders 
he  was  bound 
to  conform. 
Dolan  V. 
Anders(m. 


III.    Injury  through  Conforming  to  Orders. 

Thirdly  the  workman  is  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  a  Ucensee  ^^ 
where  he  is  injured  "  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any  person  in  the 
service  of  the  employer  to  whose  orders  or  directions  the  workman  at 
the  time  of  the  injury  was  bound  to  conform,  and  did  conform,  where 
the  injury  resulted  from  his  having  so  conformed."  ^* 

The  scope  of  this  provision  is  indicated  in  a  judgment  of  Lord 
Craighill  in  the  Scotch  case  of  Dolan  v.  Anderson}^  He  says:  "I 
see  in  the  terms  of  the  enactment  no  foundation  for  any  distinction  of 
classes  upon  this  subject.  The  question  is  not  whether  the  person 
who  gave  the  orders  or  directions  occupied  a  high  or  a  humble  position 
in  the  works.  It  is  simply  whether,  whatever  was  his  position  he  was  one 
to  whose  orders  or  directions  at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  workman 
injured  was  bound  to  conform.    If  he  was,  the  words  of  the  statute 

t  McCabe  v.  Shields,  175  Mass.  438. 

a  Biou  V.  Rockporl  Oranite  Co.,  171  Mass.  162. 

3  Davis  V.  New  York,  dbc.  Bd.  Co.,  159  Mass.  632. 

4  Ray  V.  WaUis,  3  Times  L.  R.  777,  affd.  61  J.  P.  619. 
6  AUmarch  v.  Walker,  78  Law  Times  newspaper,  391. 

6  HaU  V.  N.  E.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Times  L.  R,  359 ;  KeUard  v.  Roohe,  19  Q.  B.  D.  686,  588. 

7  Famham  v.  New  Bank  Coal  Co.,  23  Kettle,  722. 
s  Hannan  v.  Hudson,  7  W.  N.  (N.  S.  W.)  106. 

9  76  Law  Times  newspaper,  63. 

10  Cavagnaro  v.  Clark,  171  Mass.  359 ;  Joseph  v.  WhUney  Co.,  177  Mass.  178. 

11  Ante,  691. 

1 2  Sec.  1 ,  sub-sec.  3.     The  Canadian  and  Australian  Acts  are  in  the  same  words. 

13  12  Rettie,  804,  808. 
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are  satisfied,  and  a  limitation  of  their  operation  for  the  purpose  of 
restricting  the  benefit  the  statute  was  intended  to  confer  would  be, 
not  an  interpretation  of  the  words  of  the  clause,  but  a  capricious 
interference  with  its  application."    To  the  same  effect  is  Lord  Young  Lord  Young 
in  M'Manus  v.  Hay  :^    "As  I  understand  the  expression  in  ^q'^^M' Manna 
statute,  '  to  whose  orders  or  directions  the  workman  at  the  time  of  the  ^'    "^' 
injury  was  bound  to  conform,'  it  means  that  the  relative  position 
of  the  parties  was  such  that  the  one  owed  obedience  to  the  other, 
and  that  the  order  was  such  that  it  could  not  be  declined  without 
contumacy." 

In  Bunker  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co^  the  Court  laid  considerable  stress  Bunker  w. 
on  the  provision  that  the  injured  person  not  only  does  conform  to  ^^^ 
orders,  but  is  hound  so  to  do.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  van  ^' 
guard  in  the  defendants'  service,  and  under  the  age  of  fifteen.  There 
was  a  rule  of  the  company  known  to  the  plaintiff  that  no  van  guard 
under  the  age  of  fifteen  should  drive  a  van.  The  defendant's  foreman 
promised  plaintiff  extra  money  to  drive  a  van  ;  the  plaintiff  consented, 
and  whilst  so  engaged  was  injured.  The  Queen's  Bench  Division  held 
that  he  had  no  right  of  action,  since  he  was  not  bound  to  obey  the 
order  given  to  him.^  This  ruling  is  identical  with  what  has  been 
decided  in  Scotland  in  M^Manus  v.  -ffay,*  in  the  words  of  Lord  Young 
just  quoted:^  But  the  elements  of  the  injured  boy's  youth,  the 
constraint  put  upon  him  by  the  foreman's  position,  and  the  "allure- 
ment "  to  a  young  person  in  an  opportunity  to  drive,  which  might  have 
availed  at  common  law,  were  not  touched  on.  The  "  relative  position  of 
the  parties"  might  perhaps  have  induced  a  different  decision,  if 
probably  more  had  not  appeared  than  the  report  discloses. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  obey  an  order, 
there  is  no  need  for  the  order  to  be  by  express  words  ;  it  will  be  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  order  was  to  be  implied  from  the  circimistances.® 
The  facts  in  MiUward  v.  Midland  Ry,  CoP  showed  that  plaintiff,  a  boy,  Milltmrd  v. 
was  engaged  under  a  carman  in  unloading  three  frames  from  a  van.  Midland 
The  method  that  ought  to  have  been  adopted  was  that  of  unt3dng  the    ^*   °' 
three  frames,  then  tying  two  of  them  up  again,  and  removing  the  third. 
The  method  actually  adopted  was  to  untie  the  three  frames,  then  to 
remove  the  first,  without  waiting  to  see  the  two  remaining  frames 
secured.    The  boy,  without  express  orders,  assisted  in  this  operation 
and  was  injured.    The  Court  held  there  was  evidence  that  he  had 
conformed  to  the  carman's  orders,  which,  though  not  expressly  given, 
were  implied  from  the  course  adopted  in  co-operating  with  the  carman. 

1  9  Rettie,  429.  Smith,  J.,  in  Kellard  v.  Booke,  19  Q.  B.  D.  588,  was  of  opinion  that 
"  a  mere  foreman  of  a  gang  of  labourers  will  not  do." 

a  47  L.  T.  476.  Cp.  Snotvden  v.  Baynes,  26  Q.  B.  D.  193 ;  Murphy  v.  Smith,  19 
C.  B.  N.  S.  361  ;  and  the  American  case,  Union  Pacific  Bd.  Co,  v.  Fort,  17  Wall 
(U.S.),  663. 

3  In  Marley  v.  Oebom,  10  Times  L.  R.  388,  the  jury  found  that  the  order  given 
was  one  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  obey.  The  evidence  on  which  they  foimd  this  is  by 
no  means  clear.  Indeed,  it  would  appear  from  the  facts  that  in  giving  the  order  the 
foreman  was  transgressing  rules  binding  on  himself  and  the  plaintiff.  If  so,  Bunker  v. 
Midland  By.  Co.  appears  directly  in  point,  and  no  indication  is  given  in  the  report  of 
any  assumption  of  overruling  it.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  evidence  to 
warrant  the  finding  of  the  jury,  there  does  not  appear  room  for  any  difficulty  in  the 
decision.  4  9  Rettie,  425.  6  L.c.429, 

fi  MiUuxird  v.  Midland  By,  Co.,  14  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Day,  J.,  70;  Canavan  v.  John 
Green  cfc  Co.,  8  Fraser,  275. 

7  14  Q.  B.  D.  68  ;  approved  Wild  v.  Waygood,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  783  ;  Barber  v.  Burt., 
10  Times  L.  R.  383. 
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Cox.  v. 
HamUUm 
Sewer  Pipe 
Co. 


Stoeeney  v. 
MVUvray, 


M  'Manus  v. 
Hay. 


This  decision  was  generalised  in  the  Canadian  case  of  Cox  v.  HamUr 
ton  Sewer  Pipe  Co}  into  the  formula  :  "  No  specific  order  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  is  requisite — general  prior  orders  suffice." 

Hooper  v.  Holme  *  is  in  the  same  Une  of  cases.  A  mason's  labourer 
employed  by  contractors  widening  a  railway  line  was  killed  by  a  passing 
train.  Orders  had  been  given  that  the  work  was  not  to  be  done 
without  a  look-out  man  being  there  ;  but  there  was  none  at  the  time 
of  the  accident.  When  the  deceased  arrived  a  mason  was  mixing 
cement  for  himself  at  the  end  of  one  of  the  sleepers.  Deceased  com- 
menced mixing  cement  at  the  end  of  another.  The  jury  found  that 
the  mason  was  foreman  of  the  gang  ;  that  the  deceas^  was  bound  to 
obey  his  orders  ;  and  that  he  ordered  the  deceased  to  commence  work 
when  there  was  no  look-out.  Mathew,  J.,  however,  directed  judgment 
to  be  entered  for  the  defendants  :  Was  the  deceased  man  ''  given  an 
order  to  which  he  was  bound  to  conform  ?  The  men  were  bound  not 
to  work  unless  a  proper  look-out  was  kept ;  special  orders  had  been 
given  to  that  effect.  To  make  the  employer  liable  under  sub-sec.  3 
there  must  be  some  one  who  had  authority  to  give  orders — ^who  had 
a  mandate  from  the  employer — ^and  the  workman  must  be  a  man  who 
by  the  terms  of  his  contract  was  bound  to  obey  the  man  put  over  him. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  Cross  [the  mason]  had  a  mandate  to  give 
such  an  order  as  the  one  that  caused  Hooper's  death,  or  that  Hooper 
was  bound  to  obey.  Further,  there  was  no  evidence  that  Cross  did 
order  the  deceased  to  do  his  work  in  this  particular  way."  The  last 
case  was  relied  on  by  the  defendants  in  Reynolds  v.  HoUmDay,^  where 
plaintiff's  husband  was  killed  while  taking  down  a  partition  in  a  house 
under  orders  from  the  foreman.  There  was  evidence  that  the  order 
was  negligent.  Rigby,  L.J.,  pointed  out  that  Hooper  v.  Holme  was 
not  applicable,  because  in  Hooper  v.  Holme  **  there  was  no  order  at  all 
given  to  the  deceased  man  to  go  into  the  dangerous  place  where  he 
was  killed,  and  so  he  might  have  chosen  a  safe  place  for  mixing  the 
cement."  In  the  present  case  the  order  was  definite  to  do  a  particular 
piece  of  work. 

To  this  sub-section  may  more  appropriately  be  referred  the  case 
of  Sioeeney  v.  M^Gilvray,^  before  alluded  to.  Evidence  was  given  that 
if  the  workmen  had  refused  to  do  what  was  required  of  them  they 
would  have  been  told  to  "  look  for  another  job.'  This  evidence,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  concluded  the  case  ;  though, 
as  has  before  been  noticed,  there  remained  the  point  that  the  injury 
resulted  through  negUgent  co-operation  in  the  execution  of  an  order 
not  negUgently  given,  and  not  from  conformity  to  an  order  which  in 
itself  was  reasonable  and  which  could  be  safely  carried  out.  Shaffers  v. 
Genercd  Steam  Navigation  Co^  does  not  appear  to  have  been  cited  to 
the  Court,  though  Osborne  v.  Jackson  •  was. 

In  M  Manus  v.  Hay  '  the  sheriff  held  that  if  the  order  is  a  proper  one, 
then  subsequent  negligence  is  not  actionable  merely  because  it  occurs 
in  carrying  it  out.  That  view  has  been  disputed.®  "  It  seems  that 
that  construction  is  not  correct,  and  that  the  wording  of  the  sub-section 

1  14  Ont.  R.,  per  Boyd,  C,  311.     Medway  v.  Greenwich  Inlaid  LinoUum  Co-, 
14  Times  L.  R.  291 ;  Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.  v.  Weegar,  23  Can.  S.  C.  422. 
a  12  Times  L.  R.  637,  affirmed  in  C.  A.  13  Times  L.  R.  6. 

3  14  Times  L.  R.  561.  4  24  Sc.  L.  R.  91, 

6  10  Q.  B.  D.  356.  6  11  Q.  B.  D.  619.  7  9  Rettie,  425. 

8  Roberta  and  Wallace,  Employers'  Liability  (3rd  ed.),  276. 
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is  wide  enough  to  include  some  injuries  resulting  from  obedience  to  an 
order  not  itself  negligent,  where  the  injury  has  been  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  person  who  gave  the  order."  The  justness  of  this 
criticism  is  contingent  on  the  closeness  of  the  connection  estabUshed 
between  the  giving  of  the  order  and  the  negligence  that  follows  it. 
The  liability  of  the  master  is  to  be  dependent  on  conformity  of  the 
workman  to  orders  "  where  the  injury  resulted  from  his  having  so 
conformed."  In  law  the  injury  must  be  the  ordinary  natural  sequence 
from  the  neglect  which  produces  it ;  ^  and  it  would  seem,  unless  some 
special  rule  of  interpretation  is  to  be  applied,  that  the  injury  must  be 
the  natural  sequence  of  conformity.  To  produce  the  injury  in  the 
case  suggested  another  cause  must  be  introduced — ^negligence  ;  and  it 
is  of  this  that  the  injury  is  the  consequence  and  not  of  having  conformed 
to  a  proper  order.  The  fact  that  the  workman  conformed  to  an  order 
not  in  itself  negligent  is  only  the  condition,  and  not  the  cause,  of  the 
injury,  and  which  in  ordinary  case  would  not  give  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  person  responsible  for  the  order ;  while,  so  far  from  the 
action  being  given  by  the  Act,  it  in  terms  provides  that  the  injury 
must  have  resulted  from  having  conformed  to  the  orders  ;  and  this, 
except  in  a  perverted  and  non-natural  sense,  which  is  nowhere  imposed 
on  the  words,  is  not  the  case. 

This  argument  derives  countenance  from  Martin  v.  ConnalCs  Quay  Martin  v. 
Alkali  Co.^    The  plainti£E  was  engaged  upon  a  defective  waggon.    The  S*^"^',!  .. 
foreman  called  to  him  to  be  quick  ;  whereupon,  in  order  to  save  time,  q^^ 
he  gave  a  signal  for  the  engine  to  which  the  waggon  was  attached  to 
move.    The  effect  was  that,  having  started  the  engine,  he  tripped  over 
loose  bricks,  lost  his  footing,  and  was  injured.     The  Court  drew  a 
distinction  between  "the  immediate  cause"  and  the  "remote  cause" 
of  the  accident ;   and  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  as  the 
accident  was  not  "  caused  "  by  the  defect,  though  it  appears  that  had 
there  been  no  "  defect "  there  would  have  been  no  accident ;  since  the 
condition  of  things  from  which  the  accident  arose  would  not  have 
existed.' 

In  Wild  V.  Waygood*  however,  the  defendant's  argument  was  that  Wild  v. 
the  accident  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought  was  not  caused  Waygood, 
by  conformity  to  the  orders  of  the  man  whose  negligence  caused  the 
injury,  in  the  sense  of  conformity  being  the  causa  causans,  but  only 
in  the  sense  of  its  being  the  causa  sine  qua  non,  and  that  the  section  did 
not  include  responsibility  for  such  remote  consequences.    The  plaintiff 
stood  on  a  plank  in  conformity  to  orders  when  the  man  who  gave  the 
orders  was  guilty  of  an  act  of  negUgence,  which  caused  the  injury  by 
upsetting  the  plank.    This  argument  was  unsuccessful,  Lord  Herschell  ^  Judmnent  of 
saying :    "  It  is  not  necessary  to  endeavour  in  the  present  case  to  ^^ ,  jj 
determine  or  lay  down  any  general  rule  as  to  the  construction  of  this 
section  beyond  this,  that  I  am  quite  clear  it  is  not  limited  to  an  injury 
arising  from  an  order,  which  order  is  negligent  in  itself.    That  is  one 
contention  put  before  us.    I  think  the  words  used  in  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment are  conclusive  against  any  such  construction.     It  would  be 
limiting  it  far  beyond  what  the  words  either  require  or  will  admit  of. 
That  is  all  I  lay  down  as  regards  the  construction  of  the  section, 

1  See  Wharton,  Negligence,  §  97  et  seqq.  a  33  W.  R.  216. 

3  Cp.  Coyne  v.  Union  Pacific  By.  Co.,  133  U.  S.  (26  Davis)  370.     The  facts  are  set 
out,  ante,  679.  *  ( 1892)  1  Q.  B.  783. 

5  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  789. 
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Kay,  L.  J. 


Judgment  of 
Lindley,  L.  J. 


Considered. 


Hotoard  v. 
Bennett, 


beyond  this  :  that  I  do  not  think  it  essential  to  show  that  the  conformity 
to  the  order  was  what  has  been  called  the  causa  catisans  of  the  injury. 
The  negligence  must  be  proved,  and  if  you  prove  the  negUgence  then 
it  is  sufficient  if,  in  addition  to  proving  that,  you  also  prove  that  the 
injury  resulted,  not  from  the  negUgence  alone,  but  from  the  negligence 
and  the  conforming  to  the  order."  Kay,  L. J.,  considered  ^  the  three 
possible  constructions  of  the  sub-section ;  first,  that  the  negligence 
from  which  the  injury  arises  must  be  in  the  order  itself ;  secondly, 
that  any  neghgence  is  aimed  at  that  may  occur  while  conforming  to 
an  order ;  or  thirdly,  that  the  only  negligence  within  the  section  is 
that  which  is  "  closely  connected  with  the  order  that  is  given."  He 
concluded  that  the  third  construction  was  the  correct  one.  Of  this 
close  connection,  a  phrase  the  Lord  Justice  subsequently  varies  by 
speaking  of  an  '^  intimate  connection,"  he  refrains  ''  from  attempting 
to  give  any  general  definition  that  might  govern  other  cases,"  ^  and  is 
content  with  holding  that  the  case  before  him  "  does  come  within  the 
true  meaning  and  intent  of  the  third  sub-section,  and  that  is  one  of  the 
very  cases  which  it  was  intended  to  meet."  Lindley,  L.J.,  points  out' 
that  under  the  section  "  five  things  must  be  proved.  First,  injury  to 
the  plaintiff  ;  secondly,  negligence  of  some  person  in  the  service  of  the 
defendant ;  thirdly,  that  the  person  was  one  to  whose  orders  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  conform  ;  fourthly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  con- 
form to  those  orders  ;  fifthly,  that  the  injury  resulted  in  his  con- 
forming thereto  "  ;  and  he  suggests  the  test  "  that  the  injury  must 
be  the  result  of  negligence  of  the  person  giving  those  orders  and  of  the 
plaintiff  conforming  to  those  orders.  It  will  not  do  to  prove  one  of 
these  things  only  ;  the  injury  must  be  the  result  of  the  two,  and  if  the 
two  are  so  connected  together  as  to  cause  the  injury,  then  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  case  comes  within  this  section." 

It  is  observable  that  nowhere  is  it  said  that  where  conformity  is 
merely  the  sine  qua  non  of  the  accident,  that  liability  attaches.  For 
instance,  a  workman  says  to  workmen  who  are  bound  to  conform  to 
his  orders,  "  You  stand  here,  you  here,  you  here,"  and  in  course  of  the 
work  the  one  next  to  him  is  injured  through  his  negligence  in  doing  his 
part  of  the  work ;  it  is  not  said  in  Wild  v.  Waygood  that  the  master 
would  be  liable.  The  utmost  extent  the  case  goes  is  to  include,  in  the 
words  of  Lindley,  L.J.,*  those  cases  where  "  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
the  injury  was  not  caused  by  those  two  things,  viz.,  negligence  of  the 
person  giving  the  order,  and  conformity  with  the  order,"  where,  that 
is,  probably,  the  conformity  to  the  order  is  an  element  in  the  injury  and 
not  the  mere  antecedent  of  it — a  co-operating  cause  in  the  actual 
result  and  not  a  mere  step  toward  the  result.  The  master  is  liable  for 
a  complex  result,  but  not  for  a  simple  result  posterior  to  conformity  to 
orders. 

This  seems  the  conclusion  from  what  Lord  Herschell  says  in  Wild 
V.  Waygoody^  dissenting  from  the  remarks  of  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J., 
in  Howard  v.  Bennett.^  In  that  case  two  men  were  working  a  machine  ; 
one  had  to  start  it,  the  other  to  co-operate  in  working  it.  An  order 
was  given  and  conformed  to,  immediately  on  which,  and  negUgently, 
the  machine  was  started  and  the  person  conforming  was  injured. 
Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  held  that :   "  The  injury  resulted,  not  from  the 


1  L.c.  795. 
4  L.c.  794. 


a  L.c.  796. 
6  L.c.  791. 


3  L.C.  793. 

6  eOL.T.  1^;68L  J.  (Q.  B.)  120. 
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directions  given,  but  from  the  machine  being  set  off  too  soon  and  at 
too  great  a  speed."  Lord  Herschell,  commenting  on  this,  says :  ^  Lord 
"  I  cannot  agree  that  in  that  case  the  injury  which  is  caused  by  the  Herecheira 
negligent  starting  of  the  machine  in  such  circumstances  is  not  an  ^®^' 
injury  which  results  from  conforming  to  the  order  given.  The  order 
given  was  to  put  his  hand  in  a  certain  part  of  the  machine,  which  is  a 
part  where  his  hand  will  be  in  immediate  danger  if  the  machine  is 
started  ;  and  his  hand  being  there,  the  neghgence  consists  in  starting  the 
machine  whilst  his  hand  is  there.  Under  such  circumstances  as  those, 
there  seems  to  me  the  most  inmiediate  and  intimate  connection  that 
one  can  conceive  between  the  negligence  which  caused  the  injury  and 
the  conforming  to  the  order,  because  it  is  in  truth  one  element  of  the 
negligence  that  he  was  conforming  to  the  order  at  the  time."  If,  then, 
the  conforming  to  the  order  is  an  ingredient  in  the  wrongful  act,  as 
distinguished  from  a  mere  antecedent  of  it,  the  UabiUty  of  the  master 
does  not  end  with  the  causa  causans,  but  is  referred  back  so  as  even 
to  include  the  causa  sine  qud  non.  Thus,  while  it  is  tolerably  plain 
that  the  master  would  not  be  liable  where  a  proper  order  is  given,  by 
one  in  superintendence,  to  which  the  workman  conforms  and,  in  the 
subsequent  course  of  working,  is  injured  by  an  independent  negligent 
act ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  plain  that  he  would  be  Kable 
where  a  proper  order  is  given  which  concurs  with  a  neghgent  act  so 
that  the  joint  effect  produces  injury ;  there  is  a  third  class  of  cases 
where  the  relation  between  the  proper  order  and  the  neghgent  sur- 
roundings is  too  indeterminate  to  be  more  definitely  formulated  than 
it  is  by  Kay,  L.J.'s,  use  of  the  phrase  "intimate  connection  "  between 
the  order  and  the  neghgence  producing  the  injury.  Of  this  last  class 
of  cases  Wild  v.  Waygood  is  a  type,  where  the  result  is  dependent  more 
on  the  effect  produced  on  the  Court  by  the  particular  facts  proved,  as 
they  may  appear  to  approximate  either  to  the  first  or  second  class 
above  designated,  than  by  reference  to  any  general  rule  whatever. 

Both  in  Scotland  ^  and  in  England  ^  it  has  been  held  that  where  Workmen  in 
workmen  are  in  the  employ  of  "  butty-men,"  who  enter  into  a  con-  «**^  ®^™^^*^^  °^ 
tract  with  the  owners  of  the  mine  to  get  coal,  and  are  injured  by  others  men." 
engaged  in  the  same  system  of  work,  they  are  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Act.     When,  however,  two  workmen  are  working  together,  for 
example,  in  cleaning  and  working  a  machine,  and  the  one  too  hastily 
starts  the  machine,  so  that  the  other  is  injured,  this  is  no  more  than  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  workman,  to  which  the  Act  does  not  apply  ;* 
of  course  this  is  on  the  assumption  that  one  is  not  subordinate  to  the 
other. 

The  case  of  Kettlewell  v.  PcOerson^  comes  imder  this  sub-section.  KetOewellv, 
A  working  glazier,  who  had  been  supplied  by  his  employer  with  suitable  ^^^^^^ 
scaffolding  for  doing  the  glazier  work  at  a  building,  was  directed  by  the 
foreman  to  make  use  of  another  scaffold,  which  had  been  erected  by 
persons  who  had  the  contract  at  the  same  building  for  joinery  work. 
This  scaffold  gave  way  in  consequence  of  the  joiner  having  carelessly 
constructed  it  of  defective  materials,  and  the  glazier  was  injured.  The 
scaffold  was  the  work  of  a  competent  workman ;    and  it  was  not 

1  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  792.  2  Morrison  v.  Baird,  10  Rettie,  280. 

3  Brown  v.  Bviterley  Coal  Co.,  2  Times  L.  R.  169.  Cp.  Marrow  v.  Flimby  and 
Broughton,  <kc.  Co.,  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  588. 

♦  Howard  v.  Bennett,  68  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  129,  considered  and  explained,  Wild  v.  Way- 
good,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  791.  5  24  Sc.  L.  R.  95. 
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shown  that  the  defect  could  have  been  observed  by  such  examination  as 
the  foreman  glazier  was  bound  to  make.  The  Court  held  that  there  was 
no  negligence,  since  the  foreman  of  the  glazier  was  justified  in  making 
use  of  a  scaffold  erected  by  a  competent  tradesman.  This  same  ground 
would  have  protected  the  employer  had  the  negligence  alleged  been  a 
defect  in  the  condition  of  ways,  works,  &c.,  under  the  first  section. 
Negligent  An  order  to  "  go  on  "with  the  work  in  a  manner  which  had  not 

order.  heeii  usual — ^that  is,  with  one  workman  instead  of  two,  as  has  been 

the  accustomed  manner — ^is  a  negligent  order.^ 

In  Marley  v.  Osbom^  plaintiff  was  injured  through  cleaning  a 
machine  while  in  motion,  by  the  order  of  one  to  whose  order  he  was 
bound  to  conform.  A  written  notice  was  posted  up  in  the  workshop  that 
machines  were  not  to  be  cleaned  while  in  motion  ;  and  this  the  plaintiff 
admitted  he  had  seen.  Nevertheless,  the  defendant  was  held  liable, 
because  "the  ordinary  course  taken  in  these  works  was  followed." 
The  employer  has  been  held  not  liable  where  one  workman  taking 
advantage  of  greater  length  of  service  or  skill  directs  his  fellow  work- 
man to  do  work  in  a  way  that  is  unsafe  and  injury  results.* 

The  order  to  conform  must  be  one  that  indicates  where  the  work  is 
to  be  done  and  at  what  time.  Power  to  tell  a  workman  what  work  he 
is  to  do  is  not  enough  to  bring  the  informant  within  the  section.^ 


IV.  Work-  IV.  Obedience  to  Rules  or  Bye-laws  causing  Injury. 

man  injured 

by  act  or  Fourthly,  the  workman  is  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  a  licensee  * 

peraon°acting  where  he  is  injured  "  by  reason  of  the  act  or  omission  of  any  person  in 
under  bye-  the  Service  of  the  employer  done  or  made  in  obedience  to  the  rules  or 
law8,&c.  bye-laws  of  the  employer,  or  in  obedience  to  particular  instructions 
given  by  any  person  delegated  with  the  authority  of  the  employer  in 
that  behalf,"  "  unless  the  injury  resulted  from  some  impropriety  or 
defect  in  the  rules,  bye-laws,  or  instructions  therein  mentioned." 
"  Where  a  rule  or  bye-law  has  been  approved  or  has  been  accepted  &s 
a  proper  rule  or  bye-law  by  one  of  her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of 
State  or  by  the  Board  of  Trade  or  any  other  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment, under  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  of  Parliament,  it  shall  not  be 
deemed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  to  be  an  improper  or  defective 
rule  or  bye-law."  ® 

By  the  common  law'  if  a  business  is  carried  on  in  obedience  to 
rules  or  bye-laws,  such  rules  and  bye-laws  are  part  of  the  conditions  of 
employment,  and  accidents  thence  arising  are  risks  which  both  the 
contracting  parties  are  held  to  contemplate  as  incidental  to  the  employ- 
ment.® This  principle  is  subject  to  two  Umitations  : 
Two  limita-  (1)  Where  the  employer  is  cognisant  of  a  latent  defect  of  which  the 

nTwh  workman  has  not  knowledge  or  not  equal  means  of  knowledge,  the 

workmen  not  employer  is  liable  for  injury  received  through  the  risk  ;  ®  and, 

of  i^ow^ne^  i  Barber  v.  Burt,  10  Times  L.  R.  383.  a  10  Times  L.  R.  388. 

^'  3  Garland  v.  City  of  Toronto,  23  Ont.  A.  R.  238. 

4  Snowden  v.  Baynes,  25  Q.  B.  D.  193.  «  Ante,  691. 

6  Sec.  2,  sub-sec.  2.     This  provision  is  in  the  Colonial  statutes,  but  not  in  that 
of  Massachusetts. 

7  As  to  the  effect  of  defective  rules  at  common  law.  Vase  v.  Lanes.  <b  Y,  By.  Co., 
2  H.  &  N.  728. 

«  Clarke  v.  Holmes,  7  H.  &  N.,  per  Cockbum,  C.J.,  944.     Weems  v.   Maihie^vm, 
4  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  216.  o  BartonshiU  Goal  Co.  v.  Beid,  3  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  26a 
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(2)  The  employer  is  bound  to  see  that  the  dangers  attendant  on  the  (2)  Where 
system  of  working  are  not  necessarily  increased  by  the  absence  of  due  *1*^8®"  ]^' 
care  and  reasonable  means  of  prevention.^  Si^reased. 

The  section  works  a  change  in  the  law  by  providing  that  where 
anything  is  done  under  a  rule  or  bye-law  regulating  an  establishment, 
the  natural  result  of  which  is  to  work  injury  to  a  workman  the  employer 
is  liable.  The  same  principle  applies  where,  under  a  rule  or  bye-law, 
some  act  is  omitted  which  would  otherwise  have  been  done,  and  injury 
is  caused.  In  other  words,  if  the  working  of  a  rule  or  bye-law  results  • 
in  injury,  inefi&ciency  of  the  rule  or  bye-law  is  to  be  presumed ;  and 
this  is  so,  though  at  common  law  the  working  might  be  said  to  be 
under  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  rule  or  bye-law.  The  meaning 
is  pointed  more  clearly  by  the  proviso  that  where  the  rule  or  bye-law  is 
approved  or  sanctioned  by  the  Government  authorities  therein  speci- 
fied, the  employer  shall  not  be  liable,  even  though  in  its  working  the 
rule  or  bye-law  shall  have  brought  injury  to  a  workman. 

The  inquiry  is  next  suggested,  What  is  the  effect  of  this  upon  the  Effect  of  this 
defence  involved  in  the  maxim  Volenti  nan  fU  injuria  ?    The  decisions  *  gJ^'^pXa" 
say  that  this  defence  remains  to  the  employer.    The  Act  says  that  the  tion otthe 
workman  is  to  be  in  the  position  of  a  licensee  where  the  injury  occurs  ^^^, 
through  the  injurious  operation  of  bye-laws,  &c.,  which  form  part  of  the  ^^^^/*^  ^' 
system  under  which  the  workman  is  employed,  unless  in  certain 
excepted  cases. 

Effect  would  be  given  to  the  words  of  the  Act,  and  to  the  law  as  laid 
down  by  the  decisions  by  considering  that  before  the  Act  the  fact  of 
working  on  a  system  governed  by  rules  might  imply  a  voluntary 
undertaking  of  the  risks  involved  in  them ;  while  by  the  provisions 
of  the  sub-section  a  change  is  made  in  the  onus  ;  on  proof  that  injury 
Tias  resulted  from  bye-laws  a  presumption  is  raised  that  the  employer 
is  liable  for  their  ill  operation,  which  may  be  rebutted  by  showing  that 
their  working  was  known  and  might  have  been  anticipated  by  both 
parties. 

Again,  the  rules  may  have  been  imposed  subsequently  to  the 
workman  entering  the  employment.  Then,  at  common  law,  the  rights 
of  the  workman  are  greater  than  when  he  enters  upon  an  employment 
under  conditions  prescribed  and  manifest.^  It  may  well  be  that  the 
effect  of  this  sub-section  is  to  place  a  workman,  in  the  particulars 
enumerated,  in  the  same  position  under  the  statute  as  he  would  have 
been  in  at  common  law,  where  he  went  on  working  after  discovering 
a  risk,  without  a  full  and  conscious  acceptance  of  its  danger. 

It  is  pretty  obvious  that  the  act  or  omission  must  be  imder  the 
rules  or  bye-laws,  and  that  an  act  or  an  omission  not  contemplated 
by  the  bye-laws  cannot  be  brought  under  the  section. 

Particular  instructions  probably  indicate  orders  given  through  a  Particular 
person  without  authority  acting  as  the  mouthpiece  of  a  person  with  instructions, 
authority. 

In  ClacUm  v.  Mowlem*  a  banksman's  duty  was  to  give  a  signal  to 
the  driver  of  a  crane  to  raise  or  lower  buckets.  During  the  work  the 
signal  to  lower  was  given  to  the  banksman,  who  called  out  to  the  driver 
of  the  crane,  "  Lower  away."    The  driver  acted  on  the  call  to  him  and 

1  Williams  Y.Clough,Sn,&  1^.258, 

2  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine,  18  Q.  B.  D.  685. 

3  Clarke  v.  Holmes,  7  H.  &  N.  037  ;  Holmes  v.  Worihington,  2  F.  &  F.  633. 

4  4  Times  L.  R.  766. 
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the  plaintiff  was  injured.  A  question  ultimately  came  before  the 
(^urt  of  Appeal  whether  this  call  was  a  particular  instruction  given 
by  a  person  delegated  with  the  authority  of  the  employer.  It  was 
held  not  to  be.  "  The  banksman  .  .  .  gave  no  instructions  to  any 
one  ;  he  merely  gave  notice.  But  assuming  that  he  did  give  orders,  a 
person  who  was  told  to  do  a  particular  thing  was  not  *  delegated  with 
the  authority  of  the  employer.'  Those  words  referred  to  a  manager 
or  a  person  in  the  position  of  a  manager,  who  was  put  into  the  position 
of  his  employer,  to  do  or  to  abstain  from  doing  what  the  employer  would 
do  or  abstain  from  doing." 

A  distinction  has  been  taken  between  definite  instructions  given 
by  the  employer  to  a  person,  and  instructions  afterwards  to  be  par- 
ticularly formulated  and  delivered  by  the  delegate.  It  seems  useless 
to  canvass  the  origin  of  the  instructions,  since  the  Act  merely  requires 
that  they  should  be  particular  instructions  when  promulgated  to  the 
workman,  as  distinguished  and  apart  from  rules  and  bye-laws  which 
are  in  the  nature  of  general  instructions ;  so  that,  however  they 
emanate,  they  would  seem  to  affect  the  employer  with  liability  if 
they  are  issued  by  his  authority,  are  improper  or  defective,  and  injury 
has  resulted  therefrom.^ 

V.  Workman  V.   CHARGE  OR  CONTROL  OP  ANY  SlONAL,   PoiNTS,   &C.,   ON   A 

may  recover  RAILWAY. 

whore  mjiired 

bythenegli-  i  i         -i  t       . 

gcncoofany         Fifthly,  the  Workman  is  to  be  m  the  same  position  as  a  hcensee 

person  in  the   where  he  is  injured  "  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any  person  in  the 

employer  who  Service  of  the  employer  who  has  the  charge  or  control  of  any  signal, 

has  the  points,  locomotive  engine,  or  train  upon  a  railway."  * 

co''t^ol*^'f  "  ^  cannot  help  thinking,"  says  Lord  Halsbury,  C.,^  "  that  the  Legis- 

Bi^aU  ^int^  lature  meant  in  a  very  wide  way  to  protect  workmen  who  are  engaged 

&(^,  on  a       'in  such  dangerous  employments,  and  they  said,  as  an  exception  to  the 

railway.  ordinary  rule  of  law,  that  if  the  person  in  charge  of  a  locomotive  or  of 

a  train  shall  be  guilty  of  negligence,  then,  quite  apart  from  any  question 

of  superiority  of  employment,  and  quite  apart  from  the  necessity  of 

superintendence,  the  employer  may  be  liable." 

The  definition  clause  of  the  Act,*  which  we  shall  consider  more 
minutely  presently,  provides  that  the  expression  "  workman  "  means, 
amongst  other  things,  "  a  railway  servant."  The  present  sub-section 
appears  to  have  been  introduced  for  their  benefit. 

The  decisions  upon  this  section  have  placed  the  natural,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  a  technical,  meaning  on  the  terms  used.     Thus,  in 
Doughty  v.       Doughty  v.  Firbank  ^  it  is  held  that  railways  used  by  colhery  owners 
Firhanh.         ^^^  others  upon  which  trains  run  are  within  the  section,  which  is  not  to 
be  limited  in  its  applications  to  railways  used  by  railway  companies  ; 
it  applies  where  there  is  "  a  way  upon  which  trains  pass  by  means  of 

1  WhaUey  v,  HoUoway,  6  Times  L.  R.  353  (C.  A.),  where  an  instruction  to  do  a 
certain  thing  was  held  not  to  imply  the  instruction  to  do  it  unreasonably  or  without  the 
ordinary  precautions  requisite  to  do  it  safely. 

3  Sec.  1,  sub-sec.  5.  All  the  Employers*  Liability  Acts,  Colonial  and  American, 
contain  provisions  for  the  protection  of  railway  servants,  but  there  is  considerable 
diversity  in  their  language. 

3  ArCord  V.  CammcU  <fc  Co.,  (1S96)  A.  C.  63.  ♦  Sec.  8. 

6  10  Q.  B.  D.  368.  In  Massachusetts,  a  short  railway  track  intended  for  temporary 
use  by  a  city  in  transporting  gravel  has  been  held  a  railway  :  Covghlun  v.  CafMridge^ 
166  Mass.  2(^. 
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rails."     In  Cox  v.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co.^  trucks  coupled  together  in  the  usual  Cox  v.  G.  W. 
way,  though  with  no  locomotive  engine  attached,  and  only  a  stationary  ^^*  ^^' 
hydraulic  engine  and  a  capstan  by  which  they  were  moved,  were  held 
to  be  a  train.    In  Murphy  v.  Wilson^  an  attempt  to  comprehend 
under  the  term  "  locomotive  engine  "  a  steam  crane  so  fixed  on  a 
trolly  that,  by  means  of  shifting  gear  working  on  the  axles  of  the  trolly, 
the  crane  and  trolly  could  be  moved  from  one  place  to  another  along 
rails,  was  unsuccessful.     Pollock,  B.,  thus  expressed  his  view  :  "  The  View  of 
term  *  locomotive  engine '  has  a  well-known  significance,  and  is  used  P<>Jl^^»  B- 
generally  for  an  engine  to  draw  a  train  of  trucks  or  cars  along  a  per- 
manent or  temporary  set  of  rails.    There  is  also  a  well-known  class  of 
engines,  such  as  traction  engines,  which,  though  they  are  capable  of  being 
moved  from  place  to  place,  are  never  spoken  of  as  locomotive  engines.^ 
...  If  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  include  any  such  machine, 
they  would  have  used  proper  terms.    I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  de- 
fendants in  this  case  should  be  held  liable  under  this  section  any  more  than 
if  it  were  a  case  of  a  steam  printing  machine  or  a  punching  machine." 

In  McCord  v.  Cammell,^  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  doubted  very  much  "A train." 
whether  the  Legislature  intended  the  words  "  a  train,"  as  used  in  the 
sub-section  now  being  considered,  to  be  narrowly  used.  "  The  Legis- 
lature meant  that  a  locomotive  engine  by  itself,  or  anything  that  was 
drawn  along  a  railway,  or  was  in  course  of  being  drawn  along  a  railway 
by  that  locomotive  engine,  should  be  included  in  a  train."  "  I  doubt 
very  much  whether  it  would  depend  upon  the  number  of  carriages  or 
the  number  of  vehicles  going  upon  wheels  which  the  locomotive  was 
taking  along  the  railway.  I  should  think  the  Legislature  intended  a 
very  wide  scope  to  be  given  to  the  use  of  these  words."  *  And  Lord 
Watson  said  :  ®  "  The  words  '  any  person  having  charge  or  control  of 
the  train '  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  necessarily  point  to  one  person  who 
is  in  charge  of  the  whole  train.  Different  duties  in  connection  with 
different  parts  of  the  train  may  be  assigned  to  different  persons,  and,  in 
that  case,  each  and  all  of  those  persons  are  charged  with  theconductof  the 
train ;  and,  if  any  one  of  them  be  neghgent  in  his  own  department,  that 
will  constitute '  negUgence,'  bringing  the  case  within  the  terms  of  sec.  1, 
sub-sec.  5."  The  consideration  which  had  weight  with  one  of  the  judges 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  duty  having  been  committed  to  a  great 
many  people,  any  one  of  whom  might  have  performed  it,  therefore  the 
person  actually  performing  it  was  not  "  in  charge,"  was  in  the  House 
of  Lords  regarded  as  "  very  immaterial."  The  statute  points  directly 
to  the  person  having  "  the  charge  or  control  of  the  train"  as  being  that 
person  who  at  the  time  when  the  negligent  act  is  conmiitted  hfiw  the 
duty  cast  upon  him  of  performing  that  act  with  reasonable  care." 

By  the  interpretation  clause  "  workman  "  means  a  railway  servant  Scope  of  the 
amongst  others ;  therefore  any  person  who  can  bring  himself  within  sub-section, 
the  meaning  of  the  term  is  entitled  to  recover,  not,  indeed,  for  the 
negligence  of  any  other  railway  servant,  but  for  the  negligence  of  those 
classes  of  railway  servants  who  are  specified  in  the  sub-section — ^that 
is,  those  "  in  charge  or  control  of  any  signal,  points,  locomotive  engine, 
or  train  upon  a  railway." 

1  9  Q.  B.  D.  106.  a  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  624. 

3  But  see  PoweU  v.  Fall,  5  Q.  B.  D.  597.  *  ( 1896)  A.  C.  64. 

6  Cp.  Caron  v.  Boston,  drc.  Rd,  Co.,  164  Mass.  523.  In  Massachusetts  a  locomolive 
and  a  single  car  connected  and  run  together  has  been  held  to  be  a  train  :  8he.a  v. 
New  York,  rfrc.  Rd.  Co.,  173  Mjws.  177. 

6  L.t.  66. 
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ridge, C.J. 


Is  a  tramway 
a  railway  ? 


Compcnsa- 
tion. 


Bortich  v. 
Head. 


On  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  charge  or  control "  in  this  connection, 
Oihhs  V.  0,  W.  Ry.  Co.,^  is  to  be  looked  at.     The  decision  is  an  earUer 
one  than  that  just  noticed.    A  workman  in  the  signal  department  of 
the  defendants'  railway  had  to  clean,  oil,  and  adjust  the  points. and 
wires  of  the  locking  apparatus  at  various  places  along  a  portion  of  their 
line  ;  for  this  purpose  he  was  subject  to  an  inspector,  who  was  respon- 
sible for  the  points  and  locking  gear,  which  were  moved  and  worked 
by  men  in  the  signal-boxes.    This  workman  took  the  cover  ofE  some 
points  and  locking  gear  in  order  to  oil  them,  and  negUgently  left  it 
projecting  over  the  metals  of  the  Kne,  and  so  caused  injury  to  a  fellow 
workman.    The  attempt  to  render  the  company  liable  for  the  neglect 
as  that  of  a  person  in  the  service  of  the  employer  who  has  the  charge  or 
control  of  points  failed  both  in  the  Divisional  Court  and  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal.    In  the  Divisional  Court,  Field,  J.,  discussing  the  meaning 
of  "  charge  or  control,"  doubted  "whether  the  words  'charge  or  con- 
trol '  are  intended  to  mean  different  things  "  ;  Mathew,  J.,  thought  that 
the  Legislature  had  in  contemplation  "  the  negligence  of  some  person 
having  charge  or  control  of  the  points  for  the  purposes  of  traffic  and  of 
movement."    In  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Brett,  M.R.,*  draws  a  distinction 
between  charge  and  control.    His  words  are  :    "  I  cannot  think  that 
there  is  any  colour  for  saying  he  [the  plaintiff]  had  the  control  of  the 
points,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  he  is  a  person  who  had  the 
charge  of  them  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    I  think  that  to  be 
such  a  person  he  should  be  one  who  has  the  general  charge  of  the  points, 
and  not  one  who  merely  has  charge  of  them  at  some  particular  moment." 
Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  too,  discussing  whether  the  workman  whose 
fault  was  alleged  had  charge  or  control  said :  ^   "He  certainly  had  to 
do  something  from  time  to  time  to  the  machinery  connected  with  the 
points,  but  he  himself  said  he  worked  under  the  direction  of  Saunders 
[the  inspector],  and  Saunders  was  called  and  he  proved,  I  think,  that 
he  was  the  person  who  had  apparently  both  the  charge  and  the  control 
of  the  points,  and  that  Fisher  [the  workman]  was  only  a  workman 
under  him,  and  was  not  a  person  who  had  either  the  charge  or  the 
control  of  any  points  connected  with  the  railway." 

A  good  deal  of  ingenuity  has  been  (extra-judicially)  expended  on 
the  question  whether  a  tramway  is  a  railway  within  the  section. 
Originally,  doubtless,  and  in  general  usage  the  terms  may  have  been 
convertible.  Now,  however,  a  distinction  is  drawn,*  and  the  principle 
avails  in  this  case  also,  that  was  at  the  root  of  the  decision  in  Murphy 
V.  Wilson^ — ^that  words  expressing  well-known  objects  are  to  be 
confined  in  their  ordinary  usage  to  the  designation  of  them. 

Where  the  workman  estabUshes  his  right  to  compensation  under 
the  Act,  the  amoimt  he  may  recover  is  Umited  to  "  such  sum  as  may  be 
found  to  be  equivalent  to  the  estimated  earnings,  during  the  three 
years  preceding  the  injury,  of  a  person  in  the  same  grade,  employed 
during  those  years  in  the  like  employment  and  in  the  district  in  which 
the  workman  is  employed  at  the  time  of  the  injury."  • 

In  Bortick  v.  Head''  a  Divisional  Court,  overruling  the  county 
court  judge,  decided  that  the  act  did  not  lay  down  a  measure  of  damages, 

1  11  Q.  B.  D.  22, 12  Q.  B.  D.  208.  a  12  Q.  B.  D.  212. 

3  L.c.  210.     Cp.  Caron  v.  Boston,  <fcc.  Bd.  Co.,  164  Mass.  523. 

4  The  Tramways  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  78).  Swansea  ImprfwemtnU  and 
Tramway  Co.  v.  Swansea  Urban  Sanitary  Authority,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  367.  Notice  of 
Accidents  Act,  1894,  (67  &  68  Vict.  c.  28)  sch.  "  railway,  tramroad,  and  txamway." 

c  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  624.  «  Sec.  3.  7  53  L.  T.  909. 
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but  merely  imposed  a  limit  beyond  which  damages  should  not  be 
recovered  ;  so  that  when  a  jury  estimated  a  sum  for  overtime  work  Overtime 
which  the  plaintiff  had  earned  for  another  employer  than  the  one  earnings, 
in  whose  service  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to 
recover  the  sum  so  assessed. 

Noel  V.  Redndh  Foundry  Co.,^  deals  with  the  earnings  of  an  appren-  Apprentice's 
tice  with  a  salary  of  Is.  a  week  which  progressed  yearly.  In  his  fifth eamingshow 
year,  when  he  was  injured,  he  was  getting  5s,  a  week.  At  the  end  ^«^^^"^'^*^- 
of  the  year  his  apprenticeship  would  have  ended  and  his  rate  of  wages 
as  a  workman  might  amount  to  I8s.  a  week.  The  county  court  judge 
awarded  £80.  The  defendants  appealed,  but  conceded  damages  for 
three  years  at  5s.  a  week,  i.e.,  £39.  In  view  of  the  concession  the 
Court  did  not  conceive  that  it  was  bound  to  cut  down  this  sum,  but 
were  not  "  satisfied  that  on  the  true  construction  of  the  section,  the 
standard  of  the  actual  earnings  during  the  last  three  years  preceding 
the  injury  can  be  left  out  of  consideration,  and  that  only  the  words 
'  estimated  earnings  of  a  person  in  the  same  grade  employed  in  the 
like  employment,  and  in  the  district  in  which  the  workman  is  em- 
ployed,' are  to  be  taken  into  account,  the  suggestion  being  that  the 
only  standard  of  calculation  is  the  rate  of  wages  earned  by  persons  of  a 
similar  class  at  the  time  of  the  accident ;  a  proposition  to  which  I  ^ 
am  not,  as  at  present  advised,  prepared  to  assent."  In  the  same  case 
it  was  contended  that  the  expression  "  earnings  "  could  be  construed 
to  include  the  value  of  an  apprentice's  tuition.  The  Court  would  not 
admit  this,  though  willing  to  concede  that  "  food  or  clothing  which 
could  be  estimated  at  a  money  value  might  be  taken  into  account." 

In  Scotland,^  in  the  Sheriff  Courts,  damages  awarded  for  the  death  Damages 
of  a  man  who  has  left  a  widow  and  a  child  or  children  have  been  J^o^tf *  a 
apportioned,  the  widow  being  allowed  half,  "the  other  half  being 
reserved  for  the  children  when  they  came  to  sue." 

In  England  the  matter  is  regulated  by  sec.  2  of  Lord  Campbell's 
Act,*  whereby  the  damages  may  be  apportioned  amongst  those  en- 
titled "  in  such  shares  as  the  jury  by  their  verdict  shall  find  and  direct."  ^ 
Where  the  action  is  brought  in  the  Chancery  Division,  it  has  been 
decided  that  the  Court  has  power  to  apportion  in  such  manner  as  a 
jury  could  have  done.® 

Notice  that  injury  has  been  sustained  must  be  given  within  six  Time  for 
weeks'  from  the  occurrence  of  the  accident  causing  the  injury,  and  the  gi^g notice 
action  must  be  commenced  within  six  months  ®  from  the  same  date,  action?'*^'*^ 
In  the  case  of  death  resulting  the  time  to  bring  an  action  is  extended 
to  twelve  months.    The  want  of  notice  is  no  bar  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  action  "  if  the  judge  shall  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  reasonable 
excuse  for  such  want  of  notice."  ® 

1  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  453.  2  Wills,  J. 

3  Spens  and  Younger,  Law  of  Employer  and  Employed,  317.  Cp.  Sanderson  v. 
Sanderson,  36  L.  T.  847. 

4  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93 ;  amended  by  27  &  28  Vict.  0.  96.  This  Act  does  not  apply 
to  Scotland.     Ante,  180.  6  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93,  s.  2. 

e  Btdmer  v.  Bidmer,  25  Ch.  D.  409. 

7  In  M^Donagh  v.  MacLeUar^lZ  Rettie,  1000,  the  injury  was  suffered  on  the  7th  of 
'May,  and  the  notice  was  sent  by  post,  so  that  the  employers  cotdd  not  receive  it  before 
the  19th  of  June.     Held,  too  late. 

8  By  the  Interpretation  Act,  1889  (52  &  53  Vict.  0.  63),  s.  3,  the  expression  month 
is  to  mean  calendar  moDth  in  every  Act  passed  after  the  year  1850.  Cp.  Bruner  v. 
Moore,  (1904)  1  Ch.  305. 

»  43  &  44  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  4.  See  PreviH  v.  OaUi,  4  Times  L.  R.  487  ;  M'Leod  v. 
Pirie,  20  Rettie,  381.     In  New  South  Wales  this  provision  has  been  held  to  apply  only 
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Ill  the  Scotch  case  of  Johnston  v.  Shaw,^  the  plaintiff  sought  to 
excuse  non-compliance  with  the  provision  for  the  bringing  of  action 
within  six  months,  alleging  that,  between  the  time  of  giving  the  notice 
and  the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  he  was  confined  in  a  lunatic 
asylum  in  consequence  of  his  faculties  having  become  impaired  by 
reason  of  the  accident.  The  provision  was,  however,  held  obligatory, 
and  it  was  niled  that,  beyond  the  time  mentioned,  no  action  under 
the  Act  could  be  maintained. 

Clark  V.  Adams,^  another  Scotch  action  under  this  section,  raised 
a  somewhat  peculiar  point.  An  action  was  brought  at  common  law, 
and  was  decided  against  the  pursuer,  who  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Session.  At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  it  was  stated  that  the  pursuer 
had  become  aware  that  he  had  given  notice  under  ^he  Employers' 
Liability  Act,  1880,  and  he  sought  to  treat  his  common  law  action  as 
if  it  had  been  brought  under  the  statute.  The  Court  seem  to  have 
considered  that  this  might  be  done  within  the  six  months,*  but  held 
that  since  the  time  specified  in  the  Act  was  elapsed  it  was  not  possible 
in  the  particular  case  before  them. 

Cave  and  Lawrance,  JJ.,  decided  in  Conroy  v.  Peacock,^  regarding 

or  at  least  treating  the  point  as  too  clear  for  argument,  that  in  an 

action  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,  the  defendant  cannot 

rely  upon  the  defence  that  the  notice  of  injury  required  by  sec.  i  of  the 

Act  has  not  been  given,  unless  he  has  given  notice  that  he  intends  to 

rely  upon  it  as  a  statutory  defence  pursuant  to  Order  x.  rr.  10,  18,  of 

the  County  Court  Rules,  1886.*    Want  of  notice  of  injury,  says  Cave,  J., 

"  is  clearly  a  '  statutory  defence,'  because  but  for  the  statute  no  notice 

of  injury  would  be  necessary."    The  words  of  the  section  on  which 

the  learned  judge  was  deciding  show  that  an  action  under  the  Act 

"shall  not  be  maintainable  unless  notice  ...  is  given."*    In  the 

absence  of  notice  of  injury  and  notice  by  the  defendant  of  statutory 

defence,  the  defendant  must  wait  (outside  the  Court  would  probably 

be  preferable)'  while  the  judge  is  eUciting  the  want  of  that  notice  which 

the  statute  makes  an  integral  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action ; 

and  if  judgment  is  then  given  ignoring  the  requisites  of  the  statute, 

on  an  appeal  to  a  competent  Court,  Conroy  v.  Peacock  must  be  formally 

overruled.     Ignorance  of  the  need  of  a  notice  has  been  held  not  to  be 

a  "  reasonable  excuse  "  for  the  absence  of  it.® 

where  due  notice  has  not  been  given,  and  not  where  no  notice  at  all  has  been  given  : 
Thompson  v.  Southern  Coal  Co.,  16  N.  S.  W.  L.  R.  (L.)  162. 

1  21  Sc.  L.  R.  246.  «  12  Rettie,  1092. 

3  Morrison  v.  Baird,  10  Rettie,  271  ;  Murray  v.  Steel,  12  Rettie,  945  ;  this  seems 
to  have  been  a  sort  of  informal  procedure  under  sec.  6.  In  Scotland  it  has  been 
held  that  the  question  whether  the  omission  to  send  notice  of  injury  to  the  emplojcr  is 
reasonable  may  be  decided  either  at  the  adjustment  of  issues,  or  at  the  trial,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  judge :   Trail  v.  Kelman,  16  Rettie,  4. 

4  (1897)  2  Q.   B.  6. 

s  Now  Rr.  10,  18,  of  Order  X  of  County  Court  Rules,  1903. 

6  Keen  v.  MillwaU  Dock  Co.,  8  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Lord  Coleridge,  484 ;  per  Brett,  UJ., 
485.  Clarkson  v.  Musgrave,  9  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Field,  J.,  390  :  **  It  is  clear  that  the  notice 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue." 

7  Edwards  v.  O.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  588,  660;  Park  €hU  Iron  Co,  v.  Coaies, 
L.  R.  5  C.  P.  634. 

8  £x  parte  Hannan,  18  N.  S.  W.  L.  R.  (L.)  422.  Want  of  notice  has  been  excused 
on  the  ground  that  the  widow  of  the  deceased  man  was  in  an  advanced  stoge  of 
pregnancy  and  so  excited  that  the  doctor  forbade  her  being  spoken  to  on  the  subject : 
Bromley  v.  Oldham,  cited  Ruegg,  Employers'  Liability  (6th  ed.)63.  In  New  South 
Wales  the  excuse  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  for  a  long  time  in  hospital,  and  wns  not 
in  a  fit  state  to  go  on  with  tne  action,  has  availed :  MQUr  v.  Dalgcty,  (1884,  N.  S.  W.) 
1  W.  N.  164,  2  W.  N.  17.     So  has  an  explanation  that  negotiations  between  the  widow 


CHAP.  VI.]     THE  EMPLOYERS'  LIABILITY  ACT,  1880.  717 

The  Scottdsli  CourtB  have  been  a  bit  exigent  in  this  matter  of  the  Scottish 
notice.  Thus  in  M'Fadyen  v.  DaimeUington  Iron  Co}  they  refused  to  ^^l^e''''^ '''' 
dispense  with  the  notice  though  the  pursuer  alleged  that  he  was  an 
old  man  and  illiterate,  and  that  during  the  six  months  it  was  not  known 
whether  the  deceased  would  survive  and  take  proceedings  himself. 
And  in  ConnoUy  v.  Young's  Pwafjm  Light  and  Mineral  OU  Co}  they 
refused  a  dispensation  where  the  action  was  brought  by  the  widow, 
who  claimed  indulgence  on  the  ground  of  her  forgetfulness  caused  by 
her  grief.  But  in  BeckeU  v.  Manchester  Corporation,^  Field,  J.,  said : 
"  It  matters  not  how  defective  the  notice  was,  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
it  has  not  injured  the  defendants,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  defendants  are 
not  at  the  trial  taken  by  surprise  in  consequence  of  the  defect  " — ^in 
that  case  the  omission  of  the  address  and  the  date. 

Any  penalty  which  is  paid  to  the  injured  workman  in  pursuance  Penalty, 
of  any  Act  of  Parliament  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  compensation 
payable  in  respect  of  a  cause  of  action  under  this  Act ;  and  where  the 
action  has  been  brought  previously  to  the  payment  of  any  penalty, 
the  workman  is  not  to  be  entitled  to  receive  any  such  penalty  paid 
in  respect  of  the  same  cause  of  action.^ 

The  class  of  Acts  in  which  provision  is  made  for  a  penalty  payable 
in  part  to  the  workman  comprehends  such  Acts  as  the  Coal  Mines 
Regulation  Act,  1887,*  the  Metalliferous  Mines  Regulation  Act,  1872,* 
the  Metalliferous  Mines  Act,  1875,'  and  the  Factory  and  Workshop 
Act,  1901.® 

Actions  •  under  the  Employers'  LiabiUty  Act,  1880,  are  to  be  Actions  to  be 
brought  in  a  County  Court,^®  but  may  be  removed  into  a  superior  Court  counf**C-urt 
in  the  same  mode  and  for  the  same  causes  that  other  actions  may  be 
removed.*^  Where  an  action  is  tried  in  a  County  Court,  before  a  judge 
without  a  jury,  one  or  more  assessors  may  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  compensation.^^  Regulations  may  be  made 
as  to  procedure  and  the  consoUdation  of  actions  in  the  same  manner 
as  they  are  made  with  regard  to  other  actions  in  County  Courts. ^^ 

and  the  employer  were  begun  within  the  six  weeks,  but  letters  of  administration  were 
not  granted  till  nearly  eight  months  after:  Bidman  v.  Bobertaon,  (1887,  N.  S.  W.) 
4  W.  N.  131. 

1  24  Rettie,  327.  2  22  Rettie,  80. 

s  62  J.  P.  346.  There  is  an  instructive  Masstu^husetts  case,  Ledwidje  v.  Hathaway ^ 
170  Mass.  348.  4  Sec.  5. 

fi  50  &  51  Vict.  c.  68,  ss.  59-70.  See  Guthrie  Smith,  Law  of  Damages  (2nd  ed.), 
368,  for  a  general  account  of  these  Acts. 

6  36  &  36  Vict.  c.  77,  ss  31-38.     See  also  Quarries  Act,  1894  (67  &  58  Vict.  c.  42). 

7  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  39. 

8  1  Edw.  VII.  c.  22,  s.  136.  In  Blenkinwpp  v.  Ogden,  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  783,  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  injured  person  was  held  to  be  no  answer  to  proceedings 
for  the  penalty. 

»  Sec.  6,  sub-sec.  1.  The  Queen  v.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court,  14  Q.  B.  D.  905, 
decided  on  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  39,  repealed  and  re-enacted  as  sec.  62  of  County 
CJourts  Act,  1888  (61  &  52  Vict.  c.  43). 

10  In  Scotland  this  means  the  Sheriff  Court,  and  in  Ireland  the  Civil  Bill  Court. 

11  By  certiorari,  or  order  imder  ss.  126,  129,  130,  132  of  the  County  Courts  Act, 
1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  43),  which  supersede  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  90,  and  19  &  20  Vict, 
c.  108,  s.  38,  and  now  regulate  the  removal  of  cases  from  a  County  Court.  The  applica- 
tion for  removal  is  ordinarily  made  to  a  master  (R.  S.  C.  1883,  0.  liv.  r.  12),  or  judge 
at  chambers.  Under  the  repealed  Acts  it  could  only  be  made  to  a  judge  at  chambers  : 
Bobertaon  v.  Womaeh,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  367  ;  Staples  v.  Accidental  Death  Insurance  Co., 
10  W.  R.  59.  As  to  refusal  to  order  removal,  see  Munday  v.  Thames  Ironworks  and 
Shipbuilding  Co.,  10  Q.  B.  D.  59.  As  to  removal  on  ground  of  prejudice.  Bates  v. 
Warner,  5  Times  L.  R.  582  (C.  A.) ;  generally  Potter  v.  Great  Western  Colliery  Co.,  10 
Times  L.  R.  380.  la  Sec.  6,  sub-sec.  2. 

13  Sec.  6,  sub-sec.  3.     See  County  Court  Rules,  1903,  Order  xliv. 
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Rule  respect- 
ing removal 
of  actions 
from  County 
Courts. 


Munday  v. 
Thames  Iron- 
works and 
Shipbuilding 
Co, 


Morrison  v. 
Baird. 


Difference 
between  the 
Scotch  and 
the  English 
systems. 


The  rule  that  should  govern  in  England  in  deciding  applications  to 
remove  actions  under  the  Act  from  the  County  Court  to  the  Superior 
Court  is  that  they  are  only  to  be  allowed  "  if  some  new  question  of 
law  is  raised,  or  some  very  difficult  question  in  the  particular  case,  for 
instance,  as  to  the  way  in  which  the  machinery  caused  the  injury. 
The  removal  is  in  the  (fiscretion  of  the  judge,  and  I  should  think  that 
in  his  discretion  he  would,  except  in  very  peculiar  circumstances, 
leave  the  case  in  the  County  Court."  ^ 

This  rule  is  identical  with  that  laid  down  in  the  earlier  case  of 
Munday  v.  Thames  Ironworks  and  Shipbuilding  Co.^^  where  Manisty,  J., 
doubted  whether  an  action  at  common  law  could  be  consolidated  with 
one  under  the  Act ;  since  "  the  ordinary  principle  is  that  if  there  is  a 
statutory  proceeding  for  a  particular  cause  of  action  and  compensation 
is  recovered,  although  hmited  in  amount,  an  action  at  common  law  for 
large  ^  damages  shall  not  be  maintained.  If  proceedings  have  been 
taken  before  a  magistrate  and  a  penalty  or  damages  recovered,  an 
action  for  the  same  cause  cannot  afterwards  be  brought."  *  This  may 
be  explained  by  considering  Morrison  v.  Baird  ^  in  the  Court  of  Session, 
where  a  distinction  is  pointed  out  between  cumulative  and  mutually 
exclusive  remedies.  "I  cannot  conceive,"  sajrs  the  Lord  Justice- 
Clerk  (Moncreiff),  "that  the  Legislature  ever  intended  that  there 
should  be  both  a  common  law  and  a  statutory  action.  .  .  .  The 
ground  upon  which  the  action  is  brought — ^the  ground  of  liability — is  a 
common  law  liability;  and  the  only  effect  of  the  statute  is,  in 
the  case  of  fellow  workmen,  to  take  away  a  plea  which  might  exclude 
such  an  action  based  upon  the  common  law  in  the  event  of  the  wrong 
complained  of  having  been  done  by  a  fellow  workman."  Lord  Young,, 
added  : •  "I  agree  with  your  Lordship  that  it  is  not  incompetent 
to  combine  the  common  law  and  the  provisions  of  the  Employers' 
Liability  Act  in  the  same  action."  "^ 

This  manifestly  means  no  more  than  that  a  workman  is  not  to 
recover  damages  twice  over  for  the  same  injury,  though  he  may  claim 
in  the  alternative.  This,  under  the  Scotch  sjrstem,  in  which  the 
Sheriff  Courts  have  unlimited  jurisdiction,  may  readily  be  done.  In 
England  the  County  Court  would  not  have  jurisdiction  beyond  the 
£100  limit  except  under  the  Act ;  so  that  claims  in  the  alternative 
would  be  to  that  extent  hampered ;  though  that  does  not  constitute 
a  reason  why  they  should  not  be  pursued  so  far  as  they  may  avail. 
Manisty,  J.,  was  probably  thinking  of  the  case  of  a  plaintiff  recovering 
imder  the  Act,  and  then,  with  a  view  to  secure  larger  damages,  bringing 
his  action  at  common  law ;  in  which  case  he  would  plainly  be  dis- 
entitled.®   If,  however,  he  is  to  be  understood  as  affirming  that  a 

1  Per  Brett,  M.R.,  The  Queen  v.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court,  14  Q.  B.  D.  907. 
The  principles  regulating  the  practice  in  Scotland  are  investigated  in  M^Avoy  v. 
Young's  Paraffin  Light  and  Miruiral  OH  Co,,  9  Rettie,  100. 

2  10  Q.  B.  D.  59.  3  Probably  this  is  a  misprint  for  "  larger." 
4  Cp.  Midland  Ry,  Co,  v.  Martin,  (1893)  2  Q.  B.  172. 

'      6  10  Rettie,  271,  277.  «  Lc,  278. 

7  "  The  jury  should  be  told  by  the  presiding  judge  that  their  verdict  should  be  as 
to  one  cause  of  action  or  the  other,  and  that  they  cannot  give  judgment  under  both  "  : 
per  Madden,  C.J.,  Stephens  v.  Austral  Otis  Engineering  Co.,  27  V.  L.  R.  724,  728. 
The  wording  of  this  proposition  wants  modification  to  make  it  a  correct  statement  of 
English  law. 

8  See  Seddon  v.  Tutop,  6  T.  R.,  per  Grose,  J.,  609.  "  The  only  inqiiry  is  whether 
the  same  cause  of  action  has  been  litigated  and  considered  in  the  foriper  actiotVk'* 
Cp.  Brunsden  v.  Humphrey^  14  Q.  B.  D.  141. 
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workman  may  not  frame  his  action  in  the  alternative  either  under  the 
Act  or  at  common  law,  then  the  Act  does  not  say  so  ;  and  the  general 
rule  of  law  in  the  case  of  the  existence  of  two  remedies  is  otherwise.^ 
Does,  then,  the  fact  that  simultaneous  actions  are  brought  in  different 
courte  make  a  difference  ?  If  it  does,  either  or  both  of  the  actions 
would  not  be  maintainable.  A  stay  would  be  obtained  with  regard 
to  the  part  common  to  the  two  actions.^ 

Again :   if  an  action  imder  the  Act  is  brought  and  fails,  can  the  Action  at 
plaintiff  proceed  anew  at  common  law  ?    For  instance,  an  action  ^^^aUurT 
against  an  employer  fails  through  want  of  notice  of  action,  and  the  of  proceeding 
plaintiff  eommences  a  common  law  action.    Such  action  could  be  under  the  Act. 
maintained  on  the  principle  laid  down  by  Willes,  J.,  in  Langmead  v. 
Maple :^    "The  conditions  for  the  exclusion  of  jurisdiction  on  the 
ground  of  res  judicata  are  that  the  same  identical  matter  shall  have  come 
in  question  already  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  that  the  matter 
shall  have  been  controverted,  and  that  it  shall  have  been  finally 
decided.  ...  It  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  res  judicata  that  the 
matter  has  been  determined  on ;    it  must  appear  that  it  was  con- 
troverted as  weU  as  determined  upon."  *    If  an  action  is  brought  under 
the  Act  for  the  negligence  of  the  master,  and  the  plaintiff  fails  by  the 
negligence  alleged  being  disproved,  on  the  same  principle  a  common 
law  action  cannot  be  brought.     If  not  proved,  the  ordinary  rules 
relating  to  nonsuits  would  apply.     There  remains  the  case  of  an  action 
brought  at  common  law  and  failing,  and  subsequently  an  action  com- 
menced under  the  Act.    This,  too,  seems  referable  to  the  ordinary 
principles  relating  to  res  judicata. 

Notice  of  action  *  in  respect  of  injury  shall  give  :  Notice  of 

(a)  The  name  and  address  of  the  person  injured.  action. 

(6)  Shall  state  in  ordinary  language — (1)  the  cause  of  the  injury  ; 

(2)  the  date  at  which  it  was  sustained, 
(c)  Shall  be  served  : 

(a)  If  the  employer  is  a  private  person,  on  him ;  or,  if 
there  is  more  than  one,  on  one  of  them ;  and 
either  (1)  by  deUvering  the  same  to  the  person  on 
whom  it  is  to  be  served,  (2)  by  delivering  it  at  his 
residence  or  place  of  business,  (3)  by  posting  it  in  a 
registered  letter  addressed  to  the  person  on  whom  it 
is  to  be  served  at  his  last-known  place  of  residence 
or  place  of  business ; 

1  Bagot  V.  EaaUm,  7  Ch.  D.  1 ;  Masters  v.  Jones,  10  Times  L.  B.  403  ;  Larbey  v. 
Greenwood,  Times  newspaper,  July  23,  1886,  is  a  Coxmty  Court  action  under  the 
Employers'  liability  Act,  1880,  removed  into  the  High  Court  by  eer/iorari  to  add  a 
common  law  claim.  Marrow  v.  Flimby  A  BroughUm  Moor  Goal  and  Fire  Brick  Go., 
(1808)  2  Q.  B.  588,  contained  a  common  law  claim  as  well  as  the  claim  under  the 
Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880  ;  per  Rigby,  L.J.,  l.c,  600.  In  Scotland  the  practice 
is  to  schedule  alternatively  in  the  issue  the  sums  claimed  respectively  at  common  law 
and  under  the  Act :  Goudie  v.  Paid,  22  Rettie,  1.  In  Duthie  v.  Galedonian  Ry.  Co., 
26  Rettie,  934,  damages  were  recovered  against  one  of  two  defendants  under  the 
Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,  and  against  the  other  at  common  law.  Judgment  was 
entered  jointly  and  severally  for  £156,  the  limit  under  the  Act,  and  against  the  other  for 
the  balance. 

2  Morton  v.  Quick,  26  W.  R.  441.  3  is  C.  B.  N.  S.  270. 

4  **  Although  a  declaration  contains  counts  under  which  the  plaintiff's  whole 
demand  mightl)e  recovered,  yet,  if  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  give  evidence  of  some 
of  the  claims,  they  may  be  recovered  in  another  action.  This  was  decided  in  Seddon  v, 
Tutop,  6  T.  R.  607,  and  that  decision  has  been  confirmed  by  subsequent  cases  in  the 
King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  "  :  Thorpe  v.  Cooper,  5  Bing.  110,  per  Best,  C.J.,  129. 

5  Sec.  7.     M'Leod  v.  Pirie,  20  Rettie,  381. 
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Moyle  V. 
Jenkins. 


Written 

notice 

essential. 


Lartdey  v. 
Mayor,  dsc. 
of  East 
Retjord. 


(/5)  If  the  employer  is  a  body  of  persons  corporate  or 

unincorporate — (1)  by  delivering  the  notice  at  the 

office  or  any  one  of  the  offices  of  the  body,  (2)  by 

sending  it  by  post  in  a  registered  letter  to  the  office 

or  any  one  of  the  offices  of  the  body. 

A  notice  is  not  to  be  deemed  invahd  "  by  reason  of  any  defect  or 

inaccuracy,"  *  unless  the  defect  or  inaccuracy,  in  the  opinion  of  the 

judge  who  tries  the  action,  (1)  prejudices  the  defendant  in  his  defence, 

and  (2)  "  was  for  the  purpose  of  misleading." 

In  MoyJe  v.  Jenkins  ^  the  contention  was  that  the  requirements  of 
sec.  4  were  satisfied  by  verbal  notice;  but  the  Court  held  that, 
supposing  that  to  be  so  if  sec.  4  stood  alone,  yet  it  was  so  far  affected 
by  the  terms  of  sec.  7  as  to  make  a  written  notice  necessary.  This 
view  was  sustained  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of  Keen  v. 
MilhoaU  Dock  Co?  Plaintiff's  sohcitor's  letter  referred  to  particulars 
"  which  have  already  been  communicated  to  your  superintendent." 
A  verbal  report  had  been  made  to  the  defendants'  inspector,  who 
took  down  the  particulars.  This  was  held  insufficient.  In  this  case 
Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  also  expressed  an  opinion  that  a  notice,  to  satisfy 
the  Act,  must  be  contained  in  one  document.  "  If,"  he  said,*  "  the 
letter  relied  on  in  this  case  had  referred  to  some  written  document 
in  which  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  injury  were  given,  it  would 
not,  I  should  have  thought,  have  been  a  compliance  with  the  words 
of  this  enactment,  which  describes  the  notice  as  one  and  single, 
containing  in  it  the  incidents  which  the  statute  has  required  it  to 
contain  as  a  condition  precedent  to  maintaining  any  action."  The  better 
opinion  seems  to  be  that  this  is  not  essential.  "  I  agree,"  said 
Brett,  L. J.,^  "  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  notice  must  be  given  in 
one  notice,  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  it  would  be  fatal  if  it  were 
contained  in  more  than  one  notice."  Holker,  L.J.,  concurred  in  this 
opinion. 

In  another  case,*  under  sec.  264  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875, 
Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  with  whom  Bowen  and  Fry,  L.JJ.,  concurred, 
definitely  laid  down  that  "it  is  not  necessary  that  the  whole  of  a 
notice  of  action  be  set  out  in  one  document."  So  that  unless  some 
distinction  can  be   taken   between   the  notice   required  under  the 

1  In  Carter  v.  Dryadale,  12  Q.  B.  D.  91,  the  omission  of  the  date  was  held  a  **  defect 
or^naccuracy  "  that  did  not  render  the  notice  invalid ;  and  in  Stone  v.  Hyde,  9  Q.  B.  D. 
76,  a  letter  from  plaintiff's  solicitor  giving  the  date  of  injury,  and  stating  that  the 
plaintiff  for  some  time  past  had  been  at  a  hospital  under  treatment  "  for  injury  to  his 
leg,"  was  held  a  mere  **  defect  or  inaccuracy,  and  not  such  an  omission  as  to  make 
the  document  "  no  notice  at  all."  This  was  followed  in  Cox  v.  Hamilton  Sewer  Pipe 
Co.,  14  Ont.  R.  300 ;  but  subsequently  the  notice  sections  in  the  Ontario  Act  were 
altered  :  Cavanagh  v.  Park,  23  Ont.  A.  R.  715.  In  Thomson  v.  Robertson,  12  Rettie, 
121,  a  letter  from  the  wife  of  the  injured  man  in  these  terms  was  held  sufficient:  *'  I 
find  I  will  need  some  more  money  and  will  you  please  oblige  me  with  ten  shillingeu 
It  is  now  five  weeks  since  Adam  got  his  accident.  His  jaw  has  been  so  badly  smashed 
that  he  will  never  be  the  same  man  again.  Adam  has  been  advised  to  get  damages 
from  you."  In  Heam  v.  Phillips,  1  Times  L.  R.  475,  notice  of  injury  was  served  on 
the  employer's  son  instead  of  on  the  employer.  At  the  trial  the  judge,  knowing  that 
the  father  was  in  Court,  made  the  amendment,  and  his  order  was  upheld.  The 
Divisional  Court,  however,  intimated  that  had  the  objection  been  to  the  proper  service 
of  the  notice  they  might  have  been  constrained  to  a  different  decision.  The  notice 
need  not  refer  to  proposed  litigation  :  Hughes  v.  Blunt,  (1888,  N.  S.  W.)5  W.  N.  17. 
Notice  addressed  to  a  deceased  employer  is  sufficient  if  it  is  shown  that  the  notice 
has  come  to  the  hands  of  the  trustee  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  deceased  : 
Rathbone  v.  Ross,  35  S.  J.  208.  2  8  Q.  B.  D.  116. 

3  8  Q,  B.  D.  482.  4  L.c.  484.  s  Lx.,  485. 

6  Lamley  v.  Mayor,  dhc.  oj  East  Retford,  55  J.  P.  133. 
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Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,  and  that  formerly  required  mider  the 
Public  Health  Act,  1875,  it  may  be  concluded  that  a  valid  notice  of 
action  can  be  collected  from  two  or  more  documents. 

In  the  notice  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  cause  of  action,  but 
only  that  which  wUl  enable  the  employer  to  have  substantial  notice 
of  what  has  occurred,  so  that  he  may  make  proper  inquiries,  and  may 
come  to  trial  prepared  to  meet  the  plaintiff's  case.  The  provision  that 
he  shall  state  the  "  cause  of  injury  "  is  liot  to  be  construed  as  a  require- 
ment that  he  shall  state  the  "  cause  of  action."  ^ 

With  regard  to  the  method  of  serving  notice,  there  is  an  important  Service  of 
decision  of  the  First  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session,*  on  the  point  no^^ice. 
whether  a  notice  sent  by  letter  is  good  if  the  letter  is  not  registered. 
Evidence  was  given  that  a  letter  not  registered  was  posted  and  for- 
warded to  the  defenders,  who,  in  answer  to  a  further  letter  sent  after 
the  expiration  of  the  six  weeks,  admitted  its  receipt,  and  stated  that 
they  had  forwarded  it  to  the  secretary  of  an  insurance  company.    The  JudgmOTit  of 
Lord  President  (Inglis)  said  it  was  quite  indispensable  under  the  Act  ^esid^t 
"  that  notice  of  an  action  should  be  served  within  six  weeks,  and,  if  it  (inglis). 
is  not  so  served,  the  action  is  not  maintainable.     This  is  plain  enough, 
but  the  point  now  to  be  considered  is  regarding  the  manner  of  serving 
the  notice.    The  statute  provides  two  modes  in  which  it  may  be  done, 
first,  by  '  delivering  the  same  to  or  at  the  residence  or  place  of  business 
of  the  person  on  whom  it  is  to  be  served.'    That  is  plainly  a  notice*  by 
a   *  delivered '   letter,   as   distinguished  from  a  posted  letter.     The 
second  mode  is  '  by  post  by  a  registered  letter ' — that  is  to  say,  the 
pursuer  may  avail  himself  of  the  Post  Office  as  a  means  of  service, 
and  that  by  means  of  a  registered  letter.     The  reason  why  the  letter 
is  to  be  registered  is  that  the  pursuer  is  not  to  be  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  the  presumption  oi  ordinary  correspondence,  that  a  letter, 
when  posted,  is  presumed  to  have  reached  its  destination  unless  it  is 
returned  from  the  Dead  Letter  Office.    But  if,  in  addition  to  posting 
the  letter,  the  pursuer  registers  it,  that,  under  the  statute,  creates  a 
presumption  that  the  letter  will  reach  its  destination.    This  is   ex- 
pressed by  the  last  clause  of  the  third  paragraph  of  sec.  7  of  the  Act, 
which  says,  '  And  in  proving  the  service  of  such  notice  it  shall  be 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  notice  was  properly  addressed  and  regis- 
tered.'   That  clause  will  not  preclude  the  defender  proving,  as  matter 
of  fact,  that  the  letter  did  not  reach  him ;  just  as  little  will  it  preclude 
the  pursuer  from  proving  that  though  the  letter  was  not  registered,  it 
did,  as  matter  of  fact,  reach  the  defender.    Now,  that  has  been  proved 
as  matter  of  fact  here."  ^ 

An  employer  under  the  Act  includes  a  body  of  persons  corporate  or  Employer 
unincorporated  includes 

Workman  *  is  defined  to  mean  "  a  railway  servant  and  any  person  ^^''P^'"**^^'^- 
to  whom  the  Employers  and  Workmen  Act,  1875,*  applies." 

1  Clarkson  v.  Musgrave,  9  Q.  B.  D.  386,  390. 

2  M'Qovan  v.  Tancred,  13  Rettie,  1033. 

3  Where  service  by  post  is  dealt  with  in  any  Act  subseqaent  to  1889,  see  the  Inter- 
pretation Act,  1889  (52  &  63  Vict.  c.  63),  s.  26. 

^  Sec.  8.  Under  the  existing  Act  no  action  can  be  maintained  against  the  represen- 
tatives of  a  deceased  employer.  OULeU  v.  Fairhank,  3  Times  L,  R.  618.  Cp.  a  curious 
American  case.  King  v.  Henkie,  60  Am.  R.  119.  As  to  the  operation  of  the  maxim 
Actio  personalis  moritur  cum  persona,  ante,  181 ;  also  see  Martin  v.  Baltimore  Bd, 
Co..  161  U.  S.  (44  Davis)  673.  6  Sec.  8. 

e  .38  &  39  Vict.  c.  90. 

VOL.  I.  .      2z 
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It  has  been  suggested^  that  the  term  "railway  servant"  com- 
prehends every  servant  of  a  railway.  It  is  at  least  doubtful  whether 
in  an  Act  whose  object  is  "to  extend  and  regulate  the  liabihty  of 
employers  to  make  compensation  for  personal  injuries  suffered  by 
workmen  in  their  service,"  and  in  which  "  railway  servant "  is  used 
in  collocation  with  workmen,  that  those  servants  of  a  railway  would  be 
included  to  whom  its  provisions  are  not  otherwise  applicable.^  The 
spirit  of  an  Act  of  Parhament  is  not  to  be  sacrificed  to  the  pedantry  of 
verbal  logic  :  Qui  hoBret  in  literd  Jiceret  in  cortice.^ 

By  sec.  10  of  the  Employers  and  Workmen  Act,  1875,*  "  the 
expression  workman  does  not  include  a  domestic  or  menial  servant,  but 
.  .  .  means  any  person  who,  being  a  labourer,  servant  in  husbandry, 
journeyman,  artificer,  handicraftsman,  miner,  or  otherwise  engaged 
in  manual  labour,*  whether  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  or  above 
that  age,  has  entered  into  or  works  under  a  contract  with  an 
employer,  whether  the  contract  be  made  before  or  after  the  passing 
of  this  Act,  be  express  or  impUed,  oral  or  in  writing,  and  be  a  con- 
tract of  service  or  a  contract  personally  to  execute  any  work  or 
labour." 

By  sec.  13  "  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  seamen  or  to  apprentices 
to  the  sea  service."  • 

By  the  Interpretation  Act,  1889,''  words  importing  the  masculine 
gender  shall  include  females,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears. 

Domestic  and  menial  servants  are  not  within  the  Act. 

A  "domestic  servant"  is  one  who  in  ordinary  circumstances 
resides  in  the  master's  house ;  but  this  test  is  not  conclusive.®  The 
determination  of  whether  a  servant  is  a  menial  servant  or  not  is  a 
question  of  the  facts  in  each  particular  case.' 

A  menial  servant  is  a  somewhat  more  extensive  term.  Thus,  a 
head  gardener,  living  outside  the  house,  but  upon  the  property,  has 
been  held  to  be  a  menial,  though  not  a  domestic  servant.^^  Domestic 
servants  are  those  occupied  in  the  service  of  the  master's  house; 
meniaP^  servants  those  engaged  on  the  establishment.  Servants  in 
either  of  these  classes  are,  by  the  exception  in  the  definition,  taken 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  Act ;  were  this  not  so,  they  would  come 
within  it  as  labourers. 

1  Roberts  and  Wallace,  Employers'  Liability  (3rd  ed.)  231.  | 

a  OordonT.  Jennings,  9  Q.K1>.^, 

3  Ey8Umy,8iudd,lP\owd.  467. 

4  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  90. 

fi  As  to  manual  labour,  M'Leod  v.  PtWc,  20  Rettie,  381.  "  Forewoman  of  a 
lamidry  "  was  held  not  a  description  such  as  to  convey  to  the  Court  knowledge  one 
way  or  another  as  to  the  scale  or  proportion  of  manual  labour  in  the  vocation  :  Moort 
V.  Boss,  17  Rettie,  796. 

•  In  Oakes  v.  MonkUmd  Iron  Co.,  11  Rettie,  579,  a  servant  employed  on  board  a 
vessel  solely  used  on  a  canal  was  held  not  to  be  a  seaman.  In  Froy  v.  Balmain  Siemn 
Ferry  Co.,  7  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  146,  an  engineer  of  a  steam  ferry-boat  was  held  not 
withm  the  Act  as  not  ordinarily  engaged  in  manual  labour,  ia.  Corbett  v.  Pearety 
[1904]  2  K.  B.  422,  a  man  engaged  navigating  a  baroe  on  the  Thames  which  might  be 
used  for  coasting  purposes  was  held  a  seaman.  "  Seaman  "  is  defined  by  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  1894  (57  &  58  Vict.  c.  60),  s.  742.     Cp.  The  Ruby  (No.  2),  (1898)  P.  59. 

7  52  &  53  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  1,  sub-sec.  2. 

8  Graham  v.  Thomdon,  1  Shaw,  309. 

»  Ladder  v.  Linden,  Ir.  R.  10  C.  L.  188. 

10  Noidan  v.  Ahlett,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  64.  In  Ireland  a  steward  and  gardener  was 
held  not  to  be  "  a  menial  servant  "  :  Fargan  v.  Burke,  12  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  498.  In  SicfiU 
V.  Ghreavee,  33  L.  J.  C.  P.  259,  a  huntsman  was  held  a  menial  servant.  Cp.  Ogle  v. 
Morgan,  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  369  ;   Vaughan  v.  Booth,  16  Jur.  808. 

11  Saxon  meine  or  memie — one  of  a  household :  Skeat,  Etym.  Diet,  sub  voce,  menial. 
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In  Wilson  v.  Glasgow  Tramway  Co.,^  under  the  Employers  and  Tramway 
Workmen  Act,  1875,  a  decision  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Em-  and  omnibus 
ployers'  Liability  Act,  a  tramway  conductor  was  held  "not  other ^^/*°*®"' 
thaii  a  labourer  employed  to  attend  on  the  tramway  cars  as  much  so  as  qio^^' 
a  miner  employed  to  work  a  windlass  or  the  gearing  of  a  pit,  or  a  man  Tramtoay  Co. 
engaged  to  drive  the  horses  of  a  trackboat  on  a  canal."  ^    This  is 
inconsistent  with  Morgan  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,^  in  the  English  Morgan  v. 
Court  of  Appeal,  where  an  omnibus  conductor  was  held  not  to  be  a  ^^^^ 
labourer  within  the  definition ;  since  "  his  real  and  substantial  business  ^^^J^^  q^ 
is  to  invite  persons  to  enter  the  omnibus  and  to  take  and  keep  for  his 
employers  the  money  paid  by  the  passengers  as  their  fares  ;  in  fact,  he 
earns  the  wages  becoming  due  to  him  through  the  confidence  reposed 
in  his  honesty."  *    In  Cook  v.  North  Metropolitan  Tramways  Co.^  the  Oook  v.  North 
driver  of  a  tramcar  was  held  to  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  the  Metropolitan 
Act  because  the  expression  used  is  "  manual  labour  "  and  not  "  manual  ^^^^^^v^  ^^' 
work  " — ^that  is,  work  apart  from  the  necessity  of  thought  and  skill. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintifE  in  Ya/rmovih  v.  -Fmwce*  was  held  to  be 
within  the  definition  of  "  workman  "  in  the  Employers  and  Workmen 
Act,  1875.     "  He  is,"  said  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,^  "  a  man  who  drives  a 
horse  and  trolley  for  a  wharfinger.    We  must  take  into  account  what 
his  ordinary  duty  was.    He  has  to  load  and  unload  the  trolley.    That 
is  manual  labour.    His  duty  may  be  compared  to  that  of  a  lighterman 
who  conducts  a  barge  or  lighter  up  and  down  the  river.     The  driving 
the  horse  and  trolley  and  the  navigating  of  the  lighter  form  the  easiest 
part  of  the  work  ;  his  real  labour,  that  which  tests  his  muscles  and  his 
sinews,  is  the  loading  and  unloading  of  the  trolley  or  the  lighter." 

The  inquiry  in  these  cases  is  mainly  one  of  fact,  that  is,  whether 
the  duties  in  any  case  performed  are  mainly  manual  or  mainly  mental. 
The  question  was  again  brought  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Bound 
V.  Lawrence,^  in  the  case  of  a  grocer's  assistant,  when  the  test  applicable  Test 
was  determined  to  be  an  inquiry  what  is  "  the  nature  of  the  sub-  applicable, 
stantial  employment "  imaffected  by  consideration  of  "  matters  that 
are  incident  and  accessory."  ® 

In  Hunt  V.  G,  N.  Ry,  Co.^^  Pollock,  B.,  excluded  an  occasional 
resort  to  manual  labour  as  sufficient  to  make  a  "  person  engaged  in 
manual  labour  "  ;  for  such  a  man's  "  primary  duty  was  to  use  his 
intelligence,  not  his  hands."  In  Regina  v.  Louth  Justices,^^  a  hairdresser 
was  held  not  a  workman  engaged  in  manual  labour.  But  in  Mayruird 
v.  Peter  Robinson  ^*  a  worker  with  a  sewing  machine  who  also  ironed 
materials  was  held  tx:)  be  engaged  in  manual  labour. 

The  term  labourer,  imder  20  Geo.  II.  c.  19,  has  been  held  to  extend  Labourer. 

to  labourers  of  all  descriptions ;  as,  for  instance,  to  a  labourer  who  had 

contracted  to  dig  and  stem  a  well  for  cattle,  to  be  paid  for,  by  the  foot,^* 

1  oRettie,  981.  a  L.c,  per  Lord  Justice- Clerk  Moncreiff,  988. 

3  12  Q.  B.  D.  201, 13  Q.  B.  D.  832.  4  X.c,  per  Brett,  M.R..  834. 

5  18  Q.  B.  D.  683;  but  ia Smithy,  Aswciated  Omnibus  Co.  (1907),  1  K.  B.  916,  tha 
driver  of  a  motor  omnibus  was  held  to  be  a  person  **  otherwise  engaged  in  manual 
labour,"  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Act. 

6  19  Q.  B.  D.  647.     See  Leech  v.  Oartside,  I  Times  L.  R.  391. 

7  19  Q,  B.  D.,_per  Lord  Esher,  M.R.,  661. 

8  (1892)  I  Q.  B.  226  ;  Jackwn  v.  HiU,  13  Q.  B.  D.  618,  is  to  the  same  effect 
fl  (1892)  1  (J.  B.,  per  Fry,  L.J.,  229. 

10  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  601.     The  workman  in  question  happened  to  be  a  railway  servant, 
80  that  the  case  is  not  directly  an  authority  under  the  Employers*  Liability  Act,  188(0 ; 
Lamb  v.  O.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  281,  note  at  282. 
,    11  (1900)  2  Ir.  R.  714.  -'>.  19  Times  L.'R.  492. 

;    13  Lowther  v.  Earl  of  Radnor,  8  East.  113. 
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and  who  employed  another  to  assist  him  in  the  work,  though  not  to 
a  caretaker  ^  of  goods  seized  mider  a  /i.  fa.  It  does  not  apply  to  "  a 
carpenter,  a  bailiff,  nor  the  clerk  of  a  parish."  ^ 

A  dairymaid  who,  besides  cooking  and  making  beds,  assisted  in 
harvest  work,  has  been  held  not  necessarily  excluded  from  the  definition 
of  "  servant  in  husbandry."  *  But  a  wj^goner  who  worked  at  harvesting 
is  a  servant  in  husbandry.*  So  is  "  a  man  employed  to  dig  the  ground  "  ^ 
but  a  person  engaged  by  the  owner  of  a  farm  to  keep  the  general 
accounts  of  the  farm,  to  weigh  out  the  food  for  the  cattle,  to  set  the  men 
to  work,  to  lend  a  hand  in  anything  if  wanted,  and  in  all  things  to  carry 
out  the  orders  given  to  him  is  not ;  because  "  his  chief  duty  was  to  keep 
the  general  accounts  belonging  to  the  farm.  From  that,  it  should  seem 
that  his  position  was  rather  that  of  a  steward  than  of  a  servant."  • 

As  to  journeymen.  "  Etymologically  considered,"  says  Day,  J.,^ 
"  a  journeyman  is  one  who  is  employed  by  the  day ;  but  that  is  not  the 
sense  in  which  the  term  is  ordinarily  used,  for  in  most  trades  where 
journeymen  are  employed — ^butchers,  bakers,  and  tailors,  for  instance — 
they  are  hired  and  paid  by  the  week."  And  in  the  same  case,  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  Brett,  M.R.,  says  :  "  A  '  journeyman  '  is  a  man  who 
is  working  for  a  master,  such  as  a  carpenter."  ® 

An  "  artificer,"  *  says  the  same  learned  judge,  in  the  same  place, 
is  a  skilled  workman,  and  a  "handicraftsman"  is  the  same.  The 
term  "  miner  "  would  include  all  persons  employed  in  underground 
working  in  search  of  minerals.^®  A  quarry  is  distinguished  from  a 
Qnarryman.  mine  as  being  "  a  place  upon  or  above  and  not  under  ground."  *^  Quarry- 
men,  if  not  held  to  be  miners  within  the  contemplation  of  the  Act,^* 
would  yet  be  within  it  as  "  otherwise  engaged  in  manual  labour  " ; 
which  has  been  expounded  by  Brett,  M.R.,"  to  mean  "  any  person 
engaged  in  the  same  way  as  all  the  others  are  engaged,  although  they 
do  not  go  by  the  same  names."  ^* 

A  county  court  judge  having  ruled  that  an  engineer  engaged  in 
looking  after  electric  lighting  plant  was  not  a  workman,  the  case  was 
sent  back  for  a  new  trial.^*^ 

A  lunatic  employer  is  liable,  unless  he  can  prove  not  only  his  in- 
capacity to  make  the  contract  out  of  which  the  claim  against  him 
arises,  but  in  addition  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  his  incapacity.*® 

1  Branwell  v.  Penneck,  7  B.  &  C.  536. 

2  Morgan  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  13  Q.  R  D..  per  Brett,  M.R.,  833, 

8  Ex  parte  Hughesy  23  L.  J.  M.  C.  138  ;  see,  too,  Olark  v.  JiTNavght,  Arkley  (Sc.), 
33,  where  it  was  held  that  a  servant  engaged  by  a  farmer  to  act  as  "  kitehen- woman 
and  byre- woman  "  came  within  the  class  of  "  servants  in  husbandry.'' 

4  LiUey  v.  Elivin,  11  Q.  B.  742. 

6  Morgan  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  D..  per  Brett,  M.R.,  834. 

6  Davies  v.  Lord  Berwick,  3  E.  &  E.,  per  Crompton,  J.,  553. 

7  Morgan  v.  London  General  Omnibus  C7o.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  206. 

8  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  353.     The  passage  is  not  in  the  Law  Reports. 

»  This  includes  a  stoker  or  fireman :  Wilson  v.  Zulueta,  14  Q.  B.  405;  a  calicopattcm 
designer :  Ex  parte  Ormrod,  1  D.  &  L.  825 ;  a  superintendent  of  looms :  Leech  v.  CfarUndt, 

1  Times  L.  R.  391  ;  and  the  overseer  of  a  printing-office  :  Bishop  v.  Letts,  1  F.  &  F.  401. 

10  Broum  v.  BuUerley  Coal  Co.,  2  Times  L.  R.  169 ;  Morrison  v.  Baird,  10  Rettie, 
271,  280.     Cp.  Marrow  v.  Flimby  <k  Broughion  Moor  Coal  and  Fire  Brick;  Co.,  (1898) 

2  Q.  B.  588  ;   Fitzpatrick  v.  Evarts,  (1902)  1  K.  B.  605. 

11  Per  Turner,  L.J.,  Bell  v.  Wilson,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  303. 

12  Devonshire  v.  Bawlinson,  28  J.  P.  72. 

13  Morgan  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  353. 

i*  As  to  "  a  contract  personally  to  execute  any  work  or  labour,'*  see  Sadler  r. 
Henlock,  4  E.  &  B.  570. 

15  Isaacson  v.  New  Grand  Clapham  Juficiion,  19  Times  L.  R.  150. 

16  Imperial  Loan  Co.  v.  Stone,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  599. 
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In  a  New  South  Wales  case  ^  plaintiff,  being  the  owner  of  a^couple 
of  carts,  went,  when  it  suited  him,  to  the  brick-kiln  of  the  defendants 
and  took  bricks^  away  to  the  places  on  the  defendant's  works  where 
they  were  required  ;  for  which  he  received  a  specified  sum  of  money. 
He  was  not  bound  to  do  the  work,  though,  if  he  thought  fit  to  do  it,  he 
was  paid.  While  the  plaintiff  was  loading,  the  roof  of  the  kiln  fell  in, 
and  he  was  injured ;  for  which  injuries  he  sued  under  the  Act,  claiming 
under  the  words  a  "  contract  of  service  or  a  contract  personally  to 
execute  any  work  or  labour  "  ;  the  Supreme  Court  held  him  disentitled 
to  recover,  because  a  contract  to  be  within  the  words  must  be  a  contract 
to  personally  serve  or  to  serve  for  some  period  or  to  do  some  particular 
work.  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the  contract  must  be  for  the  personal 
doing  of  the  work  by  the  plaintiff  who  brings  an  action  of  this 
sort."  2 

Although  primd  facie  an  infant  is  incapable  of  contracting,  there 
is  "  an  exception  which  is  based  on  the  desirableness  of  infants  employ- 
ing themselves  in  labour ;  therefore,  where  you  get  a  contract  for  labour 
and  you  have  a  remuneration  of  wages,  that  contract,  I  ®  think,  must 
be  taken  to  be  primd  facie  binding  upon  an  infant."  *  If  viewed  as  a 
whole  the  contract  is  an  unfair  one,  it  is  void  as  against  the  infant.^ 

The  definition  of  workman  does  not  include  those  who  are  working  Government 
in  Government  departments  ;  and  for  two  reasons  :  ^  ,     workmen  not 

First,  the  rights  of  the  Crown  are  not  affected  by  any  Act  in  which  i?^^^^*^  ^^ 
the  Crown  is  not  specially  named.* 

Secondly,  the  Crown  is  not  liable  for  torts  committed  byj  its 
servants.^ 

Under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,  an  express  contract  by  Workmen 
which  the  workman  engages  to  forego  the  benefits  of  the  Act  in  the  may  contract| 
event  of  injury  is  valid ;  ^  since  sec.  1  of  the  Act  only  negatives  the  o^^^f  the  Act 

1  Lobb  y.  Amo8,  7  N.  S.  W.  R.  (Law)  9£. 

s  L.c,  per  Sir  James  Martin,  C.J.,  96.  •  s  Fry,  L.J. 

4  De  Francesco  v.  Bamum,  45  Ch.  D.  439. 

s  Com  V.  MaHhews,  (1893)  1 Q.  B.  310, explained  by  Channell,  J.,  Oreen  v.  Thompson, 
(1899)  2  Q,  B.  6,  and  illustrated  by  Flovoer  v.  L,  <f?  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  65 ; 
Clements  v.  L.  <fe  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  482. 

fl  Bac.  Abr.  Prerog.  (E)  5. 

7  Johnstone  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  B.  493 ;  Buron  v.  Denman,  2  Ex.  167.    Ante,  221. 

8  OriffUhs  V.  EaH  of  Dudley,  9  Q.  B.  D.  357.  Messrs.  Roberts  and  Wallace. 
Liability  of  Employers  (3rd  ed.),  465-466,  sumest  that  the  provisions  of  the  Truck 
Act,  1831  (1  &  2  Will.  rV.  c.  37),  were  applicable  to  the  agreement  in  Griffiths  v.  Earl 
of  Dudley.  But  if  the  wages  of  a  workman  +  risk  are  30s.  a  week,  can  wages  at  2os.  — 
risk  (in  respect  of  which  the  employer  undertakes  to  pay  5^.  to  an  insurance  fund) 
be  wages  of  which  any  part  is  **  made  payable  otherwise  uian  in  current  coin:*'  Assum- 
ing they  are,  see  HeuieU  v.  Allen,  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  662,  affirmed  in  H.  L.  (1894)  A.  C. 
383  ;  also  Chaumer  v.  Cummings,  8  Q.  B.  311 ;  Archer  v.  James,  2  B.  &  S.  61,  where  . 
the  Ex.  Ch.  were  equally  divided. 

The  rule  of  law  as  to  contracting  out  of  a  liability  imposed  by  statute  has  been  the 
subject  of  so  much  discussion  that  it  may  be  well  to  summarise  the  authorities.  The 
maxim  of  law  is  Quivis  renunciare  potest  juri  pro  se  irUroducto :  Bovill  v.  Wood,  2 
M.  &  S.,  per  Bayley,  J.,  26  ;  or  as  it  appears  in  Cod.  2,  3,  29  v  Omnes  licentiam  habere, 
his,  qwB  pro  se  introducta  sunt,  renuntiare.  Cp.  Wilson  v.  Mcintosh,  (1894)  A.  C 
133 ;  4  Bl.  Comm.  317 ;  Great  Eastern  By.  Co.  v.  Goldsmid,  9  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord 
Selbome,  C,  936,  where  the  form  is,  unusquisque  potest  renunciare  juri  pro  se  introducto  ; 
and  Enohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  C,  per  Lord  Westbury,  C,  16,  where  the  form  is, 
Cuique  competit  renunciare  juri  pro  se  irUroducto. 

In  Bou^)otham  v.  Wilson,  8  E.  &  B.  151,  Martin,  B.,  says :  "  I  cannot  perceive 
any  reason,  either  at  law  or  otherwise,  why  parties  should  not  be  at  liberty  by  apt 
words,  either  to  add  to,  or  qualify,  or  make  more  or  less  extensive,  the  right  which  the 
law  of  itself  provides  and  imposes,  or,  if  they  think  fit,  declare  that  such  rights  shall  not 
exist  at  all.  Quilibet  potest  renunciare  juri  pro  se  introducto.''  Again,  in  Bumsey  v. 
N.  E.  By.  Co.,  14  C.  B.  (N.  S.),  Erie,  C.J.,  649,  says  :  "  It  is  undoubtedly  competent 
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implication  of  an  agreement  by  the  workman  to  bear  the  risks  of 
the  employment,  but  does  not  forbid  the  constitution  of  an  express 
agreement. 
Expiation  of  The  Employers'  Liability  Act,  1880,  which  would  have  expired  at 
the  end  of  the  session  in  1888,  was  continued  by  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  68, 
until  the  December  31, 1889,  and  has  since  been  continued  annually  by 
the  Expiring  Laws  Continuance  Act. 

to  any  man  to  renounce  a  privilege  whioh  is  given  to  him  by  a  statute."  Lord  West' 
bury,  C,  draws  attention  to  the  words  pro  «e  in  the  maxim»  which  he  says  have  been 
introduced  to  show  that  "  no  man  can  renounce  a  right  which  his  duty  to  the  public* 
which  the  claims  of  society,  forbid  the  renunciation  of  "  :  EwnX  v.  EwnX^  31  L.  J.  Cb. 
175.  See  also  Marlcham  y.  Stanford,  U  C.  B.  N.  S.,  per  Byles,  J.,  383 ;  Morten  v. 
Marshall,  2  H.  &  C.  305.  The  maxim  as  to  this  is,  pactis  privaiorum  pMieo  juri 
derogari  nequit :  Swan  v,  Blair,  3  Gl.  &  F.  621,  or,  as  it  elsewhere  appears,  non  derogaJtwr 
Li  Printing  and  Numericid  Registering  Co.  v.  Sampson,  L.  B.  19  £q.  465,  Jessel, 
M.B.,  says :  '*  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  you  are  not  to  extend  arbitrarily  thoee 
rules  which  say  that  a  given  contract  is  void  as  beine  against  public  policy,  because  if 
there  is  one  thing  which  more  than  another  public  policy  requires  it  is  that  men  of  full 
age  and  competent  understanding  shall  have  the  utmost  liberty  of  contracting,  and 
that  their  contracts,  when  entered  into  freely  and  voluntarily,  shall  be  held  sacred, 
and  shall  be  enforced  by  courts  of  justice."  This  passage  is  cited  and  approved  by 
Fry,  L.J.,  EousiUon  v.  BousiUon,  14  Ch.  D.  365,  and  by  Chitty,  J.,  Ttdlis  v.  Jacson, 
(1892)  3  Ch.  445.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  205.  See  also  WaUis  v.  Smith,  21 
Ch.  D.,  per  Jessel,  M.B.,  266.  As  to  the  argument  of  "  public  policy,"  Burrough,  J., 
says,  Btchardson  v.  MeUish,  2  Bing.  252  :  "I,  for  one,  protest,  as  my  Lord  has  done, 
against  arguing  too  strongly  upon  public  policy ;  it  is  a  very  unruly  horse,  and  when 
once  you  get  astride  it  you  never  know  where  it  wiU  carry  you.  It  may  lead  you  from 
the  soimd  law.  It  is  never  argued  at  all  but  when  other  points  faiL"  Even  more 
forcible  are  the  words  of  Mr.  Pierpoint  arguendot  the  passage  is  too  loiu;  to  extract, 
in  The  King  v.  Hampden,  3  How.  St.  Tr.  1293  ;  see  also  Lord  Mansfield,  QJ.,  WUkee^s 
case,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1112. 

1  "  Public  policy,"  as  a  ground  of  legal  decision,  is  exhaustively  treated  in  the 
leading  case  of  Egerton  v.  Marl  Brovmlow,  4  H.  C.  L.  1.  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  advising  the 
Lords,  summarises  the  cases  as  establishing  the  distinction,  "  that  where  a  contract 
is  directly  opposed  to  public  welfare  it  is  void,  though  the  parties  may  have  a  real 
interest  in  the  matter,  and  an  apparent  right  to  deal  with  it.  See  also  per  Bowen, 
L.J.,  in  Maxim  Nordenfelt,  dbc.  Co,  v.  NoftUn/elt,  (1893)  1  Ch.  665,  aflfirmed  in  H.  L. 
(1894)  A.  C.  535;  and  per  Lord  Halsbury,  C,  Jaruon  v.  DriefonUin  Consolidaied 
Mines,  (1902)  A.  C.  491,  citing  Marshy,  Marine  Insurance.  In  re  Fitzgerald,  (1904) 
1  Ch.  573. 

Invito  benefieium  non  datur  D.  50,  17,  69  ;  and  Pacta  qua  contra  leges  constittUuni' 
csque  vel  contra  bonos  mores  fiunt  nuUam  vim  habere,  indvhitaJti  juris  est.  Cod.  2,  3,  6, 
are  the  maxims  of  the  Roman  law. 
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